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INTRODUCTION

Nunavut is born. This historic achievement is a framework through which the eastern
Arctic's Inuit majority will secure a far greater say in the territory's public institutions.
What these institutions are supposed to accomplish and how they are to accomplish it
are questions now subject to much more direct influence that was ever the case in the
Government of the Northwest Territories.

In one of the world's most remote and climatically harsh regions, communities and their
citizens face unique, complex challenges. Addressing these challenges is an awesome
task. In it the Nunavut government will play a key role. So too will people working and
living at the community level. Regional Inuit Associations, equipped with powers related
to implementing the historic 1993 land claims agreement, are also key players in the
changing political map of the north. Also important in a territory so vast and with such a
small, scattered population will be a variety of other kinds of institutions - organizations
and associations related to the economic, cultural, and social interests of Nunavut
citizens.

The effectiveness of this organizational and institutional infrastructure will require a
strategic and cooperative approach to working together. Success in positively influencing
the future social, cultural, and economic health of the people and their communities will
depend on it.

This book examines a particular kind of institution that has emerged in the territory of
Nunavut since the early '90s. Community Economic Development Organizations, or
CEDOs, could be crucial to the strengthening of local and regional economies in the
years ahead. All three regional CEDOs are controlled by the Inuit through regional Inuit
Associations (Kitikmeot in the west, Kavalliq in the central south, and Kakivak in the far
northeast). All three have faced enormous obstacles to arrive where they are today.

The story of this evolution is the subject of this book. But we have attempted to do more
than just tell their story. We necessarily have had to look at the context in which they
have evolved. The political and economic policies of governments, federal and territorial,
have played a influential role in CEDO development, sometimes helping and other times
hindering. Understanding these factors increases our comprehension not only of the
past, but also of some of the choices that the Nunavut government will have to make.

Perhaps even more important to those reading this narrative is our attempt, albeit in a
somewhat preliminary fashion, to assess the "track record" of each of the CEDOs in
terms of "CED best practice" criteria. Research in the last decade has revealed the key
characteristics of successful CEDOs and defined the functions any CEDO must address
if they are to effectively advance the economic and social development of the
communities and/or regions they serve.

Our purpose here is to introduce this initial assessment of CEDO experience as a
starting point for creating a framework for debate, for learning and for strengthening
CEDOs in the years to come. From our experience as CED practitioners and
researchers, the closer the three regional CEDOs come to meet the characteristics of
best practice CEDOs, the better positioned they will be to play a strategic role in the new
Nunavut. To the extent they do not meet these criteria, the CEDOs and related
organizations can begin to think through the steps to take to increase their effectiveness.
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Just as importantly, the new government of Nunavut and federal departments concerned
with economic and community development will find lots to think about with respect to
their roles and responsibilities as legislators, policy-makers, and program designers.

In summary, our challenge in this book has been to weave together what is a fascinating
development experience in a way that enables us to probe for the lessons to be learned
and to explore the issues to be addressed if CEDOs and the Nunavut government are to
build a productive working relationship in the years to come.

Background to the Scope & Limits of the Research

This document is a work in progress. Its genesis resides in the strong desire of a few
people who have worked for eight years to build CEDOs in the eastern Arctic.

The first task set out for us was to document the 8-year evolution of three CEDOs based
in the Eastern Arctic - Kitikmeot Economic Development Commission, Kivallaq Partners
in Development, and the Kakivak Association. The second task was to conduct an
analysis that would assist in understanding the extent to which each of the CEDOs has
evolved, or is evolving, in the direction of best practice CED organizations. (The
contracting party was the Nunavut CEDO steering group, a territory-wide organization
owned by the three regional CEDOs.) The authors, both of them practitioners and
researchers in the field of CED, have been associated with an examination of best
practice in Canada and elsewhere. We also have extensive experience building
organizations that, over time, have become known for the quality of their work, the
durability of their results, and their capacity to mobilize community and external
resources into a framework that addresses both social and economic goals.

Our results to date derive primarily from a review of a wide range of reports, studies, and
internal documents. We supplemented this review with a questionnaire that was
completed by staff and officers of two of the three CEDOs as well as officers of the
CEDOs' sister for-profit corporations, Kitikmeot Corporation (Kitikmeot Economic
Development Commission) and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation (Kakivak).

We believe the results are instructive and that any serious reflection on the analysis will
prove useful. Firstly, the documentation trail we have traveled is reasonably extensive;
although some people in the North will have been aware of much of what we have
reviewed, it is doubtful whether the overview we have been privileged to gain is widely
available. Secondly, the analytical perspective we bring to bear of CED best practice is
neither widely available, nor likely to be well-understood in much of the North. It certainly
isn’t in the South, although it is slowly becoming more widely known.

This is because, at least in part, much of the research leading to the use of "best
practice" language in the field of CED has only been published in the last five years.
Indeed, while there is a long history of community development in Canada, the economic
dimensions of which is reflected in the history of cooperatives and credit unions, CED as
a distinct field in Canada can only be traced back to 1975, with the birth of New Dawn
Enterprises on Cape Breton Island. CED practice, driven by the inventiveness born of
community distress, has always been ahead of the “theory and research” (although the
latter have advanced somewhat in recent years due to a growing interest in CED as an
important economic development strategy).
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Having said this, we are acutely aware that documentation and questionnaire analysis
alone can never reveal the nuance and contextual detail that is so important to fleshing
out “on the ground realities.” The original design for this work would have had us
conduct a series of interviews across the North. To date, however, circumstances have
dictated otherwise. We have not had the opportunity to undertake the kind of discussions
that would inform and enrich our analysis, although this may happen at a later stage.

Having thus qualified our work, we do not discount its importance or strategic value. The
documentation reviewed to prepare this narrative, while not necessarily revealing the
nuance of the CEDO development process, is an important source of intelligence that in
and of itself is a critical source of understanding. Our opinion of the progress made by
CEDOs is based on a close reading of the record as documented by people who live
and work in Nunavut and from organizations related to the planning of Nunavut’s future.

Finally, we fully recognize that the real value of this undertaking will not be realized
unless it is embraced as a point of dialogue for achieving greater effectiveness by the
Inuit leadership in the CEDOs, by development corporations, and by Inuit Associations
as well as key officials and political representatives within the new Nunavut. If it serves
as such a reference point, the project will have been time well-spent. If it does not, it will
become part of the historical record of Nunavut, available to all other voyeurs, southern
and northern, to understand what factors shaped the Nunavut now under construction.

The narrative begins in Chapter One with an extensive overview of the broader context
within which the CEDOs emerged and developed. Beginning with a brief outline of the
recent historical period, the story quickly focusses on the key institutions and actors that
have played a key role in shaping economic development North of 60. The interplay of
policy, decisions, conflicts, and change is complex and fascinating. Understanding this
backdrop is critical to understanding and appreciating both what the CEDOs have
accomplished and what they have yet to achieve.

The next chapter is brief but important. It outlines the key characteristics of best practice
in the field of community economic development. It is these characteristics, and the
criteria that can be derived from them, that provides a basis for undertaking the
tentative, but useful assessment of each of the CEDOs.

The subsequent three chapters tell the story of each of the regional CEDOs. At the end
of each chapter, we set out a preliminary analysis which explores the extent to which the
CEDOs have developed into, or are moving towards becoming CED best practice
organizations. The final chapter then discusses the overall implications of what has been
learned. As indicated earlier, it is hoped this discussion will prompt a positive debate as
to the future of CEDOs in the territory and begin outlining some of the policy issues that
will be relevant to the new Nunavut government as it begins its historic journey as the
eleventh regional jurisdiction in Canada.
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CHAPTER ONE
BUILDING CEDOs IN THE '90s: PUTTING THE CHALLENGE IN CONTEXT

From The Camps To Settlements To Nunavut: A Synopsis

Nunavut is a massive land base dotted with tiny villages in which the majority of the
people are Inuit. Until recently, life on the land was the dominant mode of being. Small
camps of families moving around a vast tundra lived from hunting and trapping, the latter
being their primary form of participation in the broader economy. The harvest of furs had
been the primary means to secure the cash income required to support what had
evolved as the twentieth century version of the Inuit traditional lifestyle. Until the late
1950s, with episodic and isolated exceptions based on mining activity and the DEW line
construction, the resources of the land were the economic base of Inuit. The
“settlements” were primarily outposts for the Hudson’s Bay Company, RCMP, and the
missions of the various churches, to which Inuit came to trade their goods and secure
the provisions they needed for life on the land.

In the late 1950s, the federal government expanded the reach of the state into the lives
of the Inuit. The primary feature of federal policy was the drive to gather people into
settlements. There were several factors that led to this policy. The legacy of the Second
World War, when all parts of Canada were seen as of potential national significance,
played an important role in raising awareness of the North. The birth of the United
Nations spurred on a movement to dampen the exploitative features of free enterprise
by using national wealth to assist disadvantaged citizens. Finally, the North was
beginning to emerge in the consciousness of national policy-makers and politicians as a
potential treasure trove of resources that Canada would need for its national
development.

In a short period (extremely short, when one considers the radical withdrawal of Inuit
away from the camp life and into settlements), southern institutions came to stand at the
political center of Inuit life. The trading post and mission were augmented by a rapid
expansion of teachers, police, government administrators, and nursing stations, all of
which were the results of policies made in Ottawa, all of which were governed centrally
by Ottawa bureaucracy, and almost all of which were filled by white, middle-class
personnel who stayed in the North an average of 2.5 years.1

Among the political institutions that emerged in the late '50s and through the '60s was
“local government,” a subject central to the discussion of the respective roles of CEDOs
and hamlet councils introduced much later in this narrative. Local councils of Inuit were
formed. They were staffed by white settlement managers who worked from the premise
that the “Eskimos must take over the roles and responsibilities at present in the hands of
Whites.” 2 The contradictions and irony of this position were not lost on Inuit who quickly
became aware of the fact that the things that were most important to them were not
within the authority of the local “jurisdiction.” Therefore, when the Inuit said X should be
changed, the settlement manager, in his educational role as an agent of local
government development, replied, “You cannot change X; that is not within your
authority.” It is not difficult to see how the recurrence of this pattern led to confusion,
resentment, and ultimately, little ownership over local institutions. As one Inuit woman
said of one such “local government” in the early 1970s, “We are in a fog. The Whites
have led us into this fog, and it is their job to lead us out again.”



CED in the High Arctic: Progress and Prospects 5

It was in the first half of the 1970s that glimmers of a way out of the fog began to reach
into the consciousness of a new generation of leadership. The Inuit Tapirisat of Canada
(ITC) was established in 1973 as a national Inuit organization. The Nisga’a Supreme
Court case in 1973, in which the court was evenly split on the question of whether
aboriginal title existed, established the political motivation for the federal government to
begin taking seriously the underlying interests of aboriginal people in the land. The
Northern Quebec Agreement involving the James Bay Cree and Inuit of Northern
Quebec was concluded (1975) as part of the Quebec government strategy to develop a
massive hydro-electric power project in the James Bay region. At the same time, the
new rush to develop oil and gas in the Beaufort Sea (1970-77) and the advent of the
McKenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry (1975-77) created the context for the Inuvialuit of the
Western Arctic and the federal government to begin land claim negotiations. In short, the
rush for resources began to encounter a burning assertion from young Inuit leaders: "we
own the land and there must be change."

The dream of Nunavut emerged from this context. In one generation a “people of the
land” had begun stirring with a dream to change the context within which their lives had
become boxed in and controlled. By the late 1970s these dramatic events, coupled with
increased resource development interest in the eastern Arctic, led to the initiation of land
claims negotiations in the area that 20 years later would become the new Nunavut
Territory. It took almost 15 years to negotiate a settlement. The result is not only a land
base controlled by Inuit but also a political space within which to begin the process of
transforming the relationship between Inuit and the state. With the conclusion of the
settlement 1993, the face of the eastern Arctic is in the midst of another period of rapid
change. The advent in 1999 of Nunavut as a new Canadian territory with its own public
government is another important part of this change. It remains to be seen whether the
new Nunavut will succeed in clearing “the fog” and enabling Inuit to chart a development
path defined by Inuit priorities. The wresting of control from the bureaucracy and the
return of authority to the communities and their institutions, whether local, regional, or
Nunavut-wide, is a story that is still being written.

Introduction to the Contextual Overview

Of critical importance to understanding the evolution and future prospects of community
economic development organizations in the eastern Arctic is first to establish the larger
policy context which shaped them. Policy initiatives at the federal and territorial levels
have been significant factors in CEDO development. An understanding of these policies
will help identify some of the key issues that must be addressed by both CEDOs and the
Nunavut government due to take office in April 1999.

The differing visions and conflicts described in what follows are embedded in the history
of Inuit-White relations, particularly as it relates to the role and function of different levels
of government. These factors continue to impact on the economic development in the
communities of this vast territory. To ignore the tension that pervades the debate
recounted in this chapter is to be destined to repeat the same pattern many years into
the future.

Two last comments are necessary before proceeding. First, the broader struggle of
aboriginal people in Canada has already been identified as having contributed to the
Inuit struggle to assert ownership of the land and to gain greater control of their own
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lives, politically and economically. However, one fundamental contextual difference
between Inuit and other aboriginal groups must be understood.

Apart from the Inuit and metis, all aboriginal groups across Canada have operated in the
context of the Indian Act; that is, they all have had a reserve and local government
system that, though circumscribed in numerous ways, has provided a limited basis for
local government. Among the Inuit, by contrast, community-level government services,
education, economic development, etc. are controlled directly through public
government agencies. This distinction is crucial to our understanding of the evolution of
CEDOs in the eastern Arctic - CEDOs being, by definition, community institutions.

Secondly, the basic geography and demography of the land now known as Nunavut
imposes some singularly stark realities. The territory encompasses 1.9 million sq. km.
but only 20 km. of roads. Iqaluit, the Nunavut capital, is 2000 km. north of Ottawa and
over 1500 km. from Cambridge Bay, the regional center of the western Kitikmeot region.
Its total population of 22,000 (approximating that of a small town in southern Canada) is
scattered between 26 communities. The largest, Iqaluit, has 3600 residents.

Building effective community economic development organizations in any context
requires sustained effort over time. In Nunavut, it is inescapable that building CEDOs is
a unique and challenging task.

Government & Communities - Accountability & Development:
A Snapshot of the Debate

As far back as 1979, a report commissioned to examine constitutional development in
the N.W.T. recognized that government program delivery structures must be more
accountable to the people and communities, rather than merely an extension of a
centralized decision making structure:

“While there is widespread criticism that the territorial government is merely an
extension of the federal government, there are similar complaints that local
(and regional) governments in the N.W.T. are, in effect, administrative
extensions of the Government of the N.W.T. and used for the sole purpose of
delivering its programs. Local councils and committees are perceived by the
communities as possessing no real authority over those issues that are of vital
importance to the lives of residents of the communities3”

Almost a decade later, in early 1988, a special committee of the Northwest Territories
Legislative Assembly was struck to review all aspects of economic development in the
N.W.T., and to provide recommendations for changes to territorial economic
development policy and practices. This Special Committee on the Northern Economy
(SCONE) was unprecedented; its 15 MLAs carried out an extensive consultation
throughout the N.W.T. Their final report made some important observations that clarify
the approach to economic development prevalent in the government departments of the
day. Underlying this approach was the notion that business development as a strategy
would provide the necessary impetus for broad economic development in all regions of
the North. However, except in the large communities, that strategy had failed. The
Special Committee cited four principal reasons.
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• “First, a business development strategy does not develop people. It develops
businesses. It assumes people have the basic education and skills they need to take on
the responsibilities of running a small business.
• Second, a business development strategy needs people with an entrepreneurial
tradition.
• Third, for a business development strategy to succeed, it needs the right
combination of economic conditions at the local level.
• Fourth, business development can’t stand alone. Even in the underdeveloped
communities, it can be an essential component of economic development. But, it must
be part of a more integrated approach - one that combines education, training, social
services, development of support services, cooperation between the public sectors and
coordinated approaches.” 4(emphasis is ours)

The committee also made two other prescient observations worth noting.

• “The trend towards more regional development is inevitable. It has deep
roots and it will not go away. Government must recognize this. It must not
straight-arm regional development for fear of regional government.
• The role of government will change. It will move away from providing direct
services for people to helping people provide services for themselves.”

These thought-provoking observations led the Committee to define development in
terms very different than what was being practiced at the time.

“Development is a process of change which transforms local communities and
regions. It:

• makes people more productive and increases their individual incomes;
• makes people less dependent upon government and more able to help
themselves;
• changes social relationships and may lead to changes in culture or values;
• often leads to systemic changes - changes in political and other power
structures."

The report goes on to qualify this definition: “A developmental approach
recognizes that people have certain basic rights to decide how they want their
communities and regions to develop. But in order to exercise these rights they
must have power.”

These strident conclusions and recommendations set a historic benchmark, the
substance of which was largely ignored by successive governments (although they often
appropriated some of the language.) Nevertheless, the philosophy and underlying
analysis did become very much part of the CEDO struggle, which began to take shape
as a result of a promising federal government initiative unveiled one year after the
SCONE agenda was tabled.
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The Canadian Economic Development Strategy:
The Birth of CEDOs in the Eastern Arctic

While N.W.T. legislators were preparing their compelling development agenda, the
federal government was considering its own track record in the area of aboriginal
economic development nationally. Devolution of services from INAC to First Nation
governments had been underway for over 15 years. In the mid-'80s, new initiatives were
shaping a concept of a more integrated, coordinated national strategy: Industry, Science
and Technology’s (IS&T) Native Economic Development Program, for example, and
experiments by the Department of Employment and Immigration with decentralizing
decision-making to aboriginal boards in B.C.

In 1989, the Canadian Aboriginal Economic Development Strategy (CAEDS) was
launched at a gala gathering of policy-makers, politicians, aboriginal leaders, and media
on the lands of the Stony First Nation in Alberta's foothills. CAEDS was a well-intended
initiative to take the resources of three major federal departments (Employment and
Immigration - human resource development; Indian and Inuit Affairs - community
economic development; and Industry Science and Technology - aboriginal business
development) and coordinate their delivery within a common strategic framework.

The key principle underlying CAEDS was partnerships:

A new national partnership, based on common understanding, joint planning and
implementation, and a shared will to bring about needed changes in policies, programs
and institutions, is essential for Aboriginal individuals and the communities truly to enjoy
the benefits of the growing Canadian economy.”5

The strategy’s intention was to increase aboriginal business formation, job creation,
greater participation in design of programs, greater private sector involvement and to get
the provinces and territorial governments on board. More specifically, it had a real
interest in “further development of a network of economic institutions, controlled by
Aboriginal people, that, over time, can assume responsibility for much of the delivery of
the governments investment funding, business and employment programs and advisory
services, and, increased joint venturing between aboriginal and ‘mainstream’
businesses”

A particularly important feature of the approach, especially in relation to Inuit desires to
create their own economic development capacity, was INAC’s community economic
development program. Very flexible in its funding framework, it allowed CEDOs to use
the money for planning, staff, equity, credit, capacity-building - almost anything that
would support economic development at the local or regional level. The only criterion
was to have in place an operational plan setting out goals, specific objectives, and a
budgeted action plan.

This feature of CAEDS was of crucial importance to the birth of CEDOs in the eastern
Arctic. For Inuit, CAEDS represented a unique opportunity to develop Inuit institutions
that could be involved directly in provision of economic development services. Previous
to CAEDS there was no direct support for Inuit development in this area. Services were
either provided directly by federal aboriginal programming or by territorial government
agency services of general application.6
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The Inuit Working Group - Getting the CAEDS Ball Rolling

Under the coordination of the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, a working group was structured
in August of 1989 that included representatives from the government agencies, the six
Regional Inuit Associations across Canada’s North, Arctic Cooperatives, and the
National Inuit Women’s organization. Its aim was to design a coordinated strategic plan
for implementing the new partnership arrangements between Inuit and federal agencies.

The final report of this group, completed in 1990, puts forward a visionary mandate “to
help Inuit communities to find the means to mobilize their members and animate the
development process toward economic self-reliance and self sufficiency”. 7

This mission statement, which puts the developmental focus unambiguously at the
community level, was fully consistent with the INAC component of the CAEDS strategy.
However, it contrasted greatly with the individual business development strategy still
pursued by the Government of N.W.T. (GNWT) and some of the other federal agencies.
ITC’s vision of pro-active community engagement that fulfilled “the need to directly
involve community members.... thus ensuring that the Inuit at the community level have
a direct sense of ownership and control over the [development] process” was going to
face some interesting challenges.

Beyond the differences in development philosophy was another stark challenge: there
was very little existing organizational capacity, other than perhaps the cooperative
movement. There were Regional Inuit Associations, established in the mid-'70s with
funding from the Secretary of State. However, their main focus was to represent a wide
range of Inuit interests, primarily in relation to the GNWT. In short, there was no
organizational means that could even begin to advance a CED agenda on any
systematic basis. Faced with starting from square one, the ITC plan proposed the
establishment of an organizational structure that would support the development of
regionally-based CEDOs to provide “Inuit Community Economic Services” in the areas of
business development, human resource development, and financial services. Having
scoped out this role, the working group preoccupied itself with establishing
organizational blueprints for what were to become the CEDOs.

ITC incorporated Sinaaq Enterprises to provide advisory, planning, and technical
assistance support for CEDO development. Sinaaq's pioneers had high expectations.
Their objective was to establish the CEDOs and then quickly move to take over the
economic development support functions scattered through the many departments of
both levels of government. There were high hopes that through the “coordinated
strategic plan for the delivery of economic development services” that were “community
based, comprehensive in nature, and coordinated in delivery”, much would be
achieved.8

Given this game plan, which put organizational and CED service development first and
community development later, the envisaged CEDOs would be in a very interesting
position. On the one hand, corralling scattered resources and services into a more
integrated delivery structure was seen to help build a framework for a more community -
driven agenda. On the other hand, CEDOs were created with a vision of “directly
involving community members....thus ensuring that the Inuit at the community level have
a direct sense of ownership and control over the [development] process.” And then,
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there was the additional problem of having no organized capacity. What was to come
first? These dilemmas became part of the "genetic make-up" of the embryonic CEDOs.

The GNWT: Trying to Pour Old Wine into New Skins?

While the Inuit Working Group enthusiastically conceptualized CEDOs which could
transform the approach to economic development in their communities, the GNWT
Department of Economic Development and Tourism (ED&T) appeared affected by
neither the SCONE report nor the looming implications of CAEDS. In February 1990,
ED&T tabled a report entitled “Building on Community Strengths: A Community Based
Approach.” Interestingly, ED&T took pains to point out that their approach was not an
economic development strategy. Rather, it was presented as an approach that focussed
on developing the economy through developing businesses.9 Just two years after the
most extensive examination of economic development ever undertaken in the N.W.T.,
the SCONE's report had evidently hit a brick wall. ED&T had neither heard nor
understood. If it had, it chose instead to ignore the message and reinforce the
department's traditional, narrow focus on business development.

Larger forces started to come into play in the early '90s. Recession was hitting the
country at large and by 1991 governments were facing a growing financial crisis. This
prompted the GNWT Cabinet to commission a special review of the government’s way of
operating. How were they to create efficiencies and reduce costs while maintaining the
full range of programs and services for their constituents?

Based on extensive research and on consultation with key stakeholders, the
recommendations of another major policy paper were profound and sweeping. The
central thrust of “Strength at Two Levels” was that cost effectiveness and performance in
servicing the needs and aspirations of northern residents would be increased if there
was a stronger local presence in the fulfillment of government responsibilities, especially
the delivery of programs and services.

The GNWT responded with a strategy document entitled “Reshaping Northern
Government.” It laid out the framework for transferring more government programs and
decision-making responsibility closer to the people - in fact, to individual hamlets. The
result, they claimed, would be design and delivery which more clearly reflected the
needs and traditions of local people. The strategy recognized that it would be important
to ensure sufficient resources were provided to the local level for ”efficient and effective
delivery of programs and services.” It further recognized the necessity of planning,
focussing on implementation of a long term strategy.

It is within this context that the Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KIA), the parent organization
of the Kitikmeot CEDO, met with the Government Leader in May 1992 to express a
desire for quite a different approach: the devolution of the programs and services of
ED&T to the Kitikmeot region, rather than to the communities.

Despite this proposal's significant divergence from GNWT policy, the initial response
was promising. The Government Leader stated he would support such a transfer given
four conditions: widespread community support for a regional delivery structure;
demonstrable fiscal responsibility; that the transfer would improve upon or maintain the
existing delivery system; and that programs and services would be delivered to all
groups (Inuit and non-Inuit alike).10
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KIA and the Kitikmeot CEDO immediately moved to carry out an extensive community
consultation. Its results were virtually unanimous: to allocate these functions to the
Kitikmeot CEDO. With one exception (Gjoa Haven council), there was a firm consensus
that devolution to hamlets was not desirable. (For more on the results of this community
consultation, see Chapter 3.)

This conclusion is very interesting. Why would the communities not want the authority
transferred to them? After all, they could delegate specific functions and resources back
up to the regional level, couldn't they? (Or could they?) And had not the GNWT just
developed a policy that would put more resources and authority at the local level? Why
then such resistance to the devolution of economic development services to the local
hamlets? Why was there such a strong support for a regional approach?

Part of the answer may be in the historical structure of the relationship between the
federal and GNWT governments. They were involved in an on-going and complex
struggle to strengthen public government in the North. The essential core of the strategy
was devolution of resources and authority for expenditures from the federal government
to the GNWT. The GNWT was to provide the services, devolving the local service
delivery to the hamlet councils. Significantly, however, their performance of this function
would remain controlled by GNWT funding mechanisms.

Public government in the Eastern Arctic had always meant that decisions were
centralized, originally in Ottawa, then in Yellowknife or with GNWT Regional
Superintendents that managed line agencies. Even staff that worked at the community
level, (economic development officers, for example) were accountable to their respective
line agencies, not to the community government per se. In many ways, the structure of
inter-governmental relations was a more sophisticated extension of the same pattern
that had existed since the first settlement manager was employed by Ottawa to manage
the affairs of a local community. Now however, it was the GNWT and its various agents
that bureaucratically determined community governance.

