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Table 1 Interviewee categories used for evaluation of the project
	Interview group
	Definition
	Stakeholders

	Creators (Technical)
	Those designing the technical monitoring parts of the hazard mapping project. It includes the government department who designed the project, those involved in the ground truthing of data and in-situ data collection.
	Community and Government Services
3vGeomatics
University students


	Creators (Community outreach)
	Those responsible for the deliverables for the community engagement part of the project, including those organising activities for the community.
	The Arviat Wellness Centre/ Aqqiumavvik Society
The Climate Change Section (Government of Nunavut)

	Users (Technical)
	Those expected to use the hazard maps and other technical outputs of the project for community planning purposes.
	Community and Government Services
Nunavut Housing Corporation
Arviat Housing Association

	Users (Community outreach)
	Those community members who were engaged in either of the projects as an end user or as someone who will be affected by the community plans which will be created.
	Elders
Local youth
Local business owners


	Users (Mixed)
	Those who do not fall clearly into either category and are likely to use both the technical and the outreach sections of the research.
	The Hamlet of Arviat



Table 2 Overview of top