In this context, it is perhaps not so difficult to understand why communities would be
reticent about having services all localized. What real control, if any, would they have?
Moreover, the Inuit had already been struggling for 15 years to achieve a land claim
settlement, which was getting very close to realization. Key to the structure for
implementation of the claim were Regional Inuit Organizations. Although established
since the mid-1970’s, these organizations were about to become much more powerful,
with a legally constituted role in implementation of the final agreement. Is it not
reasonable to assume that these factors would affect Inuit attitudes?

Further, the historical pattern of funding from the two levels of government may have
influenced community level attitudes. Community-level funding traditionally flowed
through the GNWT, and federal funding to representative Inuit organizations. If CAEDS
dollars were understood to be flowing to the communities, might not Inuit naturally get
concerned that the GNWT could interrupt this new source of federal money? Would it
not be logical to fear that the superintendents of ED&T would once again end up with the
power to veto local decisions to spend these monies? It would not at all be surprising if
these factors played some part in shaping the response which, in the case of Kitikmeot
communities, was a resounding “No thank you” to devolution to the hamlet level.
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This may also help explain why the Inuit welcomed CAEDS with so much enthusiasm. It
was their first and only opportunity to begin building their own, Inuit-controlled economic
development institutions. And, with a land claims settlement on the horizon and a
regional structure already defined for implementing the claim, it was only common sense
first to focus on regional economic development capacity.

Given bureaucratic resistance to change, it is also hardly surprisingly that the GNWT did
not follow through with the Government Leader’s 1992 commitment to transfer programs
to the Kitikmeot regional CEDO.

Sinaaq Inc.: Confronting the Many-Headed Beast

In this complex of fragmented mandates, programs, and services, regionally-based
CEDOs could expect to be in for a rough ride. The original assumption of the CAEDS
Inuit Working Group - that there would be support for the CEDOs as a natural point of
integration for delivery of services - was evidently not shared by several key political and
bureaucratic players.

Sinnaq Enterprises Inc., the ITC subsidiary charged with supporting the development of
effective regional CEDOs, carried out a comprehensive and rigorous “Review and
Assessment of the N.W.T.’s CED Programs in the Context of CAEDS” (1992). Its
purpose was “to examine and report on the extent to which the economic development
support partnerships that had been established between the Inuit CEDOs and the many
branches of the two levels of government were achieving the devolutionary objectives of
CAEDS and the CED vision of ITC.”11

Sinaaq's analysis was detailed and exhaustive, as were its recommendations. Suffice to
say, one comes away with a picture of serious problems. Mandates and services
overlapped. Coordination was inadequate. The landscape was littered with insulated
bureaucratic authority systems, or "stovepipes," unable or unwilling to cooperate and/or
adapt to Inuit participation in decision-making. Even the CAEDS program, born of a
vision of strategic cooperation and coordination, apparently contributed to the stovepipe
mentality. The Employment Ministry's new Pathways program and the business
development programming of IS&T’s Aboriginal Business Development Program were
showing signs of falling into the same pattern.

This fundamental failure of cooperation and coordination was attributed to “two distinct
visions of economic development with [each of] the two governments.” At one extremity
was ED&T's conventional development “vision,” consisting of two primary elements: a
narrowly-defined individualized business development philosophy and universal
programs aimed at the whole population of the N.W.T. At the other extreme was INAC’s
vision, based on a broadly-defined CED philosophy and affirmative action programs
aimed specifically at the Aboriginal population in the N.W.T.

Key respondent interviews revealed that “prior to CAEDS, the ED&T and INAC had a
very cooperative working relationship. This changed dramatically with the introduction of
CAEDS”. Given the earlier analysis, this souring of their relationship is not at all difficult
to understand. GNWT was not able to control how CAEDS expenditures were made.
Given the imminent finalization of a land claim agreement, the ranks of the GNWT
bureaucracy perhaps had good reason to be nervous. The political and institutional
landscape was changing radically. Power relationships were being upset.



CED in the High Arctic: Progress and Prospects 13

These comments reveal the on-going struggle over the control of resources and the
definition of ends. Under the surface, however, a couple of other interesting issues flow
from this report. Here we have Sinaaq Enterprises - a subsidiary of ITC and a key holder
of the Inuit Working Group's vision of CEDOs as community-driven organizations -
concluding that both the GNWT and the CAEDS partnership were exhibiting signs of
fragmentation. "The honeymoon was over," and that the faith of the original Working
Group may have been somewhat misplaced.

Still more stinging, perhaps, was Sinaaq's evident concern that the Inuit CEDOs might
well be falling into the same trap. CEDOs were criticized for not adopting a more pro-
active, CED approach.

There is a clear worry here. Were CEDOs just reacting to agency prerogatives and
dysfunction and thereby becoming part of the problem? Were the CEDOs in danger of
being captured by and socialized into an approach typical of government programming?

The Emergence of Nunavut: Change in the Wind!?

At the same time as CAEDS was starting up and the CEDOs were getting launched, the
long and arduous process of concluding a land claims agreement was in its final stages.
By the fall of 1992, Inuit communities across the Eastern Arctic were immersed in
preparations for the community-by-community ratification process of the draft deal. To
varying extents, the CEDOs were drawn into this process. Sakku, the CEDO then in the
Kivallaq region, even had staff involved in organizing activities related to ratification. All
CEDOs were actively considering what role they might play in the implementation of
claims provisions. As might be surmised, the implementation of such a historic
agreement was occasion for considerable jockeying for position.

Claims negotiators may have had a pretty firm sense that Inuit organizations were soon
to have their powers and authorities entrenched in the Canadian constitution. But prior to
the final agreement, the situation was not at all clear. Regional Inuit organizations were
still seriously underfunded. The GNWT “was committed to building public government
structures at the community level, not Inuit organizations” which seemed to be “more an
annoyance than anything else.”12 Many federal departments, based primarily in
Yellowknife, continued to be more comfortable dealing with GNWT bureaucrats than
Inuit organizations. In many cases, federal program dollars were simply handed over to
the GNWT to administer. While supportive of the claims process, the federal government
was also actively supporting the development of public government and the transfer of
powers from Ottawa to Yellowknife.

With ratification of the agreement by Parliament in 1993, the real prospect of a new
territory and government started to impact CEDOs at several levels. Clearly, the change
in government, scheduled for April 1999, held tremendous challenges and opportunities.
It was important for CEDOs to determine how they could position themselves to take
advantage of some of the opportunities. In construction/capital projects, for example, an
expenditure of $72 million in the period leading up to the April l999 launch date was
projected in the Kitikmeot region alone.13 More immediately, the Nunavut land claim
agreement put several constitutionally entrenched powers, authorities, lands, and
resources into the hands of Inuit. A new era had dawned. While the struggle was clearly
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far from over in 1993, that year will remain a historical reference point for decades to
come for Nunavut and Canada’s relationship to its northern “frontier.”

Good-bye to Sinnaq : Welcome to the Nunavut CEDO

One unanticipated implication of the division of the territory was the demise of Sinaaq
Enterprises Inc. Since Sinnaq had a pan-Inuit mandate across Inuit-inhabited regions of
northern Canada, the prospect of a new territory, combined with an attempt by ITC to
centralize control over Sinaaq’s regionally-controlled board, converged into a move by
the three regional “Nunavut” CEDOs in 1994 to establish a Nunavut CEDO owned by the
Regional Inuit Associations. Board members would be drawn directly from the three
regional CEDOs and one representative from Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.14 The role of the
Nunavut CEDO: to conduct planning, research, programming, evaluation, and advocacy
in those areas where the three regions had common needs and interests.

Several issues dominated the Nunavut-wide CEDO from its inception in 1994. What
follows is a summary of these and serves to chronicle the actions of this low key but
effective organization.

How to deal with the access to capital issue?

Sinnaq began investigating the development of an Aboriginal Capital Corporation (ACC)
in 1991-92. Under CAEDS, IST programming featured the creation of business credit
institutions that would be controlled by Aboriginal populations and would service their
business credit needs. After a lot of discussion (IS&T wanted a single ACC for all the
northern Inuit), there was an agreement to fund a market study for a combined
Nunavut/Inuvialuit service area (i.e., for all the Inuit in the N.W.T.).15 Finally completed
after several delays, the study concluded that an ACC could be made to work. The
results were to go to the national program board of IS&T’s Aboriginal Business Canada
but became derailed when all ACC activities were frozen for the course of a program
review. This coincided with major federal cuts which cost IS&T the resources needed to
expand ACCs. IS&T's priority became trying to solve the problems of existing ACCs
elsewhere in the country, many of which were badly undercapitalized.

On another front, however, Sinnaq did better. It successfully negotiated to become an
External Delivery Agent for the Aboriginal Business Development Program. ABDP was
designed to augment the credit services of ACCs with post start-up business services,
as a means to maximize the potential for business success. It also enabled clients to
access other ABDP programs, including support for business planning and project equity
financing. So, although there was no ACC, there were definitely businesses that needed
services as well as a need to facilitate access to other ABDP resources. In July 1994,
Nunavut CEDO successfully negotiated a separate contract with ABDP to deliver the
same services in the three regions of the Eastern Arctic. This has led to a leveraging of
significant resources into business start-ups and expansions in the region.

In early 1998 the Nunavut CEDO made another modest breakthrough on the capital
issue. Affiliation with the National Aboriginal Corporation Association facilitated an
allocation of $100,000 in 1998-99 for youth-related business initiatives. These funds can
be used for equity or contributions to training.
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How to deal with program cuts?

Early in 1995, the rumor arose that Indian and Inuit Affairs, a key partner within the
federal CAEDS agencies, was looking at downsizing their program expenditures.16 This
was viewed by the CEDOs as a potential major threat. The Nunavut CEDO worked
rapidly to organize a 3-day meeting where RIAs, Development Corporations, the
regional CEDOs, and Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI) could discuss how to position Inuit
economic development efforts in the next five years. This group decided to pursue the
One-Window model (based on the Kitikmeot Economic Delivery Models work done in
1993 - see Chapter 3 for details). The idea was to go forward with a pro-active strategy
with a view to developing the model further, together with an implementation plan for
each Nunavut region. Based on this game plan. an extension of the CEDO funding to
March 1996 was sought and received.

How to deal with the provision of business consulting services?

In May 1995, the Nunavut CEDO released a report outlining recommendations on the
“Establishment of a Business Services Organization in Nunavut.” Intended to find ways
for Inuit clients to capture some of the economic benefits of business consulting, the
report concluded that such an approach could not stand on its own. What was important
about the report (and why it was released when it was) was its primary recommendation:
the creation of a highly-integrated one-window service as a means to maximize the
efficiency of available resources. This nicely supported the April decisions and elevated
once again the by now familiar theme of fragmentation, inefficiency, and poor
accountability in government approaches to economic development programming - and
the need for change.

How to reorganize economic development infrastructure to
be more accountable & effective?

The April meeting and the release of the Business Services study set the stage for
securing the extension of funding to Inuit CEDOs. The Nunavut CEDO was designated
to coordinate and oversee the consultation on the One-Window concept. Several well-
attended consultations were held over the following eight or nine months. Surveys and
questionnaires were developed, distributed, and collected. Armed with these results, the
1992 Sinaaq study, and the 1994 Auditor General’s “sunset” evaluation of CAEDS, the
researchers issued their report in 1996. Entitled “Nunavut Regional One-Window Model
for the Delivery of Community Economic Development Programs,”17 this major study set
out once again to argue that program transfer and delivery problems require a strategic,
coordinated, “one-window" approach. How else, the report asked, was the classic,
stovepipe syndrome of bureaucratic isolation and inefficiency to be overcome?

The problem of accountability loomed large in this review. Not only government was
taken on. A number of evaluations of CAEDS implementation from across the country
noted that Aboriginal organizations were lacking in procedures that mapped their
accountability for resources and results. Not surprisingly, the Kitikmeot CEDO and the
recent creation (under Sakku Corporation) of Kivallaq Partners in Development CEDO,
were both seen as possible models for increasing the harmonization and integration of
programs and services. The litany of benefits are already familiar in this narrative:
consolidation of resources to enable a more strategic approach to their delivery,
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improved coordination, increased efficiency, improved accountability, and improved
monitoring.

Each region took the report back to their respective organizations for review, approval,
and implementation.

What was also spawned by this review was the need for a computerized tracking and
database system that would enable CEDOs to have a consistent basis for evaluating
progress and for demonstrating accountability. This approach was seen to support the
whole concept of a Nunavut One-Window strategy. A major study was undertaken to this
end which subsequently led to the design of just such a system. Implementation is
nearing as this narrative is being written.

How to deal with transforming the HRDC Pathways Program?

In the midst of the work to develop the one-window concept, another deadline was
approaching: the Human Resource Development Canada component of CAEDS was to
sunset in March, 1996. Known as Pathways, this program was the major contribution of
HRDC to CAEDS.

The initiation of this program in 1991 by-passed the regional CEDOs. At the time, the
position of managers at Employment and Immigration Canada (EIC - HRDC's
predecessor) was that Pathways was a community-based strategy; there was therefore
no role on the Pathways boards for regionally-based Inuit organizations.18 Instead,
community-based employment and training committees were created and board
representatives were selected from them. Sinaaq and the CEDOs distributed a
discussion paper during the consultations proposing that the boards comprise a mix of
community and Inuit organizational representatives. This was dismissed by the EIC
managers. As a result there was no link between CEDO activity and the Pathways
boards; the board members had no support staff except EIC staff who pre-screened
funding proposals.19

This situation continued until the end of the CAEDS/Pathways Program. By this time the
Nunavut Final Agreement was signed and the Regional Inuit Associations could not be
so easily by-passed. Their position was that, as the representative organizations for
Inuit, there was no other option but to bring these programs under them.

With the sunset of the program approaching, the Regional Inuit Associations directed the
Nunavut CEDO to represent all Inuit interests in negotiations with HRDC on 3-year
Regional Bilateral Agreements. The first job of the Nunavut CEDO was to assist ITC with
the negotiation of a National Framework Agreement (NFA) with HRDC.20 Near the end
of January 1996 HRDC signed the NFA with ITC, which included a clause (2.4) binding
HRDC to devolve its programs and services to the Inuit regions at the Inuit regions'
behest. Not surprisingly, as the next stage of negotiations started, that is exactly what
happened. A lot of dirty politics then reportedly ensued in order to get clause 2.4
revoked, if not in name, then in practice. Negotiations dragged through the balance of
1996. Eventually, the Nunavut CEDOs, in conjunction with the Regional Inuit
Associations, got the Secretary of State involved. By March 1997, the agreements were
finally put in place. Nunavut CEDOs now managed the resources from HRDC based on
the negotiated bilateral agreements.
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Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. (NTI)

Among the new institutions that flowed from the land claim settlement was Nunavut
Tunngavik Inc. Its mandate was to “represent Inuit of all regions and communities of
Nunavut in a fair and democratic way, that will safeguard, administer, and advance the
rights and benefits that belong to the Inuit of Nunavut....to promote their economic,
social and cultural well being through succeeding generations.”

In October 1994, not long after the creation of the Nunavut CEDO, NTI convened a
workshop in Rankin Inlet to discuss the role, functions, and achievements of CEDOs.
However, this general purpose was grounded in a more significant objective: how to
strengthen and broaden the political base of CEDOs in Nunavut. This was captured in a
discussion paper that was the basis of much of the interaction during the meeting:

“Currently the CEDO mandate flows from the regional Inuit associations.
Although this would remain unchanged by this proposal, coordination would be
enhanced by a formal recognition of the CEDO role by NTI....The CEDOs in
Nunavut would continue to contribute to the development of a Nunavut CED
policy framework by ensuring that the experience gained through their service
delivery activities is passed on to their respective regional Inuit Associations,
which have the primary policy development responsibility. In turn, these
regional policy perspectives will lead to an overall Nunavut policy regarding
CED."21

Three months later, NTI published its own “Vision for the Future.” Focussed on the pre-
1999 transition period, the vision came in two parts. The first concerned the planning
environment; the second addressed the business development strategy. 22

Although there had been a consultation on CEDOs during the preparation of this vision,
they are not mentioned in the text of the any of the resulting documents. Indeed, given
the range of functions being potentially assigned to NTI, coupled with the lack of linkage
to the CEDOs, one can only surmise that NTI could become a competitor. However, to
the extent that NTI confined itself to policy and pan-Nunavut functions (wiring together
investment opportunities between joint venture partners and regional Inuit development
corporations, for instance), it could play a key role in future development.

Where are the CEDOs? The Nunavut Implementation Commission

Both before and after the Nunavut CEDO was energetically advancing the “One
Window” model, the Nunavut Implementation Commission, an agency charged with
planning the establishment of the new Nunavut public government, had produced two
major “comprehensive” reports (1995 and 1997). In light of the CEDO discussions of
more effective delivery models, it is amazing how neither of these tomes, "Footprints" 1
and 2, ever mentions CEDOs. However, this does not mean they do not contain themes
important to the interests of the CEDOs.

"Footprints 2", the second of the Commission's reports, restates a commitment in
Nunavut to “Community Empowerment.” This the report defined as “...to allow
communities to set their own priorities and solve their own problems through community-
based decisions, thereby ensuring maximum accountability to local residents.” The
report reinforced this strategic direction by creating only two levels of government,
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territorial and community. It also recognized the need for significant community
government responsibility, supported by adequate preparation, training, access to
expertise and adequate funding. Indeed, it stated that the pace of transfer of
responsibility should be determined by the capacity of community governments to accept
that responsibility.

This sounds very familiar. In fact, it is almost an exact recasting of the basic theme of the
N.W.T. “Reshaping Northern Government” strategy tabled some five years earlier.

The same report also made some reference to Regional Boards of possible import to the
focus of this narrative. They are depicted relatively ineffective, inefficient, and lacking in
accountability. Regional structures are not going to be a priority focus in the new
Nunavut government and to the extent they exist, they will be contingent on the
development of strong community governments.

This theme was taken up again in the discussion of decentralization, where the
commissioners recommend that various functions, including semi-autonomous boards
etc., be located throughout the region. To this end, the report made the following
recommendation:

“The NIC recommends that all special purpose Boards, agencies, Councils
and similar bodies that are now operating in Nunavut that are funded either
directly or indirectly by the GNWT should be reviewed as to whether or not
they are a necessary part of a smoothly functioning public administration in
Nunavut. Only those bodies performing important tasks with acceptable levels
of efficiency should be preserved.”

The significance of this recommendation to CEDOs was left an open question.
Presumably, the fact that they are owned by the Regional Inuit Associations would
protect them from being “reviewed” out of existence. However, this was not the main
question. By 1997, CEDOs had accumulated 7 years of experience. By 1997 they were
responsible for managing several million dollars annually with very limited staff
resources.

Why is there so little evidence of government will, on the part of both the GNWT and the
Nunavut government in formation, to break through the conceptual and political log jam
that would deny active cooperation between CEDOs and government? Are they seen to
be so ineffective by Nunavut planners that they don’t even bear consideration? Are the
CEDOs potentially so powerful as to threaten the turf that displaced GNWT bureaucrats
wish to define for themselves in the emerging Nunavut? Or is the rhetoric of community
empowerment so powerful within the ideological make-up of the new Nunavut that any
structure that groups communities regionally anathema (even when communities desire
it)? And why is there so little evidence anywhere of a discussion about what is working
and what is not?

Whatever the factors contributing to this wall of silence, there seems to be a very real
danger that a reincarnation of the CEDO/RIA - Public Government conflict may be
emerging. And if it does, there will be no one to blame but those who seem unable to
move beyond predisposed positions and examine what makes the most sense in terms
of the future public good of the citizens who make up Nunavut.
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Mining: The New Salvation?

Much of this chapter has been focused on the public sector - CEDO interaction in order
to create a basis for understanding the context within which CEDOs have evolved.
However, as was indicated elsewhere, the pressures to come to agreements around
land settlements with Canadian aboriginal people has been motivated in the north by
governments concern to create a stable environment for natural resource development.
Among those sectors most prominent in the eastern arctic is that of mining.

In every region of the new Nunavut there is exploration activity and prospects being
actively pursued for new mine development. Oil and gas, while not as prominent, are
also on the back burner as a sector of non-renewable resource development. To varying
extents, the CEDOs and their sister development corporations, as well as Inuit
politicians, have been either considering or actively pursuing the means to position Inuit
interests to capture some of the business and employment benefits anticipated from
non-renewable resource development. To no small degree, their actions in this regard
are likely motivated by the very high percentage of young people entering the labour
force annually, combined with very high unemployment rates in most communities. The
issue is whether the risks - social, economic and ecological - are outweighed by the
benefits.

This is not a new debate for northern Aboriginal peoples. They have been displaced
from the trapping and hunting economy, a sector which governments have no appetite to
support. Businesses based solely on village incomes and expenditures, on the other
hand, are limited in their feasibility. Many Inuit therefore face wage labour or welfare as
their major economic choices - and wage labour in the North is often biased towards
either government or major non-renewable resource industries. Like hunting and
trapping, renewable resource development is a very difficult area to attract public and
private sector investment into. The narrowing of choices resulting from this self-fulfilling
policy framework appears to have left the Inuit not arguing "whether" non-renewable
resource development should go ahead, but simply "under what terms" it should
proceed.

With the settlement of the Nunavut Land Claim in July 1993, Inuit leverage to answer the
latter question has considerably increased. “A completely new set of regulatory agencies
and boards have come into effect, which are now responsible for managing resources
and development on or under Nunavut lands.”23 These bodies have been established
under the claim to ensure that development (and particularly mining development)
occurs with the least environmental impact, while maximizing the capture of economic
benefits for Inuit.

Article 26.0 of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement “specifies the requirement for major
project proponents to negotiate benefits agreements with Inuit where the project is to be
located on Inuit owned lands,” which accounts for about 350,000 sq. km, 10% of which
includes mineral rights. It provides the “broad legal and contextual framework for
ensuring that major projects add value to communities and regions affected by
development, and that long lasting relationships are fostered between developers and
Inuit.”24

The first (and to date, the only) Inuit Impact Benefits Agreement (IIBA) was signed off on
September 1996 by the Kitikmeot Inuit Association (with support from the Kitikmeot
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CEDO and Kitikmeot Corporation) and Echo Bay Mines Ltd. The KIA considered the
proposed Ulu project, a relatively small gold mine, an important way to set the stage for
future agreements. Although depressed gold prices have kept this mine from
proceeding, this initial negotiation established some important principles:

• The recognition that major project developments on Inuit owned lands were
required to add “value” to the affected community/regional economies;
• The IIBAs were to be considered a strategic and long-term economic
development tool which could help build corporate capacity for Inuit;
• That IIBAs should be considered an instrument for fostering good will between all
parties, and that agreements should provide the foundation upon which Inuit and major
project developers can “work together” from the project inception through to production
and final abandonment;
• IIBAs should lead to sustainable development for all parties, and that without a
balance in the exchange of value any agreement would be meaningless. In short, IIBAs
should not permit value to flow in one direction only. The Ulu IIBA demonstrated that
both Inuit and Echo Bays Mines Ltd. valued a longer term relationship and the value of
partnering the project together.
• Finally, the Ulu IIBA demonstrated a commitment on behalf of the developer to
ensure that inputs during the construction and operational phases of a project should be
fulfilled by Inuit to the greatest extent possible. This was done by embracing the idea
that "Inuit Content" would be the primary trigger for contracting and sub-contracting of
services with the mining operation. The acceptance of an "Inuit Content Factor"25 in
considering and evaluating tenders for services meant there would be a strong incentive
for all potential contractors to have as much Inuit content as possible in the fulfillment of
contract specifications. By this process, "value-added" for land claim beneficiaries would
be forthcoming.

The principles of this first negotiation of an IIBA were reinforced by the release of a
mining policy by Nunavut Tunngavik Inc (NTI) in December 1997. This Inuit Mining
Policy clearly recognizes that mining has an important place in the Nunavut economy.
“NTI will support and promote the development of mineral resources in Nunavut if there
are significant long term social economic benefits for the Inuit of Nunavut, and that is
consistent with protecting the eco-systemic integrity of the Nunavut Settlement Area”.26

• NTI clearly is interested not only in maximizing benefits to Inuit from mining
projects (similar to Kitikmeot’s first IIBA) but in also attracting mining investment. Their
policy framework sets out several measures focussed on encouraging investment.
• NTI will take a pro-active approach in creating a political and economic climate in
which the mining industry will invest.
• NTI acknowledges the need to improve the certainty of mining tenure.
• NTI supports the streamlining of environmental regulations for mining.
• NTI encourages the mining industry, governments, Inuit organizations, and
communities to establish cooperative working relationships, and
• NTI encourages the development of programs to ensure the availability of
services and support.

Clearly NTI, as the overarching Inuit land claims implementation institution, has shaped
a policy framework that may be able to maintain a creative tension between what have
been disparate policies historically. On the one hand, there is the goal to maximize the
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capture of local and regional benefits. This requires tough negotiation characterized by
attention to long-term social, economic, and ecological values as well as the realities of
doing business in a relatively remote part of the world. On the other hand, there is an
industry recruitment goal - creating the climate of incentives and support which is
presumably required to attract investment.

To manage such a policy framework is a challenging task, but a worthy one given the
reality of the North at this point in its development. If such a policy framework is going to
succeed, the front line roles of CEDOs and their sister organizations, the regional
development corporations, are of critical importance. The regional Inuit Associations
may play a key role in the negotiation of such agreements, but agreements are not
enough. Organized bench strength is critical and the CEDOs and regional development
corporations must be on the first string team to implement them. Equally important is
that non-renewable resource development be kept in perspective. It is only one strategic
element in any long-term strategy and must not become dominant. The boom and bust
nature of these sectors is very real. Without a balanced approach to economic
development, serious damage can be done to the lives of individuals and communities.27

Some “Strategic” Questions: A Summary

One of the striking features of the debate delineated in this chapter is the dominant and,
might we add, dominating focus on matters related to organizational efficiency,
coordination, jurisdiction, resource consolidation, and so on. There is a distressing
absence of discussion related to outcomes.

What is really being achieved on the ground? What are the priorities, not just for
spending the money, but for generating long-term, durable results? How do we know if
the results sought are being achieved? If they are not being achieved, why not? What
needs to be changed? Where is the substantive debate regarding how the arctic
environment - this huge landscape, with its small, scattered populations, and challenging
opportunity structure - shapes what can be accomplished at the community, regional,
and territory levels? Where is the debate and discourse about what is working and why,
and what is not working and why not?

To read the record, an underlying, almost tacit agreement seems to be in place to keep
the debate on a superficial plane. The arrangement of the chairs on the deck of the
ocean liner may evidently be discussed, but not the ship's destination.

Particularly disturbing is the GNWT's confinement of the concept of community
empowerment to merely a devolution of public government powers. While devolution
may indeed be a route to some empowerment, it fails to address more pressing
questions about how people are to survive with a rapidly expanding population.
Empowerment for what? Is it no more than a way to rationalize government services?
This remains unanswered except to say that the communities will figure it out when they
have the capacity to do so, to be determined at some future, unspecified date.
Somehow, it would not be surprising if the 15 SCONE members felt some deep pangs of
disappointment with the current discourse.

A major concern, as 1999 finally unfolds, is whether the newly formed Nunavut
Economic Development Forum, charged with developing an economic strategy for
Nunavut, will be able to get beyond pre-disposed positions related to governance and
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turf, and confront the concrete planning which must occur if Nunavut is to address the
economic challenges of the new millennium.

Given the rather harsh tenor of these questions, it is with some gladness that we now
turn to the growing body of best practice in community economic development and what
insights it might offer to the evolution of CEDOs north of 60. We will then take a more
detailed look at each of the three CEDOs that are central to this inquiry.
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CHAPTER TWO

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT:
CHARACTERISTICS OF BEST PRACTICE

Key Ingredients in Strengthening Community Economies

Before exploring the characteristics of CED best practice, as revealed by research over
the last decade, it is necessary to understand the ingredients that are critical to
community and regional economies. The presence of these ingredients, and how well
they are linked together and organized, can make a huge difference to a community or
region's potential for becoming more (or less) self-reliant.

Equity

First Nations and Inuit across Canada have an abiding interest in building an economic
base that can move their communities and regions to a greater level of self-reliance.

Full self-reliance assumes that a community is able to pay for the goods and services it
consumes. There are two ways in which this goal can be addressed: by taxing the
population and businesses of a community, or through the creation of wealth. Creating
wealth requires successful community enterprises that generate a profit. This profit
becomes what can be called equity or, put another way, community capital. The goal of
building a sustainable economic base requires that this capital be managed as a scarce
and precious resource. Its primary purpose (in communities committed to building
greater self-reliance) is to be re-invested in further wealth-creating enterprises that
continue the process of building the economic base. During this process, opportunities
for employment, training, and small business development are also created.

Similarly, individually-owned businesses need equity to start or expand. The lack of
equity is often a key constraint to building new businesses or expanding existing ones.

Credit

The creation of wealth requires not just equity, but credit. Seldom does a community or
an individual have sufficient equity or investment capital to pay the all the costs of
starting or operating a business.

There are many different types of credit. For example, loans to buy equipment and
buildings are usually structured as term loans. The lender usually provides a mortgage in
return for interest payments and the security of the assets being bought (collateral).
Another type of loan that is crucial to all business is the line of credit for working capital.
This kind of loan allows the business to pay its bills on time. Wages need to be paid on a
regular basis, even if the business must wait to receive payment.

Without credit, businesses have a hard time getting started, a difficult time operating,
and an almost impossible time expanding. Unfortunately, almost all banks are averse to
risk. Communities that are struggling to strengthen a local economy must often create
new credit initiatives, like Community Futures development corporations (CFDCs),
revolving loan funds, and microenterprise loan funds, to cite three examples.
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Government agencies also provide credit in some settings, although government has
been generally ineffective as loan provider. Agencies such as Western Economic
Diversification are increasingly partnering with other organizations (CFDCs, banks, credit
unions) to take advantage of their capacity to deliver credit more efficiently and
effectively.

People

Without people willing, ready, and able to participate in the process of strengthening the
community economy, real or potential opportunities are more likely to fail or to benefit
outsiders instead of community members.

Successful CEDOs work at this agenda in several different ways.

• First, a strategy linking workforce preparation1 to opportunities is crucial to mobilizing
the resources required to improve people’s readiness for employment and their
knowledge and skills related to specific job opportunities. The same applies to new
(and experienced) business people, if the potential for any particular enterprise is
going to be realized. This can include a range of entrepreneurial development
supports aimed at business start-ups and expansions.

• Second, on-going training and development of leadership at the community and
CEDO levels are critical. CED requires continuous learning if the challenges of
building self-reliance are to be effectively implemented over time. Leadership is key
to sustaining the process for the long haul. For regionally-based CEDOs whose
members come from several communities (as is often the case in rural and remote
areas), this often means providing training and technical support to increase the
capacity of individual communities to strengthen the local economy.

• Third, the CEDOs themselves must have access to on-going training and
professional development at the board and staff levels

Planning, Research, & Advocacy

Successful CEDOs know what is going on in the local and regional economies through
active research and intelligence-gathering activities. They use this knowledge to inform
their strategic planning, particularly the formulation of their goals and priorities and their
program planning. It is also a key function in the support of business opportunity
identification and development. Lastly, they use it to ensure that their interests, and
those of their members, are well represented wherever necessary in order to influence
developments that affect their constituency.

Partnerships & Networking

Successful CEDOs undertake strategic networking, partnerships, and alliances in order
to gain a capacity to influence local or regional economic activity in the interests of the
CEDO’s constituency. The key word here is “strategic.” A lot of so-called "networking" is
mere busy-work that nets a drain on an organization's energy, rather than a gain.

Strategic networking and partnership building is focussed on extending the reach and
capacity of the organization to create opportunities to address any of the key functions
outlined here. With respect to equity, for example, a strategic partnership could mean
take the form of a joint venture that secures the CEDO an important role in a key
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economic sector. With respect to credit, it could be creating a partnership with a public
or private sector institution that makes credit more accessible to community-based
business. With respect to people development, it could mean a partnership with a
training or education institution that helps it create programs that meet the priorities of
CEDO constituents, like job skills to match the employment opportunities that the CEDO
will soon create. The point is, building partnerships is a key means to increase capacity
in a community or region.

Infrastructure

Infrastructure is not normally the direct focus of CEDO activity. The costs of
infrastructure development are usually beyond a CEDO's capacity, and usually fall to
larger public and/or private sector institutions. Nevertheless, there may be instances in
which infrastructure development becomes a strategic priorities for CEDOs.

For example, where infrastructure is going to be developed for a major resource
development, CEDOs will endeavour to maximize business and employment benefits
and minimize the risks to their constituents. Where a lack of infrastructure constrains the
development of the local or regional economy, advocating for investment in certain kinds
of infrastructure may become a key task (for example, securing road or internet access
to a community).

Summary

These six functions are all important to community and regional economies. Together,
they represent the components of what can be understood as a "community economic
development system." Some may be more important than others in various settings; like
individuals, communities have different assets, capacities, and needs. Successful
CEDOs know this, and make sure they concentrate their limited time, talent, and
resources in those areas that will yield the strategic benefits.

Several factors will affect this determination of priorities:

• the mission of the CEDO.
• the relative strength or weakness of other organizations or institutions that are

operating at the community and regional level, and their willingness and/or capacity
to serve the interests of CEDO constituents.

• the level at which the CEDO is organized. (Local or regional?)
• the environment in which the CEDO operates. (A rural county, an urban area, or a

remote region of Canada’s North?)

Having outlined the key ingredients to strengthening a community or regional economy,
it is useful to summarize what the last ten years of research and activism in the CED
field have revealed with respect to best practice.
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Key Characteristics of CED Best Practice

Any discussion of best practice is fraught with difficulties. In order to properly understand
what is intended, it is perhaps first useful to qualify what we don’t mean. We do not
mean that “best practice” organizations in the field have somehow solved all of the
problems of the local or regional economy. Indeed, most best practice organizations in
Canada and the U.S. have emerged in communities/regions that are the most
distressed, where economic decline and depletion have wrought havoc on local
populations, and where the challenges facing those who try to turn the tide of local
fortunes are most profound.

What we do mean by “best practice” organizations are those entities organized at the
local and/or regional level that, in the midst of very difficult and contentious challenges,
have managed to inspire, mobilize, organize, innovate, and leverage community and
external resources into a strategic process of development that has yielded
demonstrable, durable results. They are organizations that have created concrete
benefits as well as an intangible, but crucial resource in the revitalization of dependent
and depleted communities - the power of hope.

In the early 1990s, research undertaken by the Centre for Community Enterprise in
partnership with IFDEC, a Quebec-based training and research organization, examined
44 different CED organizations across Canada over a 2-year period. Ten of these also
became subjects for detailed case studies. The most effective organizations in the
country had some common characteristics.2

1. The most successful CEDOs are comprehensive in their orientation.

They take a multi-functional approach, that is, they house more than one of the six key
functions needed to strengthen local economies. Alternatively, they essentially become
multi-functional through partner organizations that can themselves do part of the work
needed to strengthen the community economy.

2. Successful CEDOs explicitly work to integrate economic and social goals.

The multi-functional approach makes the CEDO more effective in merging economic
and social goals. It also enables the CEDO to emphasize the empowerment of
disadvantaged constituents, especially in terms of their participation in running the
organization and in terms of human resource development.

3. Successful CEDOs take a strategic approach.

Through strategic planning or similar systematic efforts, successful CEDOs specify what
they are trying to do, even though their objectives and strategies may remain quite
diverse. Energetic mobilization of key sectors of the community (or communities) around
specific priorities or projects - the organization of a community base, in other words - is
crucial to attaining the objectives.
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4. Successful CEDOs diversify their financial base.

Critical to longevity and to accelerated growth is the building of economic assets through
the development of businesses, housing or other real estate, and a range of (public and
private) financing sources. Organizations employing these techniques tend to have a
larger scale of operation, another component of their success

5. Successful CEDOs grow from the bottom up, are usually nonprofit entities, and are
led by social entrepreneurs.

Several organizational features are central to effectiveness. Most successful CED
organizations rise up from local initiatives, rather than from top-down strategies. Virtually
all develop through independent, nonprofit entities. They are led by "social
entrepreneurs" or "development managers" who combine social vision, organizing skills,
and political smarts with the tenacity and business management skills to perform in this
very difficult arena, and through very difficult times. People with these qualifications are
in short supply, but in almost all cases they have played the critical role in the genesis of
local initiatives. Of course, it is part of their job to make connections with outside
resources that can finance the development activities. Without those resources, even
gifted leadership may not be enough.

Recent research into a range of social, educational, and economic initiatives in
America’s poverty-stricken inner cities came to some strikingly similar conclusions.2

1. Successful initiatives combine action in the economic, service, education, physical
development, and community-building domains.

Successful initiatives share one common principle: a "comprehensive mindset." They
use this mindset as a lens through which they survey problems, opportunities, and
solutions. They understand the necessity and the effectiveness of working at the same
time on economic and physical development, service and educational reform, as well as
community building. But they are strategic in choosing where to begin, in sequencing
their activities, and how much they take on at once.

2. Successful initiatives rely on a community’s own resources and strengths as the
foundation for designing change initiatives.

Successful community-based change initiatives reflect the specific assets, needs,
institutional relationships, and power structures of individual communities. Community-
building, a central characteristic of successful initiatives, is more an orientation than a
technique, more a mission that a program, and more an outlook that an activity. It
catalyzes a process of change grounded in local life and priorities. It changes the nature
of the relationship between the specific community and the systems outside its
boundaries. This strong orientation to community-building is based on the belief that
inner-city residents and institutions can and must be primary actors in efforts to solve the
problems of their neighbourhoods.
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3. Successful initiatives draw extensively on outside resources, including public and
private funds, professional expertise, and new partnerships that bring clout and
influence.

While this conclusion may seen a contradiction to the second conclusion, it is not. Many
of the problems faced by inner-city residents arise from powerful economic forces and
from deficiencies in key public systems that originate far beyond the borders of
distressed communities. Effective interventions aimed at transforming neighborhoods
require a new relationship between insiders and outsiders. It has to be a relationship that
allows for a flow of information and wisdom both directions.

The key functions that outsiders are performing in support of successful community-
based initiatives are:

• The provision of funding. They aim to make their money available in amounts and
under conditions that are related to the objectives to be achieved. Funding is
structured to be predictable over sufficiently long periods to get results.

• They provide clout that can help remove or reduce political, bureaucratic, and
regulatory obstacles that interfere with a coherent approach to interventions.

• They provide technical assistance. They can mobilize and broker expertise that may
not be readily available otherwise but is crucial to on-going development and to the
effectiveness of community-based initiatives.

Another critical theme of this American research is that successful initiatives are oriented
towards achieving concrete outcomes. In doing so, they remain focussed on long-term,
durable outcomes even while recognizing that, from a community mobilization point of
view, short-term results are also important.

With this background to “best practice,” and keeping clearly in mind the six key
ingredients to strengthening a community/regional economy, we now turn to the stories
of CEDOs that have grown in one of the remotest and harshest regions of the world. Far
from the inner cities of North America, stretched across the vast geography of Nunavut,
a scattered population of 30,000 living in 26 communities are faced with huge
challenges. The evolution of CEDOs in this remote expanse since their inception in 1990
is a story worth delving into in more detail.
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CHAPTER THREE

KITIKMEOT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Kitikmeot region, the western extension of Nunavut, is the smallest of the regions in
terms of size, number of communities, and population. Cambridge Bay, the regional
centre, lies over 1500 km from Iqaluit. Kitikmeot region's population of approximately
4500 (90% of whom are Inuit) lives in seven communities. Two communities, Cambridge
Bay and Coppermine, make up 50% of the population. The population is growing rapidly
and is very young, 60% being under 25 years of age.

Kitikmeot Economic Development Commission (known as Kitikmeot CEDO until 1995) is
owned by the Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KIA), the political and policy arm of the
Kitikmeot Inuit. Under the Nunavut Final Agreement, the KIA is designated as the central
organization in the region, charged with implementing the Agreement. A third key
organization at the regional level is the Kitikmeot Development Corporation (KDC).
Wholly-owned by the KIA, KDC is the vehicle for generating profitable businesses at the
regional level on behalf of the Kitikmeot Inuit.

Going to the Communities

Supported by Sinnaq, Kitikmeot CEDO (KCEDO) was early out of the starting gate in
undertaking a process consistent with the original ITC vision and plan to involve
community members...”thus ensuring that the Inuit at the community level have a direct
sense of ownership and control over the process” (1990). In the latter part of 1991,
having selected a board and a staff person and completed some short-term operational
planning, KCEDO went out to talk to the people about their needs and aspirations for
their communities.

Ninety-nine people were surveyed across the six communities. This may not seem like a
lot of folks in a southern context, but given there were at the time only 2360 people over
the age of 15, 99 respondents represent over 4% of the entire adult Inuit population.
Heads of households, carvers, business owners, and a range of individuals were
interviewed.1

The attitudes reflected in the results are revealing. Inuit business ownership was
favoured, but not if that meant the exclusion of non-Inuit from jobs. Sharing of
community wealth and an increased community role in business development was a
common theme. But respondents did not want individual enterprise discouraged. Indeed,
were a business to fail, they wanted the owner to be encouraged to try again. Men and
women should have equal access to jobs. Development should be slow and controlled,
working in harmony with nature.

The community needs identified by the survey were not surprising: housing; better
access to supplies for building, carving, and travelling (e.g., snowmobiles); financial
services (there were no banks in any of the communities); and increased office space. In
terms of skills, respondents emphasized the building trades, hairstyling, and a local
economic development officer. Respondents also expressed a strong desire for a variety
of training courses, the priorities being business, building trades, hunter and guide, and
sewing and craft production training.
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In terms of business opportunities, the survey highlighted services (restaurants, hotels,
clothing) and renewable resource based activities (making traditional clothing/carving,
fishing, fish and meat processing, a tannery and sports hunting). People also generally
favoured tourism, but not non-renewable resource development (oil, gas, and mining).

In summary, the people's message was that development should be slow. It needed to
be controlled and consistent with traditional values and maintaining a harmonious
relationship with the environment. Renewable resources, tourism, and the retail service
sector were the priorities. Finally, people said the primary development objective should
be the creation of better jobs with higher wages. A significant aspiration, especially since
the survey also indicated that 1297 new jobs would be needed in these remote villages
by 2002 if unemployment was to be brought down to 16% (NWT average).2

Two other messages came out strong and clear.

The first was a stream of severe criticism of ED&T. The regional economic development
officer was said to do little to encourage economic development and to lack professional
training and experience. Local control over government programs was non-existent.
Government programs were not understood and inaccessible. The fact that government
social assistance was easier to access that economic development programs was seen
to be ruining the future for young people in the communities.

The second message was one of overwhelming support for the CEDO concept and the
expansion of its role and responsibilities in the years ahead. This was coupled with
advice that the KCEDO should work with local development committees and boards.

These community messages became the basis for the KIA and Kitikmeot CEDO to
organize a meeting with the Government Leader in May 1992. Armed with a strong
community mandate, the KIA and KCEDO pushed to have ED&T resources services
devolved to KCEDO, rather than to the communities, as GNWT's “Reshaping Northern
Government” policy dictated. The Government Leader's conditional approval, on the
condition (in part) of broad community support for a regional delivery structure, prompted
a second round of consultation (see below, pp. 33).

The ITC working group apparently got it right - people in the communities wanted
involvement and more local influence. But how was this to be realized?

The Clarification of the Renewable Resource Agenda

In cooperation with the KIA, KCEDO organized in early 1993 a territory-wide workshop
on one of the priorities identified in the 1991/92 survey: 3 How was local involvement in
harvesting, processing, distribution, management, and marketing of renewable
resources going to increase? How could Inuit develop a sustainable, renewable
resource-based economy that would provide employment and income to the burgeoning
Inuit younger generation?

The delegates' discussion of these issues came to turn around four specific questions.
How can Inuit develop the fisheries to provide maximum employment and income? What
are the export market opportunities for the full range of species? What opportunities
exist for the development of land-based renewable resources? How can Inuit establish a
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system of intersettlement trade so Inuit can have access to country food without
compromising sustainable management of these resources?

For four intense days, delegates defined opportunities and barriers to those
opportunities. They elaborated the critical issues that had to be address to advance a
realistic renewable resource development agenda. They detailed both the advantages
and the disadvantages that derived from the remoteness, the geography, and the
demographics of their region. A considerable number of constraints to development
were identified: the burden that transportation costs imposed on both production and
marketing; the lack of financial institutions; issues of communications and coordination;
inadequate focus and financing for research and development; poorly developed
physical and marketing infrastructure to support renewable resource industries;
regulations out of sync with arctic realities; and stove-pipe government administrative
patterns.

Nevertheless, the participants emerged with a plan of action.

• To develop a communication and transportation strategy for all four NWT regions -
Inuvialuit, Kitikmeot, Baffin, and Keewatin.

• With respect to fisheries - to conduct a market study and an inventory of species, to
undertake research and training in alternative fishing methods, and to establish a
marketing agency.

• With respect to export markets - to increase the marketing of musk ox, shrimp,
turbot, caribou, whitefish, and char.

• With respect to intersettlement trade - to incorporate such trade with the hunters
organizations, to identify sources of funding, to assess infrastructure needs, and to
facilitate training to build organizational capacity in support of intersettlement trade.

• With respect to land-based resources - to coordinate studies being done by the
Hunter and Trappers Associations, to facilitate harvest research as a first step
towards maintaining accurate wildlife inventories, and to redirect research and
development investments from national organizations to the regional and community
levels.

They also recommended the establishment of a pan-Inuit steering group to direct and
monitor these actions.

With the conclusion of the conference, KCEDO had completed an initial step to address
an issue critical to its communities. To do so it stepped outside its region to include all
the other Inuit-dominated regions in the Arctic. What it faced, as it was to face many
times in the years ahead, were some fundamental challenges:

How does a CEDO address community priorities that, by their very nature, require an
organization of resources, capacity, and partnerships at a regional and territory level, if
action is to effective? Similarly, how does a CEDO, with its limited resources, ensure
community involvement and sense of ownership of actions which only become
meaningful within a context of actions on a much broader front? Finally, how does a
CEDO take comprehensive and strategic action, when its "corporate neighbours" are by
and large, bureaucratic government agencies and other institutions with narrow
mandates and managers who don't even live in the region?
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An Economic Delivery Model for the Kitikmeot Region

The Government Leader’s response to KIA and KCEDO in May 1992 committed the
Kitikmeot leadership to addressing this fundamental challenge. Another round of
consultations was necessary and a model that addressed the strategic integration of
resources had to be defined.

In late 1992 and early 1993, utilizing the services of RT and Associates Ltd., KCEDO
headed back to each of the communities for two rounds of interviews over a 5-month
period. The results brought into focus a vision that, at least from a Kitikmeot Inuit
perspective, could guide the organization and management of economic development
services.

Although a range of government people were interviewed, the heart of the work was the
wide-ranging discussions with 94 community, business, and political leaders who lived
and worked in Kitikmeot communities. Before exploring their comments, however, let’s
review some of the key things going on in 1992 and 1993.

1. The SCONE report of 1988, with its strident advocacy of a more integrated approach
to economic development and real decision-making power at the community and
regional levels, was still a reference point .

2. The government response to the SCONE report, entitled “Building Community
Strengths: A Community Based Approach” (1990) generally left the people in Kitikmeot
feeling short changed.4 Programs and services under the strategy were still seen as
being too centralized; “control and decision making are treasured commodities which are
closely guarded by senior officials in Headquarters (Yellowknife).”

3. By 1991, with costs going up and revenues going down, the GNWT created a new
strategy referred to as “Strength at Two Levels.” The basic message was that cost
reduction would be achieved through devolution of delivery responsibilities to
communities.

4. In 1992 Sinnaq had released its comprehensive analysis of economic development in
the North as a patchwork of fractured mandates and stovepipe delivery systems which
were ineffective and unaccountable.

5. Settlement of the Nunavut Final Agreement was close at hand. The communities were
in the process of ratifying the agreement through a Nunavut-wide vote. The Kitikmeot
Inuit Association was about to enter a new phase as the designation implementation
organization for the region. With this would come power and resources unavailable to
Inuit before.

It is in this context that the 1992/93 community consultations fanned to life a debate that
had smoldered throughout the region. Communities addressed five key questions.

• What were the community views regarding ED&T services, strategies, and
initiatives?

• How satisfied were people with current programs and services?
• How accountable were ED&T staff?
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• What was the community philosophy with regard to economic and tourism
development?

• What did people think of three options for program and service delivery: the status
quo, devolution of service delivery to municipal governments, or devolution to a
regionally-controlled economic development commission?

The final report, published in November 1993, makes for interesting reading.5 An
outstanding feature is the level of frustration and dissatisfaction expressed at the
consultations. People were mad and believed that ED&T had to be changed. Again and
again they charged that ED&T was accountable only to Yellowknife. ED&T had a control
philosophy, not a development philosophy, was focused on sectoral development and
disregarded individual and community needs and opportunities. The criticism is strident
and unapologetic with respect to the first three questions. Clearly the status quo was an
option for nobody!

With respect to development philosophy, the communities comments reflect a
consensus very much in line with aspects of the SCONE report. Gjoa Haven said it well
for the small communities: “Economic development in Gjoa Haven needs to orient its
strategies, policies and programs towards broader development goals.” The only
yardstick of success has been creation of businesses.....” a bias which leaves “many
smaller scale economic development opportunities that would benefit other non-
business segments of the community ignored. In short, people of the community feel that
there are natural and physical limitations to the amount of business development that
can occur in any small northern community and that for economic development to be
targeted properly it must recognize this structural reality.”

Other communities added that what was needed was a “proactive philosophy,” a “can
do” attitude, and that this was absent in ED&T staff. We don’t want a “gatekeeper
mentality” was a common theme.

Since the status quo was clearly not an option, the question came down to what people
favoured. The report from each community clearly favoured the regional approach, with
one proviso: every community but one clearly stated that service delivery through a
regional structure had to be accompanied by a close working relationship with the local
economic development officer. Where there was none, an EDO should be put in place.

However, the Hamlet Council in Gjoa Haven and the local Kinqunik Society were
adamantly opposed to all organizational options except a full and complete transfer of
responsibility and control to the Hamlet Council. The mayor illustrates the point:

 "Although there may be some value in general discussions about our problems on a
regional basis, we feel that very little will be gained by counting on a regional board or
commission to make things better .... The people who elect us as their representatives
expect us to make them our first priority and we would like the opportunity to try. We
think that regional control would make that difficult.”

The conclusions are by now self-evident. The study put the consensus this way:

“Within this system, most Kitikmeot Inuit and non-Inuit alike, feel that, with one
exception - the Kitikmeot Regional CEDO - that current economic development
programs and service providers are not accountable to people in the



CED in the High Arctic: Progress and Prospects 35

communities and that for the most part, policies and programs do not fit with
their particular economic circumstances.”

This led to the principal recommendation that “all GNWT and federal program delivery
responsibility ... be devolved to ... a Regional Economic Development Commission
which would have overall responsibility for delivering economic development programs.”

Kitikmeot CEDO had thrown down the gauntlet. In many ways, the principles of the
document are consistent with the early policy prescriptions of the GNWT itself. However,
it was clear that the communities had come up with a different approach. They were
opting for a regional “model” that they would control through the board and through the
“devolution” of certain functions to the community level. Would the GNWT loosen
control? Kitikmeot leadership moved quickly to press their case.

(An interesting footnote to this Kitikmeot community consultation were several attempts
on the part of ED&T to hire the two employees of Kitikmeot CEDO. Sometimes this was
an approach by senior management. But the Minister himself, John Todd, made the
CEDO manager an offer in the fall of 1993. It is intriguing to reflect on just why they
might have been so anxious to get Kitikmeot staff back working with government.6)

In December 1993 the full report was sent to each of the MLAs in the GNWT Legislative
Assembly. On March 4, 1994, KCEDO, along with key leadership of the KIA, KDC, and
NTI met in Yellowknife with the Minister of Economic Development and Tourism (himself
the MLA for Kivallaq region), the two MLAs for the Kitikmeot region, and other officials.
The objective was to present the report and ask the Minister to support it. The Minister
responded, “you don’t have the support of all your MLAs.” One MLA did not support the
proposal, despite the unanimous support from the KIA and the near-unanimous support
of the hamlet councils. This MLA, despite the two years of work it took to put the
proposal together, said he could not support the Kitikmeot delegation until he gave John
Todd time to see if the re-organization of his department would lead to improvements.
Not surprisingly, this neat stratagem led John Todd to ask the Kitikmeot delegation to
“give me six months.” If they did not feel the changes being implemented were improving
the delivery of economic development programs and services, they should come and
see him again.

The Kitikmeot delegation did not expect the proposed changes to work. But they did
hope that the legislature would give a green light to their regional delivery model during
the fall 1994 session.

Building a Strategic Approach to Regional Opportunities

During these early years, aside from trying to influence the policy context in various
ways, KCEDO was delivering a range of services. With only a staff of two (a manager
and a development officer based in Taloyoak), it undertook a wide variety of training and
support activities to the jobless and to entrepreneurs. In addition, KCEDO was integral to
efforts to strengthen regional capacity and better position Inuit interests to take
advantage of opportunities beyond the scope of any single community.

KCEDO organized and facilitated the establishment of community committees and the
Pathways program Aboriginal Management Board in the region. It organized and
managed a multi-year project, in conjunction with the University of Saskatchewan, to
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design an economic model capable of assessing local and regional impacts of large
scale natural resource projects such as mining. It assisted and/or managed several
studies of regional business opportunities. It engaged in a range of negotiations aimed
at advancing the interests of Inuit in the region, including EDA negotiations, establishing
(with Sinaaq) an Aboriginal Capital Corporation, and setting up an Inuit Equity Fund. It
worked with Arctic Cooperatives to try to launch community-based credit unions. In
short, KCEDO has been as vitally active in improving the region's capacity and climate
for economic development as it has been in serving in individual clients.

Perhaps the organization with which KCEDO has worked most closely in this regard is
Kitikmeot Inuit Association's other wholly-owned, but for-profit entity, Kitikmeot
Development Corporation. Together, these three organizations continue to represent an
important regional capacity to advance Inuit community interests economically, socially,
politically, and culturally.

The emergence in the early 1990s of a potentially huge mining and infrastructure
development in the region of Coppermine and Bathurst Inlet created some major
challenges for Kitikmeot Inuit organizations . Outside development could be on the
agenda in a big way. On the one hand, the communities had significant concerns with
respect to large-scale, fast-paced development schemes. They were not crazy about the
prospect of mining either, as the community consultations indicated. On the other hand,
jobs had to be created for a rapidly growing population of young people.

The writers are not privy to the debates that have gone on around these issues in the
communities or at the regional level. What is clear, however, is that any organizational
mandate that serves Inuit has to be ready to position their interests.

In June 1994, Kitikmeot CEDO and KDC organized a workshop to address the challenge
that large-scale mining would pose to the regional population. It gathered together key
people from the KIA, KDC, Nunasi (the birthright corporation owned by NTI), and
KCEDO. In four days, delegates hammered out a series of policies specifically designed
to prepare KDC to meet the challenge. The event had two major priorities. Firstly, a
venture development policy and decision-making framework had to be built for the KDC.
Secondly, it was necessary to learn more about negotiating and structuring joint
ventures so as to insert Inuit economic, social, and environmental interests squarely into
the middle of any large-scale resource development in the region.7

Although not the central actor and focus of this very timely workshop, KCEDO was an
important and an active partner in its facilitation. The organization was playing a
significant role in fostering a regional capacity that could be pro-active rather than merely
re-active.

The KCEDO has played other roles in the mining sector as well. For example, it was
active in all the negotiations with Metall Mining Canada Ltd, and organized the financial
and technical resources necessary to conduct a solid negotiation. Another example is
the work it did to conceptualize how to raise private financing for infrastructure
development.

This initial work helped prepare the region's Inuit organizations to negotiate the first Inuit
Impact Benefits Agreement, signed in September 1996 by the Kitikmeot Inuit Association
(with support from the Kitikmeot CEDO and Kitikmeot Corporation) and Echo Bay Mines



CED in the High Arctic: Progress and Prospects 37

Ltd. A relatively small gold mine, the proposed Ulu project was considered by the KIA to
be an important starting point in setting the stage for future agreements. Although, as
aforementioned, depressed gold prices have kept this mine from proceeding, there were
some important principles established in this initial negotiation. KCEDO played an
important role as a key partner throughout this process.

Building a Community Economic Development Strategy for the Kitikmeot Region

On the heels of KCEDO’s major attempt to influence the GNWT policy with regard to
devolution in 1992/93, and with mining and GNWT capital spending looming, KCEDO
initiated another two rounds of community consultations and economic analysis in 1994
and 1995. These came together in a report called the “Kitikmeot Community Economic
Development Strategy” (May 1995) which included six companion reports, one for each
of the Kitikmeot communities.8

This document was the first comprehensive analysis of two key sectors of the economy,
mining and capital projects. (It also was the first relatively comprehensive picture of the
condition of the Kitikmeot labour force.)

It goes into significant detail with respect to both the existing Lupin gold mine and the
prospects for developing other mines. It also reviewed the exploration side of this
business. Several opportunities were identified and analyzed with the aim of positioning
Kitikmeot region businesses to maximize benefits and to position KDC for joint ventures.

With the advent of Nunavut just four years away, the capital project budget for Kitikmeot
for the next five years was slated at $72.6 million. Opportunities related to this capital
project spending covered a wide range of new construction, renovation, water, sewage,
fuel, and other recreational and land-based developments.

It both these sectors, the size of the developments created a classic dilemma. The scale
of the projects by and large outstripped the financial capacity of existing businesses.
Given the slowness and inefficiency of government lending and other financing supports,
most of the opportunities would necessarily end up going to southerners. (This dilemma
highlights the importance of joint ventures as a strategy for capturing of economic
benefits for the communities and region. It also provides a clue as to why it is so
important to rationalize the organization of government resources in relation to
community and regional development. Without a more comprehensive, strategic, and
coordinated approach, the region will capture few benefits, if any.)

But KCEDO in 1995 was still in the same position as it was in 1993 with respect to the
GNWT. ED&T had devolved nothing to KCEDO. Apart from lobbying for EDOs, hamlet
councils had no role in economic development. The stovepipe administration of
economic development services and programs continued unabated. On the federal side,
KCEDO had managed to develop a cooperative working relationship with Pathways
because the program board was controlled by community representatives. Inuit
organizations appeared to be collaborating and cooperating. But in the realms of the
territorial and federal governments, fragmentation remained the rule.

With its two staff and a $340,000 budget, KCEDO was clearly an activist and advocate in
the midst of a complex array of externally-imposed institutions, agencies, and programs.
In what must at times have seemed a futile attempt, KCEDO tried to introduce some
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strategy and coherence to a confused set of overlapping mandates, jurisdictions, and
self-interested organizations. But in 1995, it had apparently made little progress in
breaking the log jam.

KCEDO's final plea in the strategy was for the formation of a Kitikmeot Economic
Development Council - a means by which parties could work together to deal with the
eternal mandate conflicts that were sabotaging strategic cooperation. The vision was for
a results-oriented Council that could focus on solving problems and getting on with
effective management of the economic development process.

A Snapshot of Activities & Results: The Fifth Year

Fiscal year 1994/95 was the fifth and final one for CAEDS. KCEDO and the other two
CEDOs (Kakivak and Sakku) were requested by Indian and Northern Affairs to prepare a
report on the year's activities (see page following). Some previous attempts at
documentation were sketchy at best. This report was prepared by the Nunavut CEDO
with some outside assistance.9

Kitikmeot, the smallest region in terms of numbers of people, communities, and
businesses, had the smallest budget of the three CEDOs. Yet it had the best
performance in training and placement, new business starts, business expansions, and
jobs created, as well as the highest leverage of finance into the region and the highest
density of networking and developmental activities.

KCEDO's 16 business starts represented 21% of the entire base of existing businesses
in the region. Six business expansions represented work with 8% of the regions
businesses. These are impressive ratios.

These activities indicate that the KCEDO is interacting with a broad cross-section of the
economy, both with small businesses at the community level and with larger
opportunities at the regional level (where it worked closely with KDC). The range of tasks
associated with carrying out these business activities is important to note:

• providing advice and recommendations to clients
• assisting them with their negotiations with banks, suppliers and creditors
• developing business plans and financial packages, all of which do not get captured

in activity related reports.

Among the projects of note were KCEDO's efforts to assist communities in developing
their own business service centres. During the year, three received technical assistance
in feasibility studies and financing packages.
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1994-95 - A Snapshot of KCEDO Budgets & Results

REVENUE Number of Employees 2
INAC CAEDS contribution $342,151 1 General Manager
INAC (Other) 80,000 1 Economic Development
Other Funding 50,000 Officer serving 2 communities

TOTAL REVENUE $472,151

EXPENDITURES
Operations $290,000 Number of Inquiries 220
Training and Employment 0
Business Support 130,000
Contributions to Community
based businesses 30,022
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $450,022

Summary of Activities & Results

Training and Employment Activities

# training activities   5
# of people placed in training programs 32
# of people placed or continuing in
employment after training 32

Business Support Activities

# of businesses in service area 76
# of businesses/clients assisted 94/95 36
# of new businesses started 16
# of jobs created by new businesses 42 (mix of seasonal, pt and fte)
# of existing businesses expanded   6
# of jobs created by business expansion   9

Resource Access Negotiations Projects 1 joint ventures related project

Other Activities

# of other activities KCEDO involved in 20
# of jobs support by these activities 17

Funds leveraged or expected to be leveraged $1.92 million

One of the reasons KCEDO appears to have been able to achieve such results with
such limited resources is its development and use of a network of consultants and
technical assistance providers. This approach brought specialized services to their
clients on an "as needed" basis. When managed properly, such a strategy can provide
greater flexibility and a means to achieve results more rapidly.
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Interestingly, the KCEDO also carried the management responsibilities for the Nunavut-
wide CEDO started in 1994. This is just one indicator of the critical importance the
KCEDO attaches to activities focused on influencing development policy, networking,
and coordination initiatives.

Training for capacity-building initiatives, like board training for regional and community-
based development corporations, are another activity with crucial regional importance.
There was also some modest collaboration with the Kakivak CEDO to develop a
curriculum for the Nunavut Business Management Training project.

Planning and research activities focussed on developing a regional CED strategy and
assisting KDC to develop a corporate and strategic plan. In addition, resources were
secured to assist Kitikmeot Corporation in the promotion of their organization at a wide
variety of trade shows and forums across Canada and the N.W.T. each year. This is
particularly relevant to strategic networking aimed at identifying potential joint venture
partners and developing relevant industry contacts. In addition, research and advocacy
activities related to devolution of GNWT economic delivery services and working to
correct funding inequities in the CAEDS program, occupied more time and energy.

And that was not all. KCEDO also undertook a number of other development-related
tasks. We have already mentioned its role in the development of the Nunavut CEDO.
KCEDO also participated in regional and funding-related committees, and secured
resources to extend by another two years the contract for the economic development
officer in Taloyoak and Pelly.

Given this degree of activity for such a small staff, it is hardly surprising that KCEDO was
weak in its tracking and evaluation activity. (KCEDO itself identified the problem in its
1994/95 report summary.) Another obvious issue was the survival rate of the businesses
being started. It is not difficult to imagine that post-start up support services could have
been lacking.

Another potential weakness (and one directly related to an obvious strength) was
KCEDO's dependence on its high-powered general manager, whose energy,
commitment, and skills were critical to building such an effective CED organization in
five years. What if he were to leave? It is well known in the field of CED that such
talented development managers are in short supply. Was there a plan to ensure that
succession would be successful?

The Second Five Years

Since 1995 there has been a slow but steady progression on several fronts.

KCEDO, renamed Kitikmeot Economic Development Commission (KEDC) has allocated
to management the additional business development resources derived from the land
claim settlement. The Kitikmeot Corporation provides resources to KEDC to manage
under the Kitikmeot Business Assistance Program. Loans up to $25,000 and grants up
to $5000 are available to Inuit business people. KEDC also manages the Nunavut
Sivummut Program, an up to $3000 grant program created by NTI Inc for business-
related development at the community level. 10
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Steady progress has been made in establishing Business Service Centres in
Coppermine, Cambridge Bay, and Kugluktuk. Two more are being planned for other
Kitikmeot communities.

KEDC has continued to play a key role in a range of Kitikmeot Corporation business
initiatives. This teaming up of two organizations' scarce technical and management
talent appears to be a key feature of KEDC and KC success. It has brought about more
flexibility and capacity to take quick action, a greater depth of expertise, and stronger
planning in human resource, organizational, and business development. KEDC has also
acted as a key resource to KIA and KC in generating financial resources to plan and
research larger opportunities.

The economic development office serving Taloyoak and Pelly has been maintained
through the funding arrangement with the GNWT (perhaps the only concession ever
realized, despite all the efforts to devolve services to the regional level).

KEDC's takeover of the Pathways program has provided the means to begin tailoring
training investments more carefully. The pattern of automatic approvals to subsidize
Arctic College programming was broken, making for a much more accountable and
integrated investment of funds into community and regional development priorities. For
example, projects covering a range sectors were financed in 1997-98. On-going
investment in upgrading was supported. There were several projects directly concerned
with increasing Inuit skills in renewable and service related business: guiding, sea
kayaking (part of one community's pilot project in tourism), plumbing, fishplant worker
upgrading, intensive internet training, heavy equipment operation and maintenance,
office management and administration, and carpentry. Diverse projects related to mining
have been supported as part of the effort to equip people with a range of technical skills
associated with this industry. Traditional sewing and jewelry/metalwork training have
also continued to be part of the mix. During the 1997/98 fiscal yea, $1.14 million was
managed on this front.

There has also been youth initiatives to build life skills and work experience, in addition
to career planning programming and supports which in 1998 amounted to $375,000.

On the broader front of strategic networking and partnership building, KEDC has played
several important roles since 1995. It has been a key partner in organizing and planning
the 1998 Nunavut Mining Symposium held in Cambridge Bay. Almost 300 participants
attended. KEDC has maintained a range of networking activities related to the mining
industry, and so increased its contacts in and its understanding of this high-potential
industry. Charlie Lyall, the KEDC president, has made several speeches throughout
southern Canada at key industry forums.

In its capacity as manager of the Nunavut CEDO, KEDC has played an important part in
all the pan-Nunavut efforts to support CEDO development and advance CEDO interests.
It has represented, at different points in time, one or more Inuit Associations in various
negotiations.

Apart from the on-going demand for assistance from clients and KC’s business
development efforts, KEDC's research portfolio has included the development and
testing of a computerized Economic Model that would enable KC and KEDC to predict
the economic impacts of major resource development projects in the Kitikmeot and
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Nunavut. Both the federal and the territorial governments are asking if the information
can be shared with them.

All these initiatives represent strategic moves to expand and consolidate the basis for
Inuit to have a greater array of resources and capacity as they chart their economic
future. It also represents the base from which the familiar problem of stovepipe delivery
systems and fractured mandates can be attacked on a broader basis.

Moving Partnership Building to a New Level

A common and consistent theme of KEDC's work has been the search for a means to
integrate services and strategically focus community and regional economic
development initiatives. Despite the frustration stemming from the failure to get ED&T to
devolve resources, KEDC has persisted. As early as 1995 a regional economic
development council had been advocated as a means to bring some rationality into the
system. There is a marked consistency in KCEDO/KEDC efforts to create broadly-based
means to facilitate communication, strategic initiatives, and management and
coordination of economic development projects.

Finally, in mid-1998, all this work appeared to have the chance of coming to fruition.
Kitikmeot Corporation and KEDC organized a meeting to discuss the merits of and begin
planning for the development of a Kitikmeot Partnership. 11 In attendance were
representatives from what is now the Department of Resources, Wildlife and Economic
Development, the Department of Education, Culture and Employment, the KC, KIA ,
KEDC, and a number of representatives from the private mining sector (Mulco, BHP,
and Kitikmeot Geological Ltd.).

Representatives agreed that a partnership was indeed timely. A number of major
development activities are slated to commence over the next five years in terms of
mining, DEW Line clean up, construction, tourism, and the advent of Nunavut
government and the accelerating implementation of the Nunavut Land Claims
Agreement. If benefits are to flow to the residents of the Kitikmeot region, a much more
effective means of mobilizing and allocating resources is required.

Out of this meeting came a draft of the vision and goals for the Kitikmeot Partners. It
reveals a clear intent to develop and implement a strategic approach to human resource
development, business development, and regional policy advocacy.

Draft Vision of Kitikmeot Partners

The Kitikmeot Partners is non-political, action oriented, responsive and flexible
partnership established to address both the needs of people in the Kitikmeot region and
of the employers who operate in the region.

The Partnership will be a clearing hours of information whereby there are databases of
skills and education levels of the residents of Kitikmeot and labour market opportunities.

This Partnership will serve as a forum for discussions on potential and ongoing
developments within the Kitikmeot region. As well, the Partnership will provide a forum
where the stakeholders will share information and resources for the overall development
of the region, a kind of “one stop shopping” for the employers of the region.
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Overall Goals

1. To focus on youth issues
2. To establish and expand the membership within the Partnership
3. To develop a communications strategy
4. To develop and overall comprehensive information package (database)

• labour market demands (forecast)
• skills, education levels
• programs and services
• funding sources
• expertise

5. To develop overall plan to address the needs whether they be training or business
opportunities
6. To influence policy so that it is relevant to the Kitikmeot Region, in both the public and
private spheres
7. To promote regional developments

For each of the goals, specific objectives and related tasks were defined and the
beginnings of an action plan put in place.

The process of putting together a new organization is always challenging. KEDC has
played a key role in starting the process, but it will take time to unfold. A second meeting
held in September 1998 nudged the process along further. A mission drafting group was
struck; preparation for incorporation is underway. It remains to be seen whether this new
infrastructure can be a means through which a more unified, strategic focusing of
economic development resources can be achieved in the region. Clearly, KEDC is
positioned to play its part in trying to make it so.

Comparing KEDC with the Characteristics of Best Practice CED Organizations

To complete this chapter, we examine KEDC experience and development in terms of
“best practice" in the field of community economic development. Pages 44-47 present a
chart that summarizes our preliminary conclusions as to how KEDC stacks up against
key best practice characteristics. Thereafter, we present a summary of our analysis of
the results of a questionnaire completed by five key officials associated directly with
KEDC.
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Criterion for
Assessing Best
Practices in CED

Organizations

KEDC - Kitikmeot Economic Development Commission - The
comments in this table are based on a reading of the written record
available to us for review. In the case of KEDC, this was extensive. It
was supplemented by some e-mail communications that further clarified
certain issues. Based on the extensive documentation base, and based
on our understanding of best practices in the field of CED, we have a
strong confidence in the results, even while recognizing that without
more extensive field research, there will no doubt be qualifications that
will come about when the narrative is reviewed by people close to the
action.

1. Comprehensive
Mind Set and
Strategic Approach
to Key Functions

From its inception KEDC has reflected a comprehensive orientation and
a strategic approach to all the key functions. It has demonstrated time
and again, whether it be through its advocacy, planning, institution
building and networking, strategic cooperation with KIA and KC and
delivery of services and resources to and with communities, that it is an
organization that is well on its way to becoming a “best practice” CED
organization.

 - Planning &
Research Capacity
relevant to Core
Mission and Goals

This is a major strength of KEDC. Not only does it undertake research
and planning as a serious commitment, its approach to these tasks over
the years have reflected a capacity for focussing effort on planning and
research that strategically advance the interests of the organization and
the communities. The research effort over the years has had a logic to it,
particularly in how each piece of work undertaken builds on the
knowledge and advancements created by what has gone on before.

- Building Equity KEDC has never directly been involved in owning businesses. It has
always respected this mandate as belonging to KC on behalf of the KIA.
However, it has played a key role in helping KC to be effective. The
record is full of joint activities where KEDC has played a key planning,
research, organizing and development role that has strengthened KC’s
capacity to be more effective.

With respect to its delivery of business development services aimed at
Inuit entrepreneurs and community business, the performance of KEDC
has been very good. This is reflected in actual business starts and
expansions as well as a very good record in leveraging financing into the
region for a variety of business projects. Its work with the communities to
put in place Business Service Centres have added equity at the
community level. With such a small staff, coupled with the breadth of
KEDC activity, the results are actually quite remarkable.
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- Accessing Credit
Resources

KEDC was a key part of the unsuccessful effort to get the credit union
movement in Canada to help put in place community-based financial
institutions. It worked to secure an ACC in the north and has managed
the External Delivery Program of Aboriginal Business Canada on behalf
of the Nunavut CEDO, which has been a source of credit and other types
of business development assistance across the eastern Arctic. It also
delivers credit directly on behalf of the birthright Inuit Organizations as
part of claim implementation.

- Strategic Approach
to Human Resource
Development

KEDC has organized and brokered training resources at several
junctures targeted at increasing the capacity of Inuit organizations. This
has included strategic planning, board development, and joint venture
training, all of which have been successfully used to prepare the
organization for current and looming challenges.

In addition, KEDC has approached influencing, first indirectly and now
directly, the delivery of the Pathways program. Since taking over its
administration, the record indicates that the focus of training investments
is becoming more closely linked to the region's opportunity structure.

- Strategic
Networking and
Partnership
Development

This is a major strength of KEDC which is well documented in the record.
Whether at the regional, territorial, or national level or between public,
private, and Inuit sectors of the northern economy, KEDC as been a
proactive networker with a strategic agenda.

- Advocacy of and
Leveraging of
Infrastructure to
strengthen
Community
Economies

KEDC has been actively concerned with building infrastructure at various
levels. The Business Service Centres are one example. It has assisted
KC in establishing internet capacity in the region through a subsidiary. It
has conducted studies and been concerned with positioning KEDC, KC,
and Inuit businesses to benefit from government infrastructure
investments and potential infrastructure investments now contemplated
for the mining industry.

2. Clear Governance
and Accountability
Framework

There is strong cohesiveness between the board and senior staff with a
solid consensus around key priorities. Strong working relationships with
both KIA and KC is facilitated by clear accountability to KIA on the part of
KEDC and KIA and a strategic use of leadership resources across the
three organizations. Reporting systems in KEDC are adequate and
where they have been weak (mainly in tracking results), the problem has
been recognized and steps being taken to improve. To this end they
have worked with other CEDOs through the Nunavut CEDO to design
and get an appropriate data base in place.
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3. Degree and
Nature of
Community
Participation
Patterns

Between 1991 and 1995 there were overall six rounds of community
consultation. These interactions were structured to determine community
interests in key areas related to mandate, model building, and strategy.
The strategy work included the development of a CED strategy in each
community. The record does not indicate if these types of consultations
have persisted. However, the level of KEDC delivery of services has
been steadily increasing and the nature of some projects, for example
the business service centres, suggest a strong linkage is being
maintained and that community participation around specific projects is
being facilitated. What is not known is the extent to which KEDC has
been successful in increasing community organizational capacity to be
involved in planning and implementing development activities.

4. Competent use of
and Leverage of
Technical
Assistance and
other External
Resources

KEDC has carried out its broad range of activities with a very small staff.
This has been facilitated by its utilization of consultants, which are
managed carefully by KEDC to do specific research, feasibility, business
planning, or technical support work related to carrying out the KEDC
mandate. This has been a key element in enabling KEDC, even with a
small staff, to carry on the broader array of development work that has
characterized this organization while still competently delivering a range
of services.

It has also engaged a wide variety of consultants, academics, etc. in
strategic tasks aimed at increasing KEDC, KC, and Nunavut CEDO
capacity to address priorities. The building an economic model to
determine impacts in the region of resource development proposals is
just one example of how KEDC has managed to access outside
expertise to develop a tool which is not only useful for the task at hand,
but also how it has strengthened the position of Kitikmeot Inuit to
influence the development process.

5. Strength of
Outcome
Orientation Evident
in Implementation of
Functions,
programs and tools

The record indicates a strong outcome orientation. Early on, KEDC
demonstrated this by constantly badgering the governments for a more
strategic, coordinated, and comprehensive approach to development in
the region. The rationale was that outcomes would be improved if turf
wars could be reduced and accountability for results improved if unified
strategy could be put in place. This orientation appears to have persisted
throughout KEDC’s history.

The tracking of outcomes to better determine the durability of results and
to enhance organizational learning of what works and what doesn’t, has
not been that strong. However, our conclusion is that this has been more
a capacity problem than an attitudinal one. KEDC has been committed to
increasing the overall capacity of CEDOs to track results through the role
it has played in the database project.

What is most important about KEDC is its persistent interest in a
strategic approach that maximizes and protects Inuit and community
benefits, whatever the opportunity or development challenge. They are
not content with "bean counting" the training weeks funded. Rather, they
want to know how the investment fits with building the skills, attitudes,
capacity, and resources necessary for greater economic self-reliance.
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6. Leadership with
Social
Entrepreneurial
Qualities

It is difficult to make comments on this due to the limited nature of the
review. However, it is evident from the documentation that the
entrepreneurial qualities of the general manager and the chair of the
board are tremendous assets to KEDC. Indeed, the worry is that there
may not be sufficient grooming of successors to take on the leadership
they provide. Succession should be a concern that is addressed as
strategically as other aspects of KEDC work. This is accented by the
tremendously ambitious and challenging agenda KEDC has developed in
a region that is facing both opportunities and potentially tremendous
pressures from resource development activity. Best practice
organizations have developed sufficient depth of leadership to manage
leadership transition successfully. KEDC needs to look at itself and ask
itself how it compares and if it is weak in this area, and then to build a
plan to strategically broaden and deepen the leadership base over the
next several years.

Comments Based on the Questionnaire Analysis

As noted in the beginning of this book, there was an original intention to carry out a
series of interviews in person with a wide variety of people associated with each of the
CEDOs as well as a number of government officials. Unfortunately, this did not happen.
As a way of getting at least some primary data, the study team decided to carry forward
a questionnaire that would be completed by key CEDO staff, board, and related
organizational leadership.

The questionnaire (see Appendix One) was designed to draw out individual
assessments of past and future priorities. The basic task was defined in the box below:

Each of the CEDOs in Nunavut have been on their own development path the last 8
years. Each organization has had different opportunities, challenges and priorities.
Similarly, each organization will face new opportunities, challenges in the years ahead.
Your perception of what these are could well mean that your CEDO changes its priorities
from what they have been in the past.

For each of the categories outlined below, and any others you may wish to add. we
would like you to answer two questions.

In terms of the PAST five years your CEDO has been providing Economic Development
Services and investments in your region, on a scale of 1(high) to 4 (low), how would you
estimate each of the following activities in terms of your own organizational priorities?

In terms of the NEXT five years your CEDO will be involved in providing Economic
Development Services and investments in your region, on a scale of 1(high) to 4 (low),
how would you estimate each of the following activities in terms of your own
organizational priorities?

Respondents rated 54 different individual questions that were clustered around six major
categories:

• new business and human resource development priorities
• sector priorities



Chapter Three: Kitikmeot EDC48

• understanding of client preferences, and readiness for different types of ownership
• how the CEDO’s own financial future would best be achieved
• what the key priorities were for the CEDO’s own organizational growth and

development.

While individual responses are interesting, the most useful analysis of the data that
resulted came from the variance analysis undertaken. This was done to determine the
degree of consensus or divergence with respect to organizational priorities expressed by
the key staff and board officials of the CEDOs (and related organizations in some cases,
e.g., the sister development corporation or Inuit association).

To the extent that there was a low variance, this would signify that there was a
reasonably high degree of consensus. Generally speaking, this would indicate that the
CEDO was clear about its mandate, that there was a shared vision, that strategic
planning was sufficiently advanced and understood by the key players in the
organization, and that communication and accountability patterns were healthy.

To the extent there was a high variance, this would signify that there was a lack of
consensus or divergence between the key players. Generally speaking this would
indicate that the CEDO was not clear about its collective vision, that strategic planning
was weak, and there may be communication and accountability problems.

From a research perspective, this would provide some further indication as to whether
the analysis of the documentation that we carried out was adequately supported by the
attitudes of the key leadership (thus providing a check on the bias of the researcher).

In the case of Kitikmeot, the results were quite dramatic. There was an extremely low
level of variance (0.2) across the full range of the questions. Only 6 of the 54 questions
elicited responses that were above this extremely low average. This is a very impressive
degree of consensus. It also is a strong, independent confirmation of our analysis based
of the documentation.

Some Final Comments on the Kitikmeot Case

KEDC has made significant progress since 1990. In our view, it is well on its way to
emerging as a best practice organization in the field of CED in Canada.

One of the largest challenges KEDC faces in the next decade or more is whether it is
prepared to manage the prospect of engaging in the mining sector without compromising
its efforts in other spheres of development. It the early '90s there was a clear resistance
in the communities to non-renewable resource development. On the other hand, there
was an equally prominent concern regarding the high levels of unemployment. Mining is
obviously a sector with potential economic benefits for some Inuit. However, it offers no
long-term solution to the economic dilemma facing most Inuit communities.

Moving into an industrial framework in the high Arctic must involve balance: balance
between industrial imperatives and community interests, between environmental fragility
and economic necessity, between short-term benefits and long-term development. This
balancing act requires ensuring that KEDC and its sister and parent organizations, along
with the communities they are mandated to serve, are vigilant every step of the way.
From a CED perspective, the Kitikmeot triumvirate (KIA, KC, and KEDC) must be
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positioned to capture the full range of benefits from development - access to the profit
stream, management influence, jobs, and training. From an long-term environmental and
CED perspective, they must be thinking clearly about investment and re-investment
strategies that foster the evolution of the tourism, arts, and renewable resource sectors
as thriving, sustainable bases of economic activity. Mining means boom and bust -
sooner or later, the ore runs out. It is imperative that this reality be front and centre in
long-term planning.

Another major challenge is the broadening and deepening of the leadership base in the
economic arena. CED is a field that requires a combination of community development,
business development, and political management skills. It takes years to build the
knowledge base and skills that provide the basis for effective development managers.
The Kitikmeot organizations have a foundation of leadership. Now the challenge is to fill
a whole house with leadership that can carry forward the struggle to build more self-
reliant communities over the next decade.

The last comment we might offer is that community engagement is the ultimate
challenge, if the development process is to be meaningful to the Kitikmeot Inuit over the
long term. Without involvement, people end up feeling like the objects of other people's
creation of history. Making people the subject of their own history is what CED is about
at both a philosophical and a practical level. It is also a check on the fact that any
organization can become self-interested, consumed by control and power. Development
is ultimately evaluated by the quality of people's lives where they live. It is this basic
perspective that demands a balanced approach to development which was advocated
by the SCONE report over a decade ago.
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CHAPTER FOUR

KIVALLAQ PARTNERS IN DEVELOPMENT

The Kivallaq Region, formerly known as the Keewatin Region, is located in the central
part of the eastern arctic. Its population of 5834 (88.6% of whom are Inuit) lives in seven
communities. The largest, Rankin Inlet, is the regional centre. As in other regions,
government is the dominant employer. However, the service and tourism sectors are
growing and the mining sector has considerable potential.

The Early Years - Trying to get Focussed

Kivallaq Partners came into being in 1995 as a way to coordinate and then merge
various aspects of three existing organizations: Sakku Investments Corporation, the
Department of Economic Development and Tourism (ED&T), and the regional
Community Futures Development Corporation.

Kivallaq Partners is a subsidiary of Sakku Investments, a for-profit corporation created in
1990 by the Kivallaq Inuit Association, the political and policy arm of Kivallaq Inuit. In the
early '90s, Sakku Investments was the key Inuit organization in matters relating to
economic development. It seems to have gotten off to a shaky start.

From the outset Sakku had two key features to its mission: the development and
operation of profitable businesses, and the delivery of economic development services
to the communities in its region. The latter function, it was funded by INAC under
CAEDS. From the very beginning, it was evident that the capacity to deliver on these two
major components was a source of confusion, conflict, and frustration.

One of the first documented meetings of Sakku was a strategic planning workshop held
in Rankin Inlet in September 1992.1 It is clear that the profit-making business side of the
Sakku mandate had emerged as the central priority in this early period. Sakku was
already heavily involved in setting up a heavy equipment garage as a business, which
was also contemplated as being a site for training Inuit. A tremendous amount of staff
energy was devoted to getting “Keewatin Auto” up and running. Since this was Sakku's
first major project, there was a determination that it had to be done right.

Other than this project, and keeping an eye on other potential business opportunities,
the only other economic development activity involving staff was supplying financing
(grants and some loans) to individual Inuit ventures that applied for support. This is
despite the fact that earlier planning sessions had set out action plans, many
components of which remained unimplemented. For example, a second stage
community consultation had not been carried out (in part due to emphasis on the
process of ratifying the land claim). Some very sketchy action in terms of community
business development was called for, but consisted more of getting ED&T and
Community Futures involved, rather than direct service on Sakku's part. A training
project aimed at improving traditional harvesting skills in one community had not been
initiated. Projected promotional activities were also left undone.

Definite signs of discontent and confusion were evident even at this early stage. Already
questions were being raised about the mission: “Sakku is supposed to help Inuit set up
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businesses in the communities; does not the garage compete with other Inuit
businesses?”

More politically troubling for Sakku staff at this point must have been participant charges
that “the people in the communities do not know what Sakku is,” and that there “was little
board involvement.” Such weakness in the midst of the looming land claims ratification
process was the source of a worry that Sakku would not be taken as a credible
organization, and thus might not find a place in the evolving land claims implementation
structure.

Making these challenges even more difficult was the fact that there had been staffing
problems during the first couple of years. (Sakku's project director left.) In several areas
the organization had no policy. No financial management and control policies had yet
been established, for example, and the board had no framework in place for establishing
priorities.

In the midst of these multiple difficulties, the two staff and six other participants in this
strategic planning session set out a 6-month agenda: to improve Sakku's image; to
develop a relationship with its KIA owner; to develop a corporate vision and focus; and to
create a clear framework for establishing priorities.

Two years into the development process the growing pains were very evident. Linkage
to the communities was weak. Organizational development was still at a basic level.
Staff resources were stretched in three different directions - community business
development, for profit-enterprise development, and land claims ratification activities. In
summary, Sakku had too big an agenda, too little focus, and inadequate staff resources.
The 2-track mission - building profitable businesses and delivering quality economic
development services - was floundering.

Snapshot of Activities & Results: The Fifth Year

March 1995 (30 months later) signaled the sunset of the first five years of the CAEDS
program. Indian and Northern Affairs requested Sakku and the other two CEDOs
(Kakivak and Kitikmeot) to prepare a report on activities for this year. While there was
some previous report-like documentation, it was sketchy at best. The statistical summary
and narrative was prepared by each individual CEDO with support from the Nunavut
CEDO and some outside assistance. 2

The accuracy of the figures provided for Sakku (see page following) is questionable. The
report which accompanies this summary is inconsistent at various points. However, the
gist of what is presented is still useful.

Most of the activity clearly concerns support for business. Sakku provided small grants
($41,889) and small loans ($10,100) and leveraged other government loans into
individually-owned businesses, most of which involved fishing, services, and retail, and
in one case, tourism. Although the expenditures indicate no training, the business
support grants included two small training initiatives, one related to tanning and the other
to computers.
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1994-95 - A Snapshot of Sakku Budgets & Results

REVENUE Number of Employees 3.5
1/2 time President

INAC CAEDS contribution $395,976 1 General Manager
INAC (Other) 1 Bus. Devt Officer
Other Funding 1 Secretary
TOTAL REVENUE $395,976

EXPENDITURES
Operations $343,987 Number of Inquiries 220
Training and Employment 0
Business Support 0
Contributions to community-
based businesses 51,989
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $395,976

Summary of Activities & Results

Training and Employment Activities

# training activities     3
# of people placed in training programs     4
# of people placed or continuing in
employment after training     4

Business Support Activities

# of businesses in service area 152
# of businesses/clients assisted 94/95   18
# of new businesses started     9
# of jobs created by new businesses   38 (19 FTE balance PT)
# of existing businesses expanded     4
# of jobs created by business expansion     8

Resource Access Negotiations Projects     0

Other Activities

# of other activities KCEDO involved in     6
# of jobs support by these activities     9

Funds leveraged or expected to be leveraged $124,153

While of the three CEDOs, Sakku had the highest level of small business grants, its
results in terms of business starts, expansions, and job creation fall in the mid-range of
CEDO performance for this fiscal year. Their leverage of outside funds is by far the
lowest (about 10% of what Kakivak leveraged and 6% of what KEDC brought into its
region).
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The rather skimpy narrative section of the Sakku report indicates a continuation of the
problems associated with carrying out the two track mission.

On the for-profit side of the business mandate, activity clearly continued. By 1995 there
was a heavy equipment dealership with offices and service centers in both Rankin Inlet
and Iqaluit (Iqualiuit is outside the region), a pharmacy, an office complex, and four
houses. Sakku managed the construction of the office complex and houses.

With respect to economic development services to the communities, it is the lack of
evidence of any community-based planning or regional planning that is most striking.
Nowhere is the involvement of the communities mentioned. Nowhere is there evidence
of community ownership of a strategic agenda being created. (This holds true for the for-
profit side as well.)

On the networking/development side, Sakku, like other regional CEDOs, was a
participant in the development of the new Nunavut CEDO. Likewise it engaged in
advocacy and representation initiatives related to CAEDS funding and the
federal/territorial Economic Development Agreements.

Where some progress appears to have been made is in the development of a
cooperative relationship with ED&T and the Keewatin Region Business Development
Center, including some preliminary indications of pooling financial and staff resources
around specific projects.

Pooling Resources: Birthing the Kivallaq Partnership

Sakku, the Keewatin Community Futures Development Corporation, and Resources,
Wildlife and Economic Development (RWED - the former Department of Economic
Development and Tourism) each delivered their own programs independently of each
other. A collective approach had not been discussed. Cooperation was limited to specific
clients. It was this tentative collaboration that, in the spring of 1995, led the respective
groups to a common awareness that in fact they were all serving the same client. This
led to another predictable discovery: between them, there was considerable and costly
duplication of programs and services.

As the three organizations began to consider how to coordinate efforts it was realized
that each brought their own strengths to the table. RWED brought human resources,
various programs and services, and a pool of technical expertise to the table. Sakku
brought some program money, a focus on attracting new investments to the region, joint
venture experience, community knowledge, and access to federal dollars. Community
Futures offered small, flexible loans crucial to business start-up and experience in loan
portfolio management.3

This shared analysis led to the formation of Kivallaq Partners in Development,
incorporated as a Sakku's wholly-owned, nonprofit subsidiary. The new structure was
launched with an all-Inuit board of directors representing each of the three partner
organizations.

The new organization got off to a rapid start on what was essentially an agenda of
business development with some CED elements. Their plans included the formation of a
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Business Development Center that would be the one-stop shop for all economic
development services and programs in the region. The three founding organizations
agreed to cost share staff and overheads. This new structure and concept were
promoted throughout the region as an alternative economic development delivery
system which would simplify access to resources and achieve better results.

One of Kivallaq Partners' expressed intentions was a thrust to increase “community
involvement in the community economic development process”. The main feature here
was a “fair distribution of funds” among the seven communities, that is, each was
allocated a portion of the program dollars to administer. The group making these
decisions typically came to comprise the Sakku Board member, the EDO, and the
Hamlet Council. Support to these committees was to be "provided by RWED and
Partners staff."

Kivallaq Partners represented a new beginning. Through the rationalization of services,
resources, and energy in order to improve economic development services to the
communities, Sakku hoped it had addressed the tension within its mission that had
remained unresolved for the past five years. Sakku could now concentrate on building
profitable businesses while Kivallaq Partners focussed their efforts on business and
CED services to the communities.

Making the New Partnership Work

The new plans came together around a new vision, mission, and statement of strategic
priorities.4

Vision

“That each Kivallaq community develops an experienced labour force and
builds the business infrastructure needed to create a growing economy - one
that provides communities and residents opportunities to become more self
sufficient and self-reliant”.

Mission

“To deliver Sakku, RWED and Community Futures’ development programs
and services in a coordinated and cost efficient manner to increase economic
and labour force development support to clients”.

Strategic Priorities

“1. Reduce the regional unemployment rate.
2. Increase labour force development opportunities
3. Stimulate increased community involvement in community based economic
development that results in communities deciding on development priorities.
4. Increase community allocations of program budgets and decisions to
Kivallaq communities.

5. Provide quality assistance and services to businesses in their expansion
efforts that results in increased sales and employment opportunities.
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6. Establish the Partners in Development as a cost effective, professional and
reliable organization that is results oriented, responsible and accountable
7. provide improved access to flexible loan programs.”

Armed with a fresh vision, a clear mission, and the stated priorities, as well as a broad
range of financial and program resources, Kivallaq Partners in Development got down to
work.

In 1994/95, Sakku had less than $400,000 available for its core support and programs.
In 1995/96, the combined resources the Kivallaq Partners managed and distributed to
projects amounted to $3.48 million. Of that, $1.67 million went to business development
projects, $455,000 to loans, and $1.8 million to training projects. Fully $1.48 million of
the total project approvals were made by committees in the communities.

In 1996/97, a total of $5.202 million was managed, 98% of which went to Inuit clients.
Seventy-two percent of the dollars approved for business development ($3.4 million)
went to a wide range of unspecified businesses, 8% went to renewable resources, 4% to
tourism, and 16% to arts and crafts business-related activities. The reported impact was
the creation of 27 full-time (minimum 40 weeks) and 283 part-time jobs (minimum of 10
weeks) as well as the maintenance of another 97 jobs.5

Kivallaq also sponsored 370 local residents in skills development, training, and labour
force development projects. The business and training investments together were
estimated to have effected a whopping 5% reduction in the regional unemployment rate.

Nevertheless, these apparently impressive results need some qualification:

1. The job creation was based on the jobs “projected” in the “applications” that were
“approved.” This method of reporting is common in government. Job and training
benefits are based on the funds projected to be expended. Unfortunately, one is
always left wondering what the gap may have been between funds expended and
actual results on the ground. If CEDOs are to learn from their experience and if
accountability is to be ensured, the tracking of results must be taken much more
seriously.

2. The huge increase in expenditure over Sakku's 1994/95 budget was the result of
merging the expenditures of what were previously independent organizations.
Therefore, pre-1995/96 comparisons are neither useful nor accurate. Also, it is not
known to what extent the efficiencies anticipated from sharing overheads were
realized.

3. Of business-related investments, 72% were categorized merely as "business." This
provides little insight into the sectors and range of activity financed. Nor does it
permit an assessment of how strategic these investments were.

4. The over $1.4 million allocated directly by communities is merely a statistic that
shows where the decision was made. One cannot evaluate in any way the extent to
which these decisions are more or less strategic or effective than decisions made at
the Partner level. It is possible that this method leads to better use of resources. It is
equally possible that it does not. The point is, there is no way of knowing from the
record.

5. There is no data on the training investments, nor is there any strategic framework to
answer the question, "Training for what?"
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6. Lastly, it is not clear to what extent organizational efficiency actually increased as a
result of the new partnership in the 1995-97 fiscal years.

Despite these qualifications, it would appear that real advances were made subsequent
to the organization of the Kivallaq Partners. The level of resources is going up. Clients
surveys indicate support for and appreciation of the bilingual service provision and the
fact that business assistance was becoming more understandable and accessible.
Planning and documentation was improving. All in all, the first two years of Kivallaq
indicate that a stronger organizational foundation for future development is being forged.

Some challenges remain unaddressed, however.

Firstly, as Joe Kaludjak, president of Kivallaq Partners observes, there is an issue that
has been present since the beginning of Sakku: “How to work with Kivallaq communities
to ensure their involvement in developing their own economic strengths and
opportunities?”

This challenge was further accented in a meeting between Sakku and the Kivallaq Inuit
Association in May 1996. Many in the communities still do not understand Sakku, nor
how it is to be distinguished from Kivallaq Partners. In addition, it is reported that the
relationship between KIA and Sakku remains vulnerable due to lack of communication.
Clearly, there is still some way to go before KIA exercises full authority and responsibility
over the agendas of its subsidiaries, Sakku and Kivallaq Partners. Some tensions
communicated at this meeting were of direct relevance to Kavilliq, e.g., that loan
collection was not tough enough and that RWED had been passing on its old problems
related to loans to Sakku (presumably through Kivallaq Partners). Although the idea of
assuming more responsibilities was welcome, the passing over of RWED problems from
the past was not.

Second, while it appears that accountability to the client base has been increased
through the creation of Kivallaq Partners, a potential structural problem remains. RWED
staff are still paid as GNWT employees and their work is still subject to participation in
GNWT and its financial controls. This could be a source of split loyalties and conflict in
the future. Why this continues to be the case is a bit of a mystery. A GNWT policy
statement, “Strength at Two Levels," clearly specifies the government’s intention to fully
devolve program and service delivery to agencies which have the capacity and are
accountable to constituents. This policy acknowledges that, for greater accountability to
be achieved, full devolution must occur. This remains an issue, not only for Kivallaq and
Sakku, but for the new Nunavut government.

Third, the linkage between Kivallaq Partners, Sakku, and Kivallaq Inuit Association
appears to be underdeveloped, at least as of 1996. Each of the organizations appears to
be operating in isolation from the others. There is no evidence of a common strategic
framework that specifies priorities for joint action. On the part of Kivallaq Partners, the
emphasis is on efficient and effective program delivery. Sakku continues to position itself
as an owner of profitable businesses (which have rapidly increased in number since
1995/96). The record indicates that neither organization does the regional and local
economic analysis and planning which can guide the selection of priorities for the
investment of staff and financial resources.
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Struggling to Articulate the Community Role

In February 1997, a CED planning session in Arviat began to tackle the first of these
challenges. 6 Promisingly, the meeting was to review a CED manual that was being
developed to define more clearly CED, to clarify the role of various “stakeholders,” and
to reach consensus on “the best approach to CED in the Kivallaq region.” Of the 19
people attending (of whom only five were Inuit), nine were departmental employees of
RWED, nine were from Rankin Inlet, and three came from outside the region. Six of the
seven communities were represented by their respective EDOs. No representatives from
either Sakku or KIA attended. While this in and of itself was not necessarily a bad sign,
one has to ask why there was such an obvious imbalance between Inuit and non-Inuit
participation, and why two key organizations were not represented. Perhaps the answer
may lie in part in the fact that this was clearly an agency/staff-oriented session.

A lot of the discussion concerned the definition of the roles of each of the four main
actors identified by the workshop facilitators - RWED, Kivallaq Partners, the Hamlet
Councils, and the EDOs. The participants' conclusions were as follows:

RWED There was significant consensus that RWED had a play in providing quality
advice and assistance in the areas of resource and economic development. Some of
this is related to information inside government and the coordination thereof. Some
thought this role should also include assistance in strategic planning, regional promotion,
regional and territory wide planning. Of course, RWED was also seen as a funding
source. In summary, the RWED role was support and expertise.

Kivallaq Partners Its major role was described as delivery of business and economic
development programs (Sakku, RWED, Community Futures, NTI, Pathways). The
concept of the one-stop shop was prominent. The functions were related primarily to
business development supports and training in a bilingual environment. Although one
sub-group perceived a role for Kivallaq Partners in regional promotion, at the end of the
day, the corporation's role was seen to be the delivery of programs and services,
support to communities and clients, and quality advice.

Hamlets The Hamlet Councils were seen as a point of representation of community
interests, a vehicle for facilitating decision-making and convening organizational
stakeholders (e.g., in relation to forming community-level development corporations).
One of the sub-groups saw the hamlets as a manager of CED staff and a project initiator
and administrator; but another saw their role as more limited: to set local priorities and
articulate local issues and concerns.

EDOs Economic development officers were seen primarily as front-line people servicing
clients and doing liaison with other resource providers (funding and otherwise).
However, there was again a perception that the knowledge and skills of many EDOs was
inadequate to this front-line role.

Apart from one suggestion that it take a role in setting regional priorities and in strategic
planning, Sakku hardly featured in the discussion - an interesting reflection on Kivallaq
Partners' owner and key formal link to the Kivallaq Inuit Association.

Equally revealing were the groups' recommendations for action. In response to the first
question (“What is the most appropriate structure/organization to undertake CED in your
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community?”), four groups had come to a similar conclusion. They all recommended the
formation of a multi-stakeholder group to undertake planning and then become either a
committee or a development corporation.

To the next two questions (“What are the most appropriate strategies to be used in the
various communities to commence the CED process? How will you ensure that the
communities are involved and have ownership of the process?”), the participants came
up with a collection of start-up strategies: selling the idea to the hamlet council,
promotion using successful examples, using the EDO to promote and facilitate, etc.

The groups then went into action planning, more or less based on an 8-step process:
awareness/education and promotion of CED; bring Hamlet Councils on side; establish a
steering committee; undertake community consultation; establish a CED committee;
community assessment; development of goals/objectives/plan; and implementation.

The action plans depicted this process beginning that March and, but for
implementation, completed between June and September. The four groups achieved
little consensus on who would do the work, however. In one sub-group the EDOs were
tasked with almost everything.

Clearly, the participants are trying to get a handle on how to get at the enduring
challenge of organizing and empowering community participation. However, missing in
the exchange was any discussion of some key questions:

1. What is the framework for understanding the outputs of CED planning? Is it the CED
manual?

2. Do the EDOs have the background and experience to guide the CED planning
process? If not, what kind of technical/training support do they (and the stakeholder
groups) need to play this role? Where can it be obtained?

3. How do regional and local opportunities link together?
4. Are there strategic sectors of the economy that are important to each community and

in need of region-wide strategic attention?
5. How will locally-determined priorities affect the service delivery and the funding

decisions of Kivallaq Partners?

One is left with the feeling that this workshop was a genuine start but that the results
were still too vague and undefined to create much movement. The action plans, with
their highly unrealistic time frames, went unchallenged. Lastly, there was an almost
complete absence of strategic linkage between community-level concerns and
processes, an analysis of the regional economy, and the work of Sakku and the KIA.
This indicated an on-going limitation in vision and operating capability.
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A 3-Year Strategic Plan 1997-2000

While this plan KP plan was put forward as a 3-year strategic plan, it is more accurate to
describe it as a 1-year operational plan. The strategic priorities remain the same as
described earlier.

Highlights of Expected 1997-98 Results

Related to the Strategic Priority of Reducing Unemployment by 5% during 1997 by:

• Allocating $275K in grants to create 1300 weeks of employment.
• Allocate $300K in community Infrastructure program and $400K in training program

funds directly to communities resulting in new capital formation, skills development,
and 1500 weeks of employment.

• $400K to business in grants and $1.3 million in loans related to expansion efforts to
create 2000 work weeks of employment.

• $1 million to business and Community Based Organizations to support skill
development, education, work experience, and job creation resulting in 300 training
positions.

Related to the strategic priority of increasing community involvement:

Kivallaq Partners tie their allocation of grants, infrastructure funding, and training to this
objective. As before, the communities make most of the decisions on where the training
money goes. The plan does identify the Partners as a source of technical assistance for
CED projects, training of local committees ($25K allocated), and promotion of CED to
hamlets. Most revealing is Kivallaq Partners' responsibility to work “closely with RWED in
their efforts to develop community based economic plans.”

Related to coordinated delivery of services between the three Kivallaq founding
organizations

Again, Kivallaq Partners ties the financing of business to this objective. Also important is
that they recommend a single regional board structure be developed to ensure
coordinated planning and effective decision-making. Also they have some small sums
devoted to recruiting expertise to attract larger businesses to the region ($30K) and the
implementation of a program tracking system (2K allocated).

The worrisome trends noted earlier persist. The indicators for the achievement of goals
were still limited to projections based on expenditure. The resources allocated to building
community capacity appear inadequate. Tracking of results remained a low priority ($2K
allocated for implementation of the program tracking system). Instead, the focus
remained limited to business development services to individual clients. No clear
linkages were articulated between the work of Kivallaq Partners and what should have
been the complementary roles of Sakku and KIA.

An evaluation of third party delivery of economic development services, completed for
the GNWT7 in September 1998, (Transpolar Report) suggested that there were also
problems of an administrative nature as well as some conflicts of interest. The same
document also expressed concerns about the satisfaction of reporting requirements,
both financial and management, and about the effectiveness of the board of directors.
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More specifically, the evaluation cited the inadequate frequency and format of reports;
questioned the appropriateness of RWED representation on the Kivallaq Partners board
and their involvement in the selection and training of staff and directors; noted the
inadequacy of policy guidelines concerning staff appointments, supplier contracting,
honoraria for board members, and conflicts of interest at the board level; identified the
need for an evaluation framework and more appropriate indicators for assessing
progress; and a more effective procedure for handling of public statements.

Further concerns were warranted by the action reportedly taken by the GNWT to create
a separate Community Futures Program, and GNWT's transfer of Kivallaq Partners'
CED officer to Rankin inlet. The report asserted that “single window” benefits were being
eroded by these decisions, to the detriment of “the synergy, spontaneity and ability to
combat tunnel vision.”

Unravelling in Late '98

For whatever combination of reasons, it appears that both Sakku and Kivallaq Partners
in Development began to unravel in the late fall of 1998. The CEO of Sakku left,
although he is still working on a major health facility development from his new base in
Ottawa. Key staff in Kivallaq Partners, including the general manager, also departed the
scene. The new general manager of Sakku faces major challenges addressing the
several difficulties that have converged due to past weaknesses.

1. The weakness of internal reporting and accountability systems between Sakku,
Kivallaq Partners, and KIA on the one hand, and growing concerns by funders on the
other, is a situation that breeds misunderstanding and fosters the potential for
conflict.

2. RWED never really devolved control. RWED's attempt to influence Kivallaq Partners
in terms of governance (through representation on the board) and operations
(RWED staff placed within Kivallaq Partners continued to be paid as RWED
employees) may have contributed to the on-going confusion regarding accountability
- how goals were set, how results were measured, and the isolation of Kivallaq
Partners from Sakku and the KIA.

3. The communities remain confused about the agendas of Sakku and Kivallaq
Partners agendas. Community ownership of these organizations and their actions is
therefore still very limited. When community understanding is low, a CEDO's
capacity to protect its mission and goals from other pressures (from funders, for
example) is low.

4. The written record presents no evidence of a strategic development agenda rooted
in the reality of the communities on the one hand, and on the other, a sound
community and regional analysis of current opportunities. Without this analysis and
planning, the prospects of evolving a strong CEDO are slight indeed. This absence
also contributes to the kinds of problems recounted by the Transpolar report.

All these factors create the potential for volatility, which seems to describe the current
circumstances of both Kivallaq Partners and Sakku. It is a critical time in the history of
both organizations. Unless there is a systematic effort to address immediate
administrative and funder-related problems, and to build the research, planning, and
implementation capacity necessary for a solid strategic framework, it is difficult to see
how the current circumstances will be positively resolved.
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Looking at Kivallaq Partners from the Perspective of the Characteristics of CED
Best Practice Organizations

This chapter ends with trying to examine the experience of Kivallaq Partners (and, to a
lesser extent, Sakku) in terms of best practice. Given the difficulties they currently face, it
may be a particularly useful exercise for both these organizations. It may provide some
basis for thinking through some of the key issues and tasks that require attention.

Pages 66-68 display a chart that reviews Kivallaq Partners against several key
characteristics and principles that are reflected in “best practice” CEDOs that are getting
solid, long-term results from the time, talent, and financial resources that they invest.

Criterion for
Assessing Best
Practices in CED

Organizations

KP - Kivallaq Partners - The comments in this table are based on a
reading of the written record available to us for review. In the case of
Kivallaq, this was limited. Nevertheless, given what is presented in the
case study and our understanding of best practices in the field of CED,
we believe the results, while qualified, are useful.

1.Comprehensive
Mind Set and
Strategic Approach
to Key Functions

Based on the information available, KP does not reflect a
comprehensive orientation nor is the approach strategic. As indicated
below, performance related to individual functions is weak, the result
being an approach that is fractured and disjointed. There is no unifying
plan that moves Kivallaq Partners and its sister organization Sakku into
a pro-active development force.

 - Planning &
Research Capacity
relevant to Core
Mission and Goals

This area has been weak from the outset of Sakku. When Kivallaq
Partners started in 1995, operational planning improved. However, it
was limited by a lack of strategic focus. There is no evidence of
proactive planning and research related to regional economic sectors or
individual communities. The CED manual, discussed in 1997 as a
means to support community-based planning, appears to have led to
action plans that reflected little understanding of the process, the time it
takes to build community capacity, or the technical assistance needed
to realize the benefits of community-based planning and organizational
development.

- Building Equity Kivallaq Partners does not have a mission to own businesses. Sakku
does. Sakku appears to be engaged in business development and
ownership on a less than systematic basis. Also, there appears to be
little if any teaming of Kivallaq Partners' technical resources with the
Sakku mission. The two organizations, even though directly related
through ownership, appear to practice little common planning,
strategizing, or project collaboration.

There is no record in the documentation reviewed if Sakku businesses
have made money and if they have, how profits have been re-invested.

- Accessing Credit
Resources

Extending credit for small business development is one of the functions
of Kivallaq Partners. This takes place primarily on behalf of other
agencies (NTI, RWED, CAEDS) that lend to individual businesses
through Kivallaq Partners. There is no evidence of Kivallaq Partners
being involved in creating new credit resources other than those it
administers on behalf of others. There is evidence that the bilingual
services provided are welcomed and appreciated by those who borrow
from Kivallaq Partners.
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- Strategic Approach
to Human Resource
Development

Given the overall weakness of the planning and the resulting lack of
clarity with respect to priorities, it is difficult to assess whether the
allocation of resources to training and human resources are strategic. It
is doubtful. Best practice organizations continually seek to maximize the
linkage between human resource investment and the opportunity
structure they helping to create. There is no evidence of this happening.

There is little evidence of a systematic approach to board and staff
development. While several EDOs are linked to Kivallaq Partners at the
community level, their experience levels and skills are reportedly low.
Why there is no attempt to increase EDO competencies remains
unclear.

- Strategic
Networking and
Partnership
Development

On the service delivery side, it could be said that the formation of KP
was in and of itself a good example of strategic partnership
development around business development service delivery. However,
beyond this, the record shows little evidence of strategic partnership
development. This is not surprising. To build a strategic relationship
implies the existence of a strategic plan that positions the organizations'
priorities around key functions.

The area of strategic partnership building that seems most obvious -
between Kivallaq Partners, Sakku, and the KIA - is weak or non-
existent. Indeed, it appears that they are operating as islands unto
themselves. There is little evidence of strategic or operating linkages.
This is a major weakness which, unless addressed, will hamper Inuit
development efforts.

- Advocacy of and
Leveraging of
Infrastructure to
strengthen
Community
Economies

No evidence was available that would allow comment on this. Without
good sectoral and regional economic analysis, it is difficult to know
where the needs and opportunities are related to infrastructure.

2. Clear Governance
and Accountability
Framework

There are major difficulties in this area. Sakku owns Kivallaq Partners,
which has no direct access to the Kivallaq Inuit Association. Sakku
secures resources from NTI, INAC, and HRDC which flow through to
Kivallaq Partners. But no systems enable the Partners to manage these
resources accountably because Sakku has not specified the terms
under which the resources are to be used. In the absence of a clear
governance and accountability framework within organizations and
between organizations, there is significant risk to organizational stability
and performance.
Additionally, the fact that RWED has been on the board and that some
Kivallaq Partners staff have maintained their employment relationship
through RWED could affect staff loyalties and confuse board
deliberations. Best practice organizations are almost always
independent, nonprofit entities where government may be one partner,
but not a participant in organizational governance or operations.
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3. Degree and
Nature of
Community
Participation
Patterns

The communities' understanding of Kivallaq Partners (and Sakku)
continues to be weak. There is no strategy to encourage meaningful
community participation except through the board, and even this is
limited. Although CED planning and animation at the community level is
reported to be a priority for Kivallaq Partners, it has not budgeted time
or resources to support these tasks. Kivallaq Partners' only innovation
appears to be its practice of delegating certain kinds of expenditure
decisions (mainly training) to the community level. However, the
documentation offers no way to understand whether this is leading to
positive outcomes. Nor is there any sense in which the expenditures
have strategic relevance.

4. Competent use of
and Leverage of
Technical
Assistance and
other External
Resources

It appears that Kivallaq Partners has primarily used staff to undertake
most of its functions. The record shows no use of technical assistance
resources external to the organization. Most of the financial resources
flowing into the organization via Sakku come from government
agencies or Nunavut Tunngavik Inc.

5. Strength of
Outcome
Orientation Evident
in Implementation of
Functions,
programs and tools

The definition of outcomes in the Kivallaq Partners operation plan is
limited to a focus on the actual expenditure of dollars. Outcomes of
expenditures are projected and are focussed on training weeks created
or jobs created or sustained. However, there is no clear outcomes
defined with respect to any development agenda. It appears that
Kivallaq Partners is operating like a government agency that defines
outcomes in terms of expending the available funds, rather than a
development organization concerned with concrete outcomes. There is
no evident way to track actual outcomes.

6. Leadership
with Social
Entrepreneurial
Qualities

It is very difficult to make comments on this due to the limited nature of
this review. However, it is clear from the current circumstances of KP
and Sakku, and the level of turnover in staff, that there must be some
significant problems. Having said this, it is clear that the dominant
orientation of staff leadership in the past few years, at least as reflected
in the documents, is administrative and program management in
nature, not entrepreneurial or developmental.

Some Final Comments on the Kivallaq Partners Case

Given the challenges facing KP and Sakku, it is good news that, the new general
manager of Sakku is quickly getting grounded and taking action on several fronts to try
and set both organizations on a more solid footing.

The accounting is being sorted out. Previously, all the accounting was done by a firm in
Winnipeg. It is now being done in Rankin Inlet with significant cost savings and better
financial control.

Meetings with KIA leadership and staff has become regularized and there is evidence
that understanding is beginning to increase. This trend is leading to more cooperative
relationships between KIA, Sakku, and KP. It is also setting the stage for better
relationships with external funders.

There is also the beginnings of a review of all Sakku businesses and at least some
evidence of awareness that some policy development is required to ensure targeting of
investments is more strategic.
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These developments hold real promise. It appears that the beginning of a turn-around is
underway.

There are several additional matters that need attention in the next 12 months if these
positive first steps are to be consolidated and a more effective foundation for pursuing a
community economic development agenda established.

1. The structuring of relationships between KIA, Sakku, and KP still require clarification.
It has been recently reported that KIA has made a decision to assume 50% of the
ownership of KP, leaving 50% with Sakku, presumably thinking this would be a step
towards solving the accountability problems. This will need rethinking, we believe.
Indeed, this arrangement could even complicate matters more. The point is that at
the end of day, both Sakku and KP are owned by the KIA. Given the respective
functions of these organizations, a structure more like Kitikmeot or Kakivak seems to
make much more sense. KIA needs to assume its authority and structure the
accountability of each organization in such a way that cooperation between KP and
Sakku is facilitated and that results of both are able to be monitored by the KIA. All
three organizations should be operating as a team - KIA in terms of policy and
political support, Sakku in terms of generating profitable businesses, and KP as a
service provider and development agent at both the regional and community levels.

2. There must be a significant strategic planning effort. This may seem like an overused
phrase but, although the documentation related to Sakku and KP suggests that
“strategic planning” has been part of lexicon, in reality it has been very weak.

To create an effective development effort requires an analysis of the context within it
must take place. This means that at the regional, sector, and community levels, there
must be an effort to gather, create, and analyze information into a format which enables
good decisions on priorities.

It also requires structuring the planning process in such a way that all the key players
are involved - the KIA, Sakku, and KP. The leadership must own the decisions,
particularly around priorities for action, the respective roles each organization is to play,
and resolution of the key policy issues that require action. It should also include
involvement from key people at the community level that have a role in local business,
economic development, and training-related activities. An integrated training, planning,
and decision-making process is warranted. Structuring a process that will accomplish
these basic components of effective strategic planning is a priority. This should be
followed by further work that details the operational plans for Sakku and KP as well as
the policy and political support required of the Kivallaq Inuit Association.

Failure to undertake this work soon will leave the Kivallaq organizations vulnerable to the
problems of the past and inadequate to the tasks necessary to capture present and
future opportunities.
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CHAPTER FIVE

KAKIVAK ASSOCIATION (BAFFIN REGION)

The Baffin Region, Nunavut's north-eastern extension, is the largest in terms of size,
number of communities, and population (11,385, of whom 80.1% are Inuit). Iqaluit (pop.
3600+; 58.7% Inuit), the capital of Nunavut, lies in this region, as do Nunisivik (34%
Inuit) and Resolute Bay (73.1% Inuit). Of the remaining 10 communities, all are over
90% Inuit. The government - federal, territorial, and municipal - dominates the
employment picture across the region. Those seeking employment in the private sector
find most opportunities in wildlife harvesting, arts and crafts production, and tourism.1

The Kakivak Association was launched and wholly owned by the Baffin Region Inuit
Association (BRIA, renamed Qikiqtani Inuit Association in 1995) the political and policy
arm of the Baffin Inuit. The Nunavut Final Agreement reached in 1993 designated the
BRIA as the central organization in the Baffin charged with the agreement's
implementation. The third organization that is important to the story of Kakivak is the
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation. Another wholly-owned subsidiary of BRIA/QIA, Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation was set up as the main vehicle for undertaking for-profit businesses on
behalf of the Baffin Inuit. A recent restructuring created the Ulu Economic Development
Commission (UEDC) which now holds the ownership of both Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation on behalf of the QIA. Both Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation now share a
board, as well as executive committees that are directly responsible to UEDC.

The Early Years: Getting Organized

Like other CEDOs that were initiated from a standing start with the support of
INAC/CAEDS funding, KA's first year of work was dominated by the selection of board
and staff, some community consultations, and the finalization of a 1-year operating plan.
By late 1991, when Kakivak organized a CED planning workshop, the drafting of a 5-
year plan was reportedly underway. The initial board structure comprised two members
from the Qikiqtaaluk Corporation (the for-profit business arm of the Baffin Region Inuit
Association), two from Arctic Cooperatives, one from the Baffin Region Business
Development Centre, and some additional ex-officio members.

The early community consultation yielded a range of issues:

1. The communities reportedly needed help with everything: information on programs;
capital access and training for small business development; regular community visits
by Kakivak; services delivered in Inuktituk; more promotion of Kakivak's services;
and the development of alternative community financial services.

2. A strong need to build people's trust that Kakivak will provide “good services”, not
like all the others.

3. Assistance to keep money inside the communities.
4. The need for a CEDO forum to talk about what is going on in Nunavut.

This was a challenging agenda which Kakivak had at least started to address by late
1991. There was a bilingual staff and board in place, there was a strong commitment to
training and planning, and CAEDS ensured that there was solid funding for at least 3.5
more years.
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However, it was also evident that Kakivak faced some internal challenges that, unless
addressed, could hamper its performance. Staff and board members were
inexperienced. Staff turnover was already a problem. Despite some community
consultation, in reality there was little awareness of Kakivak. There was not much by
way of policy or procedures in place. Coupled with these difficulties was a sense that the
region was just too big. Without more staff and money, expectations could not be met.2

Accenting this early anxiety was a lot of confusion and jockeying around the mandates
and roles of different organizations. The GNWT was allegedly apprehensive that some
of its programs might be duplicated by Kakivak. Qikiqtaaluk Corporation wanted Kakivak
under its umbrella. Kakivak staff and board, for their part, wanted their organization to be
directly responsible to BRIA so as to ensure its role in the CED aspect of the land claim
agreement's implementation.

Also apparent at the late 1991 workshop was a serious problem of overlapping
mandates. This was graphically revealed by an exercise in which the participating
organizations tried to distinguish their respective roles in helping a traditional hunter
become a guide-outfitter. The results would have been confusing for even the most
seasoned CED practitioner. The rationalization of the delivery of economic development
services would be a daunting task.

Despite this somewhat murky set of circumstances, a mission statement was drafted
and adopted:

“The mission of Kakivak Association is to be a self supporting organization to
assist Inuit in the Baffin Region to be more self supporting, business oriented
and less dependent on government by:

1) serving their needs in community economic development;
2) assisting in planning and organizational development within the
communities;
3) educating Inuit in business practices and procedures”

Apart from this outline of a community economic and human resource development
agenda, the workshop seems to have been pre-occupied with Kakivak position and
funding in relation to the settlement of the land claim. One key issue was identified,
however, and that was Kakivak ability to effectively service so many communities.
Several creative options were considered: increasing community representation on the
board; working to develop economic development committees in each hamlet (by
building on the existing tourism committees); establishing training positions in each
community; and developing a closer working relationship with other economic
development agencies, like ED&T. But ultimately, the preferred solution was simply to
“increase staff.”

Within a year of its founding, Kakivak was starting to clarify its general intentions.
Without more attention to establishing the priorities, tools, and actions required to realize
its mission, however, progress could be slow.
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Snapshot of Activities & Results: The 5th Year

The fiscal year 1994/95 was the last year in the 5-year CAEDS program. Kakivak and
the other two CEDOs (Sakku and Kitikmeot) were requested by Indian and Northern
Affairs to prepare a Report on Activities for the year. (Little in the way of progress reports
is available prior to this date.) The report was prepared by the Nunavut CEDO with some
outside assistance.3

According to this report (see page following), by 1994/95 Kakivak was emphasizing
training. The training opportunities directly relevant to communities primarily appear to
be six modules on entrepreneurship which Kakivak had designed with outside
assistance. The other training initiatives related to increasing the skills and knowledge of
the Kakivak staff. Unfortunately, the report offers no way of determining to which training
events the 80 alleged job placements relate - a definite weakness in the tracking and
reporting system.

Equally difficult to understand is the relatively poor performance on the business support
front. The report indicates that over $136,000 but is not specific as to which businesses
were supported or the services they received. Kakivak staff took “a considerable amount
of time” making referrals and advising over 50 businesses in the course of the year. But
the result of this allocation of staff and money - two businesses started and one
expanded (for a total of 6 new jobs) - appears disappointing.

Also unclear are the ends to which $1.2 million was leveraged. Was it primarily used to
establish an incubator mall in Iqaluit? The mall, in which Kakivak is a major shareholder,
provides space and services to microbusinesses at a reasonable rate. It may also serve
as a Business Service Center for a broader range of businesses throughout the Baffin
region.

Nor is it possible to substantiate the claim that 73 jobs were supported by virtue of
Kakivak's "other" activities. These other activities do not appear to differ significantly
from those of the other CEDOs, which both reported much more modest job benefits.
Kakivak's higher figures may be attributable in part to two Baffin region Pathways boards
to which Kakivak contracted administrative services. Another may be a 5-month course
Kakivak sponsored to help social assistance recipients learn land-based skills.

One thing that is clear is that Kakivak played a strategic role in getting the Bank of
Montreal to open a branch in Iqaluit. Kakivak's efforts to get a lending circle pilot
program underway are also a sign of its interest in ensuring access to credit for
microenterprises.
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1994-95 - A Snapshot of Kakivak Budgets & Results

REVENUE Number of Employees 4
1 General Manager

INAC CAEDS contribution $522,122 1 Asst Man./Devt Officer
INAC (Other) 63,675 1 Development Officer Other
Funding 160,586 1 Business Analyst
TOTAL REVENUE $746,373

EXPENDITURES
Operations $548,452 Number of Inquiries 220
Training and Employment 61,917
Business Support 136,004
Contributions to community-
based businesses *
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $746,373

Summary of Activities & Results

Training and Employment Activities
# training activities   10
# of people placed in training programs 100
# of people placed or continuing in
employment after training   80

Business Support Activities
# of businesses in service area 286
# of businesses/clients assisted 94/95   50
# of new businesses started     2
# of jobs created by new businesses     5
# of existing businesses expanded     1
# of jobs created by business expansion     1

Resource Access Negotiations Projects     0

Other Activities
# of other activities KA involved in     6
# of jobs support by these activities   73

Funds leveraged or expected to be leveraged $1,220,000

Clearly, this snapshot of Kakivak leaves a lot of unanswered questions. This problem is
identified by the internal Assessment of Kakivak completed in March 1995 by Ottawa-
based Consilium (whose principal was previously associated with Sinaaq).

One of the key issues this assessment identified was that Kakivak had widely come to
be perceived as a training organization, rather than a provider of community economic
development services. The report further warned that, unless Kakivak started to
measure results more effectively, its long-term future could be jeopardized. Indeed, even
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in those areas where it had made some real progress, Kakivak failed to claim credit for
the role it had played, thus feeding the idea that it was just a “training organization.”

On another front, the respective mandates, missions, and roles of Kakivak, Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation, and the Baffin Region Inuit Association - three key Inuit organizations -
were still a troubling issue. The internal assessment made some very clear
recommendations:4

“The role of Kakivak in development should be more clearly understood. Therefore, the
mandates for the three regional development agencies - Baffin Regional Inuit
Association, Qikiqtaaluk Corporation, and Kakivak Association - should be agreed to and
adopted by the respective Board of Directors as a way to allocate responsibilities:

• Baffin Regional Inuit Association should be responsible for policy development
• Qiqittaaluk Corporation should be a business organization responsible for business

ventures valued at over $1 million
• Kakivak should be responsible for small business development and business

development in the traditional economy. This would include business planning,
business development, management support, and business training. Kakivak could
be involved in business ventures valued at up to $1 million.”

The direction implied here is very different from that taken by the other two CEDOs in
the region. Sakku, which carried for-profit businesses and delivery of economic
development services within a single mandate for the first five years, decided to
separate the two functions organizationally. It the Kitikmeot region, these functions were
separated these functions from the start. The KCEDO was not involved in direct
ownership, but worked very closely with the for-profit Kitikmeot Corporation by providing
technical assistance in planning, research and project development, thus augmenting
KC capacity to be effective.

What the assessment recommended was to carve the for-profit agenda into two
organizations, based on the size of the investment. Although not stated, it would appear
that such a recommendation was intended to resolve internal political issues and put a
halt to jockeying for position between the organizations. Perhaps the apparent aspiration
of Qikiqtaaluk Corporation to have the newly-founded Kakivak under its wing, and not
directly accountable to BRIA, had never been laid to rest. Indeed, by this time BRIA
appointed representatives to the Kakivak board from the communities to keep it more in
touch with its Inuit constituents and the philosophy of CAEDS. (As aforementioned,
representation had originally occurred on an organizational basis.)

The internal assessment reveals other notable aspects of Kakivak’s first five years of
development. On the positive side there were encouraging signs of an organization that
has come a long way:

• There was a strong sense of mission and commitment that is reflected in an active
board with strong links to the communities and a hard working staff.

• There was on-going strategic planning. Annual operating and work plans were
subject to board review and approval. There was also regular reporting to the board.

• There was on-going training of the mainly bilingual Inuit staff, as well as annual staff
evaluations that critically reviewed performance strengths and weaknesses.
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• Feedback was sought and received from the communities, which reportedly believed
that services were improving. Kakivak was communicating with its constituents and
made a point of responding as quickly as possible to community requests for
assistance.

• Kakivak was strategically networked into key organizations - ED&T, Baffin Business
Development Center, and the Baffin Leaders Summit Working Committee on
Economic Development.

On the less positive side, certain weaknesses were hampering performance.

• Planning at the strategic level was inadequately formalized and consequently sound
plans were not always implemented. Further, operational plans were weak with
respect to defining objectives and action plans in measurable terms, contributing to
the weak reporting of results.

• Workshops and training activities were inadequately followed up.
• Accountability to BRIA had to be strengthened. There are no regular written reports.
• Lack of formal job descriptions, unclear internal decision making, the lack of a formal

training plan and the need for greater expertise in business analysis and financial
planning all hampered performance.

• Organizational policy areas were still weak: there was no financial policy manual; no
monthly financial reports to the board, and annual financial reports were not provided
to BRIA.

• Communication of what Kakivak was doing needed improvement.

Significantly, the assessment described Kakivak as primarily a reactive organization.
The weak link between strategic planning and organizational performance may have
been responsible, in part, for this condition. Proactive CEDOs have a strong capacity to
conduct regional and community-based analysis and then use the analysis to determine
strategic priorities that are consistent with their mission and goals. This would not
appear to be the case with Kakivak in 1995, given the absence of relevant information
and analysis to support this kind of thinking.

Two Years Later: The One-Window Debate Comes to the Baffin

By 1997, Kakivak had strengthened its policy linkage and accountability to the Qikiqtani
Inuit Association (formerly BRIA). Its mandate was revised:

• Help train Inuit people to own, manage and expand their businesses.
• Promote awareness and provide information on economic assistance opportunities

and programs.
• Provide technical and financial assistance to the Inuit people in the Baffin Region.
• Act as a liaison between organizations and government agencies and programs.

Gone were the original mission's explicit references to community economic
development. The emphasis appears to have shifted to business development for Inuit
clients scattered throughout this large region.

By this time, it appears that the mandate conflict between Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation had been settled. Kakivak now shared the a board of directors with
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation. Together they formed the Ulu Economic Development
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Commission (UEDC). This new structure was obviously supported by Eric Christensen,
the author of a seminal report published in early 1998 that examined in detail “Alternative
Economic Development Program and Service Delivery Models for the Baffin Region”5

“While the GNWT RWED department is technically accountable to its clients through
Members of the Legislative Assembly and Cabinet Ministers, the Qikiqtani structure
directly connects the policy/political levels to its operations units. This is a desirable
feature in as much as it eliminates considerable organizational layers and overhead in
between the decision makers and the actual service providers or units assigned to
particular development priorities.”

The formation of the UEDC did indeed represent a significant step forward, for several
reasons.

Ulu concentrates the energy of leadership and focusses accountability.

When Qikiqtaaluk Corporation and Kakivak came to have a unified board, each of their
former boards became the executive committee of their respective organizations.
Through Ulu, both were directly accountable to the QIA. In short, the interests of UEDC
came to be presented as a whole. This reduced the potential for conflict between the
organizations so they all could begin pulling in the same direction. This was obviously a
key feature of the re-organization, spelled out in the mission of UEDC:

“The mandate of the Ulu Economic Development Commission is to control all aspects of
economic development by its two subsidiary organizations, Kakivak Association and
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation with the goal of promoting Inuit self sufficiency of the
beneficiaries of the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement in the Baffin Region. In carrying
out this mandate the Commission will operate in a manner which is focused on the
needs and aspirations of Inuit and will incorporate their ideas, geographic location, and
culture into the goals, plans and operations of the organization.....”

Some seven years from the inception of Kakivak, there was finally an accountable and
clear framework for governance and accountability.

Ulu integrates planning at the strategic and operational levels.

The structural changes enabled an integration and coordination of efforts which had
previously been impossible. In March 19986, Ulu produced a 5-year strategic plan that is
the first documentary evidence of a determination of strategic priorities: fisheries,
environmental services, construction, P.O.L. (aircraft fuel management), small business
development, tourism, and transportation. For each of these seven priorities, training,
investment, and grant contribution goals were specified. Moreover, in the 5-year and 1-
year plans of both Qikiqtaaluk Corporation and Kakivak one can see the two
organizations reinforcing each others' efforts to address the strategic priorities.

By 1997, Kakivak was providing programming in four principal areas: training and human
resource development, business services and support, business financing, and youth
services. (Kakivak also owned several businesses by this point.) Christensen reported
that Kakivak exhibited organizational flexibility and that the staff and board operated as a
team. There was also a clear linkage to the direction provided by the QIA.
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The Business Services Division assisted in preparation of financing proposals and the
provision of advisory services to new and existing businesses. It also owned and
operated a business incubator mall program and provided small loans and grants.

The Training and Human Resource side operated the Apqut Training Program which
provided financial assistance and training opportunities to Inuit in a wide range of
occupational areas. It also had an Outreach Program which funded six workers in Baffin
communities, providing employment counselling services. This was funded by HRDC.

By 1997, prompted at least in part by the example of the Kitikmeot and Kivallaq regions,
Kakivak and other agencies operating in the Baffin region (primarily RWED, the Baffin
Business Development Center, and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation) were considering whether
a one-window approach to delivery of services made sense for the Baffin, and the
options for re-structuring. Part of the Christensen report was an analysis of the three
organizations' overlapping mandates. The list of functions in the chart below reflects
what the three were providing in 1998. An overriding emphasis on business
development was a major feature.

Functional Cross-Over Between Baffin Economic Development Agencies

KA: Kakivak RWED: Resources, Wildlife & Economic Development BBDC: Baffin
Business Development Center QC: Qikiqtaaluk Corporation

Contributions to Business 2 (RWED, BBDC)**
Strategic Planning 1 (RWED)
Business Development Policy 1 (RWED)
* Small Business Grants 2 (RWED, KA)
* Business Loans 3
* Business Counseling 3
* infrastructure Development 2 (RWED, KA)
* Aftercare Services 2 (BBDC, KA)
* Investments/Venture Capital 3 (QC not RWED)
* Business Planning Services 2 (KA, BBDC)
* Bookkeeping Support 1
* Proposal Development 2 (KA, BBDC) 
* Proposal Evaluation 3
* Feasibility Studies 2 (KA, BBDC)
* Credit and Collections 3
* Human Resource Development 1
* Incubator Mall Support 1

* at the front indicates a Kakivak function
** the number at the end of each function indicates the number of organizations having
this function. Where it is three, it means KA, RWED, and BBDC all carry this function.

In addition to these main organizations, several EDOs in the region performed some of
these functions at the community level. While the EDOs were seen as providing an
important link, they were generally deemed to be inadequately trained. This absence of
capacity was an additional pressure on both Kakivak and the Baffin Business
Development Center (BBDC).
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The list makes plain a duplication of functions, most of which relate to support for
various aspects of business development and expansion. But the absence of community
capacity building (including EDO professional development) is also notable. The Human
Resource Development function appears to have been primarily in Kakivak and
concerned primarily with occupational and business training. Nor was a clear planning
and research function designated, apart from RWED's work, which was primarily
sectoral and regional in focus.

Christensen examined several possible service delivery models: retention of status quo;
expansion of the BBDC mandate and operating structure; creation of a completely new
economic development authority under the QIA; and lastly, modification of the Kakivak
mandate and integration the activities of RWED and the BBDC under one operating
structure.

Christensen recommended the last option and suggested (interestingly) a structure
made up of two divisions - community development and financial capital/services.
However, he placed in the community development division few functions that in any
way relate to community development services or supports. Perhaps the inclusion of the
term “community development” was to satisfy certain interests that considered it
"politically correct." Alternatively, the author had no understanding of what community
development involves.

As part of the study, each organization was asked to define its prerequisites for any
transfer of programs and services to a "one window" organization.

Kakivak made its bottom line clear. The new organization (or an adaptation of an
existing one) must be flat and non bureaucratic. It must be multi-year block funded. It
must not compromise Kakivak's current mandate. Lastly, the Inuit mandate has to be
respected and accountability to land claims beneficiaries ensured. The new organization
must be an independent structure “dedicated to delivering economic development
services to all regional residents.” Furthermore, Kakivak stated that “if a new
organization were created which still retained a strong operating linkage to RWED, and
any other government department” Kakivak would resist the option because it would
diffuse accountability to the client base.

RWED’s prerequisites stood in sharp contrast to the Kakivak vision. They required a
publicly (government) appointed board structure and expected that an “integrated
program and service delivery agency would INCREASE, not decrease linkages with
RWED, and would be an important link for providing input to new departmental policies.”
They believe that “ultimately, with the eventual creation of the Nunavut Government, a
single, integrated economic development program and service delivery agency, should
provide a strong policy linkage from the communities to the Designated Inuit
Organization and public government agencies.”

The BBDC, for its part, wished to be certain that moving to a one-window approach
would serve all residents. Given increasing demands and decreasing resources, it also
required that efficiencies would be maximized and that funding would be sufficient and
multi-year.
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The tabling of these prerequisites revealed significant differences in terms of control,
style, and to whom is the enterprise would be accountable. Who would be the mediating
point: public government, or the board appointed to represent the communities by QIA?
Perhaps even more fundamental to such a decision, to which we shall later return, was
the matter of which option would likely create the best results? The implications of this
question would be of enormous importance to Kakivak (and to Qikiqtaaluk Corporation
and QIA) as well as to the forthcoming Nunavut Public Government.

One other salient issue raised by this report relates the decision to have both Qikiqtaaluk
Corporation and Kakivak involved in for-profit businesses. By 1997, Kakivak was
“engaged in the ownership and operation of several businesses in Iqaluit." However,
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation was the designated business investment vehicle under the
Nunavut Land Claim. The report called upon QIA to clarify the investment activity
mandate and concentrate that responsibility in one organization or the other. This was
seen as important because it “will largely influence the ultimate shape and form of a
single program service delivery agency in the region.”

It appears that Inuit leaders took up Christensen on his recommendation. In the fall of
1996, Kakivak had completed the second phase of the mall/incubator (30,000 sq. ft.) it
had started several years earlier. During 1997-98, the board of the newly formed UEDC
diligently reviewed the issues of control surrounding the mall project and handed the
management of the joint venture over to QC.

1998 & the Shape of Things to Come: A New Era in the Baffin

We have already introduced the significant breakthrough achieved through the April
1997 formation of the UEDC and the fact that in early 1998, Ulu developed for the first
time an integrated 5-year strategic plan to coordinate the operations of Kakivak and
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation.

But what does this mean in terms of the one-window approach that the Christensen
report contemplated? A clue is found in the introduction to the UEDC's 5-year strategic
plan:

“The Ulu Economic Development Commission was formed on April 11,
1997 under the ‘One Window’ approach to economic development
whereby the objective is to limit the number of economic agencies,
corporations, and subsidiaries delivering economic initiatives for Inuit.”

In our view, the implication of this statement is that the Inuit answer to RWED and BBDC
is "No, we are not willing to 'diffuse' Inuit organizational accountability to Inuit
beneficiaries." It would appear that the ball is now in the courts of RWED and the Baffin
Business Development Centre to decide if and how they wish to negotiate.

A September 1998 report done for the GNWT on third party delivery suggests that
“Baffin stakeholders are ready to put in place the communications principles of honesty,
openness and willingness to work together and should move to agree in a more formal
context”.7 It remains to be seen whether the other two parties, and RWED in particular,
are ready to negotiate on the terms set out by Kakivak in the Christensen report, a
position Kakivak has strengthened immeasurably by the formation of the UEDC and by
the strategic approach now underway.
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The strength of the UEDC position is buttressed further by the fact that the
implementation of the Nunavut claim is starting to gather steam. For Kakivak and
Qikiqtaaluk Corporation, this means they have an independent base of resources from
which to pursue their respective priorities. Moreover, Kakivak has emerged as the key
delivery point for federal HRDC resources through the Pathways program. (Kakivak also
still receives some resources annually through Indian and Inuit Affairs.) Those involved
in shaping a new Nunavut policy framework would be wise to take these realities into
account if they wish to avoid entering into yet another period of extended conflict.

Aside from a more independent and a larger resource base, since 1997 and 1998
Kakivak has been achieving significantly better results than were evident in 1995.

The table below shows the scope of Kakivak activities in the 1997/98 fiscal year.8

Activity Type  Value $ Jobs Description of Activity and
Comments

Work Placement Program 133,607 12 Funding for Wage subsidy - target
placement of Inuit young people and
unemployed in existing organizations &
businesses

Youth Summer Program 125,000 83 Funding for Summer Jobs for Youth,
minimum wage with employer top up

Apqut Training Program $2.5 mil. ? Estimate to year end 675 people in
programs. Funding of traditional skills,
specific job training, trades training,
and small business training.
(Documentation does not indicate how
many training investments led to jobs.)

Makigiaqvik Loan Program 296,797
11 months

60*
FTE

*Job total is shared with grant
program. It Includes some new jobs,
but the major benefit is maintenance of
existing jobs. There appears to be
problems with loan re-payments, which
are in significant arrears.

Nunavut Sivumut Equity Grant
Program

278,518
11 months

60*
FTE

*Job total is shared with loan program.
It includes some new jobs but the
major benefit is maintenance of
existing jobs.

Business Development Services They received 100 general inquiries on
business management issues. In-
depth analysis of 46, with 21 reaching
the financial proposal stage. Job
benefits identified seem to be the
same as created through grant and
loan program. Leverage of $760,000
dollars resulting.
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This activity level indicates two main things. First, there is significantly increased activity
over what existed in 1994/95. Second, the financing base for the activity is primarily Inuit
and federal dollars.

It is not possible for the authors to comment on whether this represents value for the
level of investment. In particular, it is difficult to determine whether the training
investments are strategic and are leading to jobs, or whether they recycle dollars in the
communities, or both. Also, the large percentage of grants and loans are related to job
maintenance. Again, the information at hand does not indicate the extent to which this is
an on-going business subsidy or an investment to secure jobs that can now pay for
themselves. What is of concern is the reported view of Kakivak that jobs should not be
among the criteria for measuring performance.9 If this is true, even in the face of the
great difficulties and challenges job creation represent in the Eastern Arctic, and even if
one mounts strong arguments with respect to supports for the traditional lifestyle, it is
difficult to see how self-reliance at the level of the individual family is going to be fostered
over the long term.

These kinds of questions will hopefully be more effectively answered once the database
being developed by the Nunavut CEDO is in place.

It is also expected that with the recent integration of Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation
under the UEDC, and the existence of coordinated strategic and operational plans, that
the targeting of resources will become increasingly effective and that results will improve
over current levels.

The plan itself is still too general and inadequately linked to specific objectives and
action plans. It is therefore premature to judge whether or not the budget targets make
sense. Moreover, the plan is not linked to some other key elements. In particular, it
offers little guidance as to how staff resources are going to be deployed. Despite these
problems, there are definite signs of Kakivak moving in the right direction.

Looking at Kakivak from the Perspective of the
Characteristics of CED Best Practice Organizations

We conclude this chapter ends with an examination of the functioning of Kakivak
Association (and its more recent incarnation within the Ulu Economic Development
Commission) in comparison with highly effective CEDOs. While we believe these
observations are useful, they should be taken with a grain of salt, given the limits of the
research. Nevertheless, salt does enhance the taste of many things and few of us would
want to live without it entirely. It is our hope that Kakivak and the UEDC will use this
comparison as a stepping stone for discussion and reflection. Although there may be
gaps in information and a misunderstanding of nuances, we have little doubt that this
analysis reveals some of the key issues and tasks that require attention.

Pages 78-80 present a chart that reviews the documented performance of Kakivak
Association and sets this record against the key characteristics and principles of best
practice CEDOs, i.e., organizations that are getting solid, long-terms results from their
investment of time, talent, and financial resources.
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Abbreviations: KA: Kakivak Association QC: Qikiqtaaluk Corporation UEDC: Ulu
Economic Development Commission BBDC: Baffin Business Development Center
RWED: Resources, Wildlife and Economic Development QIA: Qikiqtani Inuit Association

Criterion for
Assessing Best
Practices in CED

Organizations

The comments in this table are based on a reading of the written record.
The review was limited by the information available. Given the
information presented in the case study and our understanding of best
practices in the field of CED, however, we believe the results can be
useful.

1. Comprehensive
Mind Set and
Strategic Approach
to Key Functions

Based on the documentation record, KA , until recently, has not come
close to reflecting a comprehensive, strategic approach. The formation of
the Ulu Economic Development Commission may be a means to foster
these qualities because its structure (at least nominally) includes all of
the key functions important to strengthening local and regional
economies. Particularly promising is the recent development of an
integrated strategic plan. There is still much room for improvement in
defining the “strategic” context and details of the plan, but there is
evidence of movement in the right direction.

 - Planning &
Research Capacity
relevant to Core
Mission and Goals

This is an area that appears to have been a continuing weakness in KA.
The documents reveal little by way of KA planning and research activity
outside of organizational strategic and operational planning (which, until
recently, has itself been weak). This despite the fact that two of KA's
main goals in the first 5-6 years directly concerned CED at the
community level. As the role of KA changed to focus primarily on
business development, and the discussion of a one-window approach
became more prominent, it appears that the strategic planning and
sectoral research role was understood as a government function through
RWED. It may be that the UEDC structure will lead to improvement in
this area. It is certainly needed for any future assessment of recent
strategic priorities and for more effective targeting of human and financial
resources.

- Building Equity With the recent hand-over of the mall project to QC management,
Kakivak is no longer directly involved in business ownership. QC has a
clear mandate to generate profitable businesses; Kakivak is to focus on
lending, human resource development and business development
services. If collaboration and coordination improve as the result of the
UEDC re-structuring, it may be possible to leverage more effectively the
human and financial resources of each organization for all key functions,
including growing profitable businesses within the QC umbrella.

With respect to building equity through successful business formation by
Inuit entrepreneurs, what little evidence is available (1995 and 1997/98)
suggests that this area is weak but improving. However, there is
insufficient data to judge the quality of the business development activity.
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- Accessing Credit
Resources

KA has been involved both in the delivery of credit and in assisting the
creation of new credit resources (lending circles and the advocacy to get
the Bank of Montreal to open a branch in Iqaluit). It is not known how
effective these efforts have been in meeting the credit needs of Inuit
clients.

- Strategic Approach
to Human Resource
Development

There may be a problem related to how “strategically” KA has been able
to focus financial and staff resources in the human resource
development area. Given the weak planning and research capacity, and
the inadequate linkage between KA strategic and operational planning,
the 1995 Consilium assessment (that KA was primarily a reactive
organization) may still apply. Best practice organizations are continually
seeking to maximize the linkage between human resource investment
and the opportunity structure they are trying to create. The recent
restructuring and the integrated strategic plan may at last make it
possible to funnel the most appropriate resources to the most promising
opportunities.

From a CED vantage point, the acknowledged weakness of the EDOs in
the communities and their need for training appears to be receiving no
attention. The extent to which KA systematically trains and supports its
six community-based employment counselors is also unknown. As the
UEDC approach takes hold, these key human resource development
challenges must be addressed.

- Strategic
Networking and
Partnership
Development

There appears to be a reasonable level of networking with the BBDC,
RWED, and the Baffin Leaders Summit Working Committee on
Economic Development. Whether this networking will (or should) become
the basis for a “One-Window” agency remains to be seen.

With the UEDC in place, Kakivak is better positioned to negotiate these
relationships and to develop other strategic partnerships.

- Advocacy of and
Leveraging of
Infrastructure to
strengthen
Community
Economies

The incubator mall is a good example of linking a commercial
infrastructure investment to the mission and goals of KA. Beyond this,
there is no documentary evidence of other strategic investments nor of
planning that identifies how infrastructure development opportunities can
be leveraged to increase Inuit business development/expansion or Inuit
jobs. Hopefully this will improve as the planning and research necessary
to support an integrated approach under Ulu strengthens.

2. Clear Governance
and Accountability
Framework

There is evidence of progress in developing a clear governance and
accountability framework. The initial tension between QC and KA
appears to have been resolved by the joint board structure of the UEDC.
The organization of divisions in KA to focus service delivery components
is positive. The recent moves to conduct training with the boards of the
three key Inuit organizations should improve accountability. The annual
performance reviews at the staff level are also encouraging, as are the
strategic plan now in place and the formal protocol established for its
amendment. This is excellent. As noted earlier however, there is much
room for improvement in the plan itself. If improvements are made, the
overall governance and accountability structure will likely be very
effective.
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3. Degree and
Nature of
Community
Participation
Patterns

According to the documents, community participation is limited to the QIA
appointment of community representatives to the KA board and to KA's
interaction with community members in the course of providing services.
On the latter point, KA is apparently considered more responsive to
community requests for assistance than was previously the case. In
general, communication has improved. However, there is no indication of
if and how community participation is being fostered beyond the limited
business development role of KA. As indicated earlier, KA dropped CED
right out of its mandate. Earlier comments related to a systematic
approach to training EDOs and community-based employment officers
could be one means to address this on-going problem.

4. Competent use of
and Leverage of
Technical
Assistance and
other External
Resources

It appears that staff undertake most of the functions. The record shows
no use of external technical assistance resources, apart from the design
of the entrepreneurship curriculum.

5. Strength of
Outcome
Orientation Evident
in Implementation of
Functions,
programs and tools

KA does not appear to be outcome driven. The documents indicate that
KA has rejected job creation as an outcome measure, but are unclear as
to which measures have been deemed appropriate. This is not surprising
given the weakness noted earlier with respect to KA planning and
research capacity. If the strategic plan developed under UEDC becomes
more detailed over time, the outcome orientation of both KA and QC will
improve.

6. Leadership with
Social
Entrepreneurial
Qualities

Due to the limited nature of this review, we cannot evaluate the extent to
which these leadership qualities exist. Some entrepreneurial
characteristics are clearly evident, e.g., KA's incubator mall initiative. It is
also clear that the new strategic direction will create new opportunities for
whatever entrepreneurial qualities the leadership has. Indeed, the fact
that the changes have been made in the last 18 months indicates some
key leadership skills are coming into play. Having said this, it is logical
that certain knowledge and skills may need strengthening if KA, QIA, and
QC are to become more pro-active and strategic in their approach to
developing their communities and region.

Comments Based on the Questionnaire Analysis

As indicated in Chapter 3 (see pages 47-48) and as detailed in Appendix One, the
research undertaken such far included a questionnaire that Kakivak and Kitikmeot
completed. The results were subjected to a variance analysis.

To the extent that there was a low variance, this would signify that there was a
reasonably high degree of consensus. Generally speaking, this would indicate that the
CEDO was clear about its mandate, that there was a shared vision, that strategic
planning was sufficiently advanced and understood by the key players in the
organization, and that communication and accountability patterns were healthy.

To the extent there was a high variance, this would signify that there was a lack of
consensus or divergence between the key players. Generally speaking this would
indicate that the CEDO was not clear about its collective vision, that strategic planning
was weak, and there may be communication and accountability problems.
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From a research perspective, this would provide some further indication as to whether
the analysis of the documentation that we carried out was adequately supported by the
attitudes of the key leadership (thus providing a check on the bias of the researcher).

The results in the case of Kakivak were quite dramatic. The average variance of 1.2 is
very high. This implies a low degree of consensus around a number of issues important
to effective organizational functioning. Moreover, for 21 individual questions the variance
level was even higher than this already high average.

What this suggests is that some of the issues identified in the case study have on-going
implications. The weakness of the strategic planning, the weak planning and research
capacity, and the historically weak orientation to achieving concrete outcomes - all are
likely to be at least partly responsible for the wide variation in what key people
understand as "priorities." This of course has implications for organizational
effectiveness. A lack of clarity on priorities across the organization tends to diffuse effort
and to reduce the potential for building a pro-active development agenda.

Since the restructuring was relatively recent and that the first unified strategic plan was
created less than a year ago, the impact of these changes, likely as not, has yet to work
its way into the organizations' operational culture. Some investment of time and
resources in organizational development and team building, both at the staff and board
levels, may be required to realize the benefits from the restructuring.

Some Final Comments on the Kakivak Case

Since its inception in 1990, Kakivak has developed a base of program activity that is
seen to be more responsive and community sensitive. Development of the organization
has been slow, due in part to the long period in which mandate and accountability issues
between Qikiqtaaluk Corporation, Kakivak, and QIA remained unresolved. The recent
changes are significant and could be the foundation for realizing much more significant
progress in the next decade. The potential for building a unified strategy focused on Inuit
development interests in the Baffin region is now in place. The initial integrated strategic
plan is an important step.

The comparison of Kakivak with best practice CEDOs indicates several points of
practical reflection for the Kakivak board and staff.

1. The strategic plan needs to be taken further. Targets for expenditures and
performance currently set out are useful. However, there is insufficient
documentation in the plan with respect to how planning, organizational development,
venture and project development, community participation and strategic networking
are to be undertaken. Understanding how Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation are
going to work on each of these components in order to meet targets - that is the guts
of a strategic plan.

2. Based on a more complete strategic plan, it is expected that operational planning
would also become more detailed. Specific objectives for each of the priorities need
to be defined and action plans for each objective drafted. This will provide a stronger
basis for budgeting, a firmer basis for team building, and a clear framework for
accountability.

3. It seems that Kakivak has developed a positive relationship to the communities,
primarily through its responsiveness to community and individual requests in its
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program delivery work. However, if the communities are to play a larger role in
shaping the direction for the Baffin Inuit organizations, including Kakivak, direct
community input into priority setting could be helpful. This is a function that goes
beyond program delivery. It requires an approach to the communities that fosters
discussion of their priorities and how these priorities can begin to shape an agenda
for regional Inuit development organizations.

4. Point 3 broadens the Kakivak mandate from its current focus on the delivery of
business development and human resource training and services. It re-introduces
the broader CED agenda, particularly in terms of strengthening the
regional/community linkage. Ultimately, the question becomes "Who is going to
provide the support that communities require to maximize benefits from the use of
scarce resources?" This is a support, technical assistance, and training role that
does not seem to have a home in the Baffin region.

5. Related to point 3 and 4 is the matter of how to improve the knowledge and skills of
community-based economic development and employment development workers.
Addressing this critical need could have an important long-term impact on
community capacity. Again, the written records do not indicate if anyone is paying
attention to this area (although substantial financial resources go to these positions).
Investments in developing these staff can also significantly affect the quality of future
leadership.

6. Related to point 1, the weakness in regional- and community-focussed research and
planning capacity must be addressed. To the extent this is already being done by
RWED, the issue becomes one of finding ways to channel current research results
into Kakivak and Qikiqtaaluk Corporation strategic planning. There is no evidence of
the factual and analytic base that has led to establishing priorities.

This gap in the documentation record creates a further concern. Although mining, for
example, did not make it onto the priority list, developments in this sector may affect the
implementation of current priorities. Because no analysis backs up the priority setting, it
is difficult to understand the rationale for decisions.

In summary, Kakivak (and Ulu more recently) have laid the cornerstones for a strong
regional CEDO. There is still work to be done to strengthen the foundation for ensuring
that resources are utilized so as to maximize benefits to Inuit beneficiaries. The new
organizational framework and strategic plan are a good start. Building on this start,
through systematic investments in organizational and human resource development,
appears to be warranted.
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CHAPTER SIX

SOME CENTRAL THEMES; SOME COMMON CHALLENGES

In this final chapter, the challenge is to weave together this fascinating development
experience in a way that enables us to probe for the lessons to be learned and to
explore the issues to be addressed if CEDOs and the Nunavut government are to build a
productive working relationship in the years to come.

Resistance to Change Runs Deep

The introduction of the CAEDS program in 1989 created a unique opportunity for Inuit to
begin the long, difficult process of building their own economic development institutions.
As far as CEDO development was concerned, the crucial resource in the CAEDS
program bundle was the funding which flowed from Indian Affairs directly to Sinnaq and
the CEDOs. It was flexible yet required attention to planning and it was guaranteed for a
5-year period. There was a recognition in INAC that establishing capacity to address
economic development opportunities and constraints required sustained learning over
time. Moreover, an important aspect of this learning was the feature of community
control (which could mean one community or a group of communities acting together
regionally).

Interestingly, the federal government had for years been moving towards establishing
devolving financing authority to the GNWT. The 1979 constitutional report fueled the
movement in the NWT to get out from under the federal government. There was
recognition that government delivery structures must be more accountable to the people
and communities and not simply extensions of a decision-making structure centralized in
Ottawa.

However, it appears that what is good for the goose is not good for the gander. When
faced with CEDO development the evidence is overwhelming that the CEDOs were not
welcomed by the GNWT. Quite the contrary, when GNWT was not ignoring or actively
resisting the CEDOs, it was trying to co-opt them - to turn them into vehicles over which
government could exercise significant influence.

The evidence of resistance to transferring power to places outside direct GNWT control
runs deeper, however. The same 1979 constitutional report accuses the GNWT of
treating local councils as mere administrative extensions of itself. In this vein, the 1988
SCONE report delivered a blistering critique of the GNWT's approach to economic
development, saying it was too narrow in scope (totally focussed on business
development) and controlling in its approach to delivery of programs. SCONE called for
a more integrated and coordinated approach lodged within a development strategy that
“recognizes that people have certain basic rights to decide how they want their
communities and regions to develop.” At the heart of GNWT's resistance to change may
be the issue with which the SCONE members concluded this thought: “But to exercise
these rights they [the communities and/or regions] must have power.” As we have seen
throughout this narrative, these recommendations were totally ignored.

The advent of CEDOs, independently funded and outside of GNWT control, presented
the potential for power to be distributed differently. From the beginning it was a source of
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angst for territorial bureaucrats. As indicated in the chapter on Kakivak GNWT
bureaucrats were immediately concerned with KA duplicating what they were already
doing. In the Kitikmeot case the preference expressed by the Kitikmeot communities for
regional delivery of economic development programming, even though approved by the
Minister in 1992, was deftly resisted in the months and years which followed. Indeed,
RWED has yet to transfer control of GNWT economic resources to KEDC management.
In contrast, the Kivallaq region saw an integration of RWED resources right into the
heart of Kivallaq Partners. The problem became, as noted by later commentators, that
with the resources came what from a CED perspective was excessive involvement of
RWED at the board and staff levels, a factor that seems to have contributed to the
current problems. In the 1998 One Window Strategy report concerning the Baffin region,
the general stance of the GNWT had not changed. RWED's prerequisites for
cooperating in a one-window approach with Kakivak and the Baffin Business
Development Centre was that the board would be “publicly” appointed and that an
“integrated program and service delivery agency would increase, not decrease linkages
with RWED ...”

It appears that Kakivak has rejected this approach. Kitikmeot has consistently defended
its desire to be in a cooperative, but independent relationship with government. Kivallaq
Partners, the one organization that embraced the relationship with RWED is now in the
midst of a serious crisis. It gives one pause to wonder just how much the confused
issues of accountability and control have contributed to Kivallaq's current problems.

Based on the research, best practice organizations in the field of CED are almost always
independent, nonprofit organizations that are controlled by community representatives
(Chapter Two). Significantly, the CEDO with the strongest linkage to its community base
and which has defended its independence most stridently - KEDC - also has the greatest
capacity to mobilize a broad range of resources and the greatest consensus on strategic
priorities.

On other fronts, the CEDOs have been successful in securing resources as well as the
authority to manage them. After a difficult struggle, federal HRDC resources are now
integrated into the CEDO delivery system. The Nunavut CEDO, which is controlled by
the three regional CEDOs, has successfully maintained the contracted external delivery
function with Aboriginal Business Canada and has recently secured capital for
investment in youth business projects.

Perhaps most important, the Nunavut Final Agreement is the source of on-going funding
for business development activities delivered by the three CEDOs. The legal powers and
the land and financial resources that flow from the claim agreement are outside of
territorial control. It one way or another, Inuit institutions, including the functions which
the CEDOs perform, are here to stay.

At this juncture (early 1999), there is no clear indication of a plan to resolve the problems
that exist between CEDOs and the GNWT. They now form part of the backdrop against
which the new government of Nunavut is assuming power. And they may not be any
easier to resolve thereafter, given a close reading of the planning documents leading up
to the new government.
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Control, Capacity, & Outcomes: What does the New Nunavut Want?

Since the early 1990s, the GNWT has been articulating a policy of devolution of powers
to the hamlet level. The “Strength at Two Levels” report, written in a time of declining
government revenues, and the subsequent “Reshaping Northern Government” strategy
both stated that cost effectiveness and performance in servicing the needs and
aspirations of northern residents would increase if there was a stronger local presence in
the fulfillment of government responsibilities, especially delivery of programs and
services. The strategy noted that the financial resources must be sufficient to provide
local communities with the means to do long-term planning and the means to build the
capacity to deliver these services.

One question that can be legitimately posed is this: How does this strategy differ from
the practice which the 1979 constitutional development report criticized, that is, reducing
local government to an administrative extension of the GNWT? Will real power to
establish priorities at the local level be part of what is devolved? Or, as is implied above,
is the devolution card being played primarily as a cost efficiency measure?

The Nunavut Implementation Commission has reformulated the language of devolution.
They assert that community empowerment means ”... to allow communities to set their
own priorities and solve their own problems through community-based decisions,
thereby ensuring maximum accountability to local residents.” As the GNWT did five
years previous, they too suggest that moving in this direction must be supported by
adequate preparation, training, access to expertise, and adequate funding. The pace of
transfer “should be determined by the capacity of the community governments to accept
that responsibility.” Likewise, the commissioners strongly advise that regional boards
that have received direct or indirect support from the GNWT should continue to do so
only if they are performing important tasks with acceptable levels of efficiency.

The policy issue, or perhaps more accurately, the political question is this: Who decides
if a regional organization is effective? Is it the communities who decide, as they did in
the case of Kitikmeot, when they clearly stated they wanted the economic development
services of the GNWT to be devolved to the KEDC? Or is it a Nunavut government
decision? In short, who is “empowered” to make this decision? Even more challenging
for Nunavut decision-makers is the next question: What does such a policy mean when
Inuit institutions have a legal, organizational, and resource base that is represented
primarily through community-controlled mechanisms operating at a regional level?

To probe further, what are the measures of cost effectiveness and accountability? Is the
answer to be determined by how much overheads cost in relation to the program dollars
delivered? Or are is actual performance around outcomes to be considered? As noted
earlier, there is little evidence of an "outcome-orientation" on the part of the GNWT in its
delivery of economic services. Nor is there anything in the Nunavut Planning
Commission “Footprint” documents that discuss what is to be accomplished and what
outcomes are to be achieved.

Part of the problem in this debate is that it does not adequately take into account either
outcomes or the problem of capacity to achieve them. It is true that the Nunavut
government affirms that capacity-building is a necessary component if local communities
are to assume responsibility for delivery of government services. However, it says little
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about how this capacity is going to be developed over time. Consider these points, for
example:

1. Who is going to provide the developmental and technical assistance necessary for
community capacity-building to be achieved? Access to this kind of support is critical
according to the CED best practice research. Who is going to provide the assistance
to communities is a strategic question, especially when the Nunavut government is
going to have to address significant capacity-building within its own ranks.

2. What happens to ensure that the growth in local responsibility does not outstrip a
community's ability to manage? Many communities may decide to take only one
program area at a time. In the meantime, will all other areas important to community
life be managed by the Nunavut government?

3. Of the highest importance, perhaps, is how the Nunavut government answers the
"why" questions. Why capacity-building? Is for strategic decision making or program
delivery? Is it for education, social services, infrastructure management, economic
development, etc.?

A clue that may provide some guidance to those addressing these issues is found in the
SCONE report:

"Business development can’t stand alone. Even in the underdeveloped
communities, it can be an essential component of economic development. But,
it must be part of a more integrated approach - one that combines education,
training, social services, development of support services, cooperation
between the public sectors and coordinated approaches.”

This conclusion is surprisingly reminiscent of the characteristics of best practice listed in
Chapter Two. Best practice organizations are comprehensive, coordinated, and strategic
in their approach. They weave social and economic goals into a development process
that engages people as actors in their own development. They build a diversified
financial base. They have social entrepreneurs within their leadership who are driven by
community interests but have the skills to manage the political, business, and community
development processes associated with empowering and revitalizing marginalized
communities.

If CEDOs, the Inuit institutions they are associated with, and the Nunavut government
want to build on what is working in Nunavut and elsewhere, then they need to take these
principles seriously. To do so requires an intense examination of the Nunavut context:
where the strengths are, what the weaknesses are, what the opportunities are. The
primary goal should be to create a strategy that builds on what is working, addressing
weaknesses and weaving scarce resources into an agenda that can create durable
outcomes over time. This kind of approach necessarily mobilizes as broad a cross-
section of the population and the institutional infrastructure as possible to contribute at
many levels of planning and action within a common strategic framework.

There is clearly enough work to be done without re-creating the conflict that has plagued
the CEDO-GNWT relationships. Role clarification and trust building might be facilitated
by reviewing the basics, in this case the core functions required to strengthen local and
regional economies.
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Taking a Functional Approach

Chapter Two outlined the six major functions involved in strengthening local and regional
economies: building an equity base for re-investment; increasing accessibility to credit;
planning, research and advocacy; human resource development; partnership
development and strategic networking; and infrastructure.

From the outset, the working group of the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada had a vision to
create a “coordinated strategic plan for the delivery of economic development services
by Inuit.” The work of the CEDOs from the beginning was concerned with many of the
functions necessary to mobilize and animate productive economic activity.

The record of the last nine years shows considerable progress. What has emerged can
be referred to as an Inuit Development System. Even though there is significant variation
in the capacity of the three CEDOs at this juncture, the foundation has been laid for
addressing many of the key functions. A summary is provided in the chart found on page
89.

The chart reflects the basic strengths and the weaknesses of the “development system”
as it has evolved to date. From an CED perspective, particularly in the case of Kakivak
and Kivallaq organizations, the fact that these organizations are not as strong across all
the functions as Kitikmeot organizations may be attributed to confusion over governance
and accountability. It is also probable that stronger direction from Kitikmeot communities,
fostered through KEDC's extensive consultations on issues of policy and mandate over
several years, provided a stronger foundation for their organizational development.

From a CED policy perspective, the issue for the “public government” to examine is
where can the functions necessary for strengthening community and regional economies
best be located to get results over the long term? How can institutional assets be built
upon? How can the common challenge which communities, CEDOs, and government
face with respect to local capacity best be addressed over time? How can government
invest its resources in order to build on existing strengths and to address existing
weaknesses so that, over time, greater community empowerment and capacity result?

To answer these questions from a public policy point of view requires examining over the
longer term the return on public investment in financial terms, in terms of capacity-
building, and in terms of generating results. Does it make sense for government to enter
into competition with the evolving Inuit Development System? Is there a smarter way to
secure the “public interest”? For instance, could the lead be given over to a cooperative
approach that is guided by careful analysis of which public investments most effectively
strengthen local and regional economies?
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Distribution of Key Functions: Foundation
for the Nunavut Inuit Development System

Function Kitikmeot (KEDC-
KC)

Kivallaq (KP-Sakku) Kakivak (KA-QC-
Ulu)

Nunavut CEDO

Building Equity KC is mandated to
generate and own
profitable businesses

Sakku is mandated
to generate and own
profitable businesses

QC is mandated to
generate and own
profitable businesses

N/A

Accessing
Credit

KEDC delivery of
Credit from Nunavut
Final Agreement
Resources;
Accessing other
credit sources on
behalf of clients.

KP delivery of Credit
from Nunavut Final
Agreement
Resources;
Accessing other
credit sources on
behalf of clients; Also
delivering
Community Futures
and RWED credit
programs.

KA delivery of Credit
from Nunavut Final
Agreement
Resources;
Accessing other
credit sources on
behalf of clients.

Services CEDO
and Inuit client
needs through
external delivery
contract with
Aboriginal
Canada;
Accessed youth
credit resources
from federal ACC
program.

Human
Resource
Development

KEDC delivers
HRDC programming
and is tailoring
investment to blend
of community and
regional priorities.

KP is delivering
HRDC programming
in the region. A key
component is
delegating decisions
to community level
for a portion of these
resources.

KA delivers HRDC
programming, mainly
based on community
defined projects.

Has played a key
role in creating the
opportunities for
regional CEDO
management of
HRDC program
resources.

Planning,
Research and
Advocacy

Significant planning,
research, and
advocacy from
community and
regional perspective.
Well integrated with
KC and KIA.

No indication of
significant research,
planning, or
advocacy capacity.

No significant
research indicated.
Strategic planning
and targets now
more integrated
through UEDC.
Some advocacy e.g.,
credit.

Pan CEDO
research,
planning, and
advocacy
maintained on a
project basis.

Partnership
Building and
Strategic
Networking

Major effort in this
area over the years.
Major priority now in
the development of a
Kitikmeot Regional
Partnership involving
public and private
sectors.

No significant
regional work in this
area indicated
except for the
partnership of
RWED, Community
Futures, and Sakku
which makes up KP.

Regional networking
with RWED and
Community Futures.
Partnership
opportunities being
explored. Key
progress being made
in internal
relationship with QC
since the creation of
UEDC.

Primarily vehicle
for advancing
collective regional
interests on an
issue-by-issue
basis. Networking
has brought youth
capital into play
for use by
Regional CEDOs.

Infrastructure Assisted in ISP
development with KC
company. Research
related to mining
infrastructure
requirements.

Sakku invested in
developing an ISP.

KA played key role in
development of
major mall in Iqaluit.
No other significant
work indicated in this
area.

Not known.

By way of example, let's take one area that could help to strengthen community capacity
and improve CEDO performance, and would be in the public government’s declared
interests.
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Two central features of capacity are skilled leadership and staff and solid strategic
planning and execution. In the current situation, hundreds of thousands of dollars are
spent on the salaries of employment counsellors and economic development officers.
The record indicates that the knowledge and skill level of many of the people occupying
these positions is low. Some are responsible to a government line agency, some to
CEDOs, and some to communities. The low skill levels create extra pressure on CEDOs
or government officers to do work that could be done locally if the staff were properly
equipped. In addition, the benefits one would expect from a skilled EDO and a
community-based human resource planner/counsellor in terms of community economic
planning and local capacity-building are not generally being realized. The community
loses, the CEDO is under more pressure, and the government is getting a poor return on
its investment.

Now consider a development system that has been built through the Inuit organizations.
Consider the needs of both CEDOs and public government to increase community
capacity to manage development processes. Might it not make sense allocate resources
to reverse this obvious weakness by investing in a systematic, well-resourced human
resource development training and education program? Its goal: to substantially raise
the level of competence of these two community members to match the key role they
have to place in the building of community capacity.

It seems to us that this is the kind of opportunity that investment from the Nunavut
government in close collaboration with the CEDOs and other Inuit organizations can
create. It may require drawing in outside training and technical support for the first few
years. But as the training and technical assistance tools become familiar to local
providers, the on-going investment could be captured totally within Nunavut. However,
such opportunities will have a hard time getting attention, or if they do, will unlikely be
realized, if competition arises between the economic development program of the
Nunavut government and the development system that has evolved as result of CEDO
development and the Nunavut Final Agreement.

This example is just one approach to dealing with one part of the human resource
development challenge that accompanies any serious approach to community capacity-
building. If one briefly casts an experienced eye over the other functions, it is clear that
some do not lend themselves to local delivery. What follows is presented as a means to
provoke discussion and reflection, not to be prescriptive. We are well aware that given
the limits of this inquiry, we may be missing important information that would affect our
recommendations.

Building Equity

There is already regional mechanisms in place through the Inuit development
corporations. Their role is critical to capturing business opportunities that otherwise are
beyond the capacity of individual entrepreneurs or community-based development
corporations. The challenge here is to ensure that planning, research, intelligence-
gathering, and decision-making frameworks are in place to ensure competent business
deals and maximum northern benefits from development opportunities, including spin-off
business opportunities for smaller entrepreneurs. To the extent that a particular
community has real business opportunities that require a development corporation, then
there should be technical assistance available to help establish the appropriate capacity.
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Accessing Credit

On the surface, it would appear at the moment that there may be too many credit
sources chasing too few opportunities. Even if this is not the case, a streamlining of
credit resources through a single entity could make very good sense. The economics of
business loan programs makes no sense in small communities. Government is also a
poor delivery point, by and large. If there is more than one organization in the region, it is
critical that they follow a common strategic plan so that effort and efficiency is
streamlined. Joint venture agreements can be structured to facilitate such cooperation.

Human Resource Development

The closer that job and business training and education are linked to the opportunity
structure and those with a stake in making it work, the more effective will be the
investment from the individual, community, CEDO, and public investment standpoint. Far
too much training never addresses the question "training for what?" in either the short or
the long term. Training needs to be tailored to the emerging occupational and leadership
roles of the new Nunavut and more care needs to be taken to match the beliefs, values
and interests of individuals to the tasks and requirements of the variety of new and
emerging roles in the new Nunavut. Helping this to happen more systematically would
be a key outcome to expect from an investment in the training and development of
community-based employment/human resource support staff.

Also important is to invest more systematically in the technical assistance and training
for the leadership and staff of CEDOs and other Inuit development organizations. There
is work to be done to improve performance. This takes time, attention, and commitment.
It also requires technical assistance that is grounded in the practice of CED and
understands the application of CED in a wide variety of contexts. There is little question
that best practice CED organizations make use of a wide variety of outside resources to
help them get the job done. Experienced technical assistance can make very significant
differences at the organizational and leadership levels if there is a readiness to learn and
a commitment to invest the time.

Planning, Research, & Advocacy

Two levels are clearly important. First, the on-going investment in Nunavut-wide
research, intelligence gathering, sectoral analysis, resource management, etc. are
appropriate and necessary elements of government’s role. Maximizing the benefits of
research by undertaking it in a manner that builds northern research capacity is common
sense. CEDOs can be a partner in this process in some areas. In others, government
will either conduct research internally or contract out specialized work. The relevance of
CEDOs becoming key players in research should not be discounted. A good example of
their potential is the work KEDC did with the University of Saskatchewan to develop the
resource development economic impact model.

However, while much of what government does in this area can be complementary to
CEDOs and community level interests, it cannot replace the work that is necessary on a
regional and community basis. If strategic priorities are going to be effectively
determined, good information is necessary. If business deals are going to be structured
and managed successfully, then capacity must be available to do due diligence and
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other necessary business planning. CEDOs may contract this out, but they cannot lose
control of it.

The Nunavut CEDO, which has been quite effective in generating strategic level
research over the years, could potentially play a bigger role in some areas of research
relevant to economic development. What we don’t know is how this relates to the role of
Nunavut Tunngavik Inc. This area needs further clarification.

Strategic Networking & Partnership Development

The Kitikmeot organizations have demonstrated the most pro-active and strategic
approach to this area. This may be attributable to their approach to planning and
research and to their community linkages, which together increase their capacity to
target their networking. It is expected that as the other CEDOs improve their capacity in
planning and research, there will be a broader and more strategic approach to this area.

The question of partnership development with government will likely require some
resolution of the issues hinted at in this initial analysis.

Infrastructure

This is a major government function. Maximizing the community and regional benefits
generated by infrastructure investments is a key policy and planning challenge. If the
new government is going to meet this challenge, a collaborative relationship with the
Inuit development system will be of significant mutual benefit to all the parties in the
short and long term.

The Federal Role

There is one feature of this narrative that has been a thread throughout this narrative but
on which the authors have made little comment. It has to do with the critical role that the
federal government has played, sometimes willingly and explicitly and some times
grudgingly.

The role that CAEDS has played in providing the financial resources and program
framework for the emergence of CEDOs has already been explained. It is very difficult to
see how CEDOs could have been developed without this investment, particularly the
INAC component. Later on, it is equally clear that the tailoring of human resource
investments more closely to the opportunity structure may not have occurred, had not
HRDC (albeit grudgingly at first) finally devolved the Pathways program to the CEDOs.

While these things are probably already quite evident from the text of this narrative, what
is not apparent is the role which people have played. The document trail reveals that
INAC staff have played an important role as collaborators, strategic resource providers,
and sources of technical assistance to the CEDOs since their inception in the eastern
Arctic. This collegial approach has tremendous value. In the evolution of CED best
practice organizations one can often identify the thread of one or more civil servants who
are seriously willing to engage in supporting community and/or regional level capacity-
building over the long term. These kinds of people are highly valued insiders who often
make a strategic contribution to the evolution of best practice organizations - a
contribution that often goes unrecognized.
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In this case, the consistent role of Altaf Lakhani from INAC throughout the entire period
of CEDO development has been an important background factor. First and foremost,
Altaf, along with the staff of Sinnaq, some of whom became long term consultants, and
some key CEDOs leadership, operated as a team. They not only provided technical
assistance to CEDOs at various junctures, they leveraged and brokered resources, kept
a strategic overview of opportunities and threats related to CEDO and community
interests, and ensured that strategic networking in the public and private sectors was
first built and then maintained. Without this persistent team collaboration, CEDO
development would not likely be as advanced as it is. It will likely continue to be
important in the next few years, at least until the Nunavut government comes to terms
with how it is going to approach policy issues respecting economic development in the
territory.
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APPENDIX

SELF-ADMINISTERED QUESTIONNAIRE: NUNAVUT CEDO CASE STUDY
PROJECT

Instructions

Many of the following questions ask you to estimate a "priority" or "potential" with respect
to a list of provided options or choices. The means of indicating differences in the priority
or potential is to write in a scale value of between 1 and 4 in the ( ) space provided
beside each choice. This is not intended as a rank ordering of all the provided options
that appear with each question. It may be that you will want to give the same estimate of
value on the scale to two or more of the provided choices. There is NO expectation that
the full range of four values will be represented after the options provided for each
question. All we want you to do is estimate on the scale of 1 to 4 the importance you
independently attach to the option set before you for your CEDO. If you feel that a
particular question does not apply then leave it blank. If you feel that there is a category
we have missed, please feel completely free to add to the options in the space provided.
Lastly, if you want to provide any explanatory comments, we have provided room for
written comments, to be used at your option.

In all cases, the scale runs from 1 to 4 and in all cases, 1 = High and 4 = Low
"priority", "potential", etc.

Please fax back your completed questionnaire as soon as possible to ?

If you have any questions you can phone Sandy Lockhart at 250)964-4484, fax 250)964-
3551 or e-mail at or, if you cannot get Sandy, phone Mike Lewis at 250)723-1139; fax
250)723-3730 or e-mail at ccelewis@island.net
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1. Each of the CEDOs in Nunavut have been on their own development path the last 8
years. Each organization has had different opportunities, challenges and priorities.
Similarly, each organization will face new opportunities, challenges in the years ahead.
Your perception of what these are could well mean that your CEDO changes its priorities
from what they have been in the past.

For each of the categories outlined below, and any others you may wish to add. we
would like you to answer two questions.

In terms of the PAST five years your CEDO has been providing Economic Development
Services and investments in your region, on a scale of 1(high) to 4 (low), how would you
estimate each of the following activities in terms of your own organizational priorities?

In terms of the NEXT five years your CEDO will be involved in providing Economic
Development Services and investments in your region, on a scale of 1(high) to 4 (low),
how would you estimate each of the following activities in terms of your own
organizational priorities?

Enter the priority determination for the past five years at the beginning of the
question/option provided. For the next five years, enter your priority determination at the
end of the question/option provided.

For example, if your organization has not been providing much in the way of post
business start up services and support in the last five years but think this is going to be a
higher priority in the next five years you might answer the values might be put this way:

 ( 1 ) Post-Business Start Up Services and Support (3 )

Good luck and thank you for taking the collaborate with ourselves and the Nunavut
CEDO to do get this important piece of work done.
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 New Business development
( ) focused on individual entrepreneurs ( )
( ) focused on community owned business ( )
( ) focused on businesses owned regionally by DIA for profit development 
corporations ( )
( ) focused on CEDO owned businesses ( )

( ) Post-Business Start Up Services and Support ( )
( ) Expansion of existing businesses ( )
( ) Specific economic sector focused strategies related to business development ( )
( ) Community consultation and communication ( )
 ( ) Involvement in community-level discussions over developmental
preferences, opportunity identification, areas of needed local capacity building.
( ) Technical assistance to community based organizations aimed at strengthening
community capacity to engage in community economic development ( )
( ) Acting as a regional delivery agent for government designed economic development
programs and services ( )
( ) Acting as an advocate and/or representative for Inuit interests related to economic
development issues and opportunities that arise within the regional context ( )
( ) Nurturing the larger regional and inter-regional economic environment by brokering
and helping form or strengthen partnership arrangements involving other organizations
both within and external to your regional context. ( )
( ) Conducting community and regional research, analysis and planning focused on
strategy development and effective targeting of economic development services and
investments ( )
( ) Increasing the level of credit available to businesses (new and established) in your
region ( )
( ) Focusing on the development of equity sources of investment for business
development ( )
( ) Pre-Employment Job readiness training and support ( )
( ) Occupational Training focused on building peoples skills for specific jobs ( )
( ) Entrepreneurial Training and Development ( )
( ) Training focused on developing other organizations capacity ( )
( ) Training focused on improving staff effectiveness within you own CEDO ( )
( ) Other ___________________________________________________ ( )
( ) Other ___________________________________________________ ( )
Comments on any aspect of Question 1.
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2. On a scale of 1 to 4, how would you evaluate each of the following sectors in terms of
its potential for strengthening the local and regional economies in your region?

( ) Renewable resource development

( ) Non renewable resource development

( ) Personal services

( ) Arts/crafts

( ) Communication and transportation

( ) Tourism

( ) Construction

( ) Public service (e.g., education, health)

( ) Retail trade

( ) Others__________________________________________________

Sandy - Should we include a sector in 2 that deals with enhancing land and marine
based traditional pursuits?
Comments on any aspects of Question 2

3. On a scale of 1 to 4, how would you evaluate the current PREFERENCES or
EXPECTATIONS of your COMMUNITY CLIENT BASE with respect to each of the
following ways of pursuing the goal of creating local economic benefits and a stronger
local economy?

( ) Independent entrepreneurship/and ownership

( ) Community Ownership

( ) Joint ventures between local business or development organizations and outside
interests

( ) Joint ventures between DIA owned for-profit development corporations and outside
interests

( ) Cooperative ventures involving several indigenous community
 or regional interests

( ) Outside developers willing to create local jobs
( ) Other_____________________________________________________
Comments on any aspect of question 3
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4. On a scale of 1 to 4, how would you evaluate the current state of READINESS of your
community client base with respect to meeting the success requirements implicit in each
of the following ways of pursuing the goal of creating local economic benefits and a
stronger local economy?

( ) Independent entrepreneurship/and ownership

( ) Community Ownership

( ) Joint ventures between local business or development organizations and outside
interests

( ) Joint ventures between DIA owned for-profit development corporations and outside
interests

( ) Cooperative ventures involving several indigenous community
 or regional interests

( ) Outside developers willing to create local jobs

( ) Other_____________________________________________________

Comments on any aspect of question 4

5. In the light of past experiences and future prospects, how would you evaluate on a
scale of 1 to 4 the potential of each of the following means of ensuring your own
organization's financial base?

( ) Be a not-for-profit organization with core funding based on public governmental
allocations (does not preclude some services delivered on a fee-for-service basis).

 ( ) Be a not-for-profit organization with core funding based on a
more arms-length from government allocation of core funds through regional Inuit and/or
related nongovernmental organizations.

 ( ) Seek an independent financial base by directly promoting and
participate in profitable enterprise activities.

 ( ) Indirectly derive financial benefit from the DIA for-profit development corporation that
engages in profitable business activities?

Comments on any aspect of question 5
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6. Taking into account where you have been most and least successful in achieving your
goals in the past, and your assessment of current problems as well as future client-base
needs, on a scale of 1 to 4 how would you prioritize the emphasis you would like to place
on the following aspects of continuing to grow your own organizational capacity?

 ( ) Capital support and levering capacity

 ( ) Closer linkages with the client community base

 ( ) Delivery of developmental training modules

 ( ) Own staff training

 ( ) Project tracking and reporting

 ( ) Strategic planning

 ( ) Activity reporting

 ( ) Accountability mapping, within organization

 ( ) Accountability mapping, between associated organizations

 ( ) Other ____________________________________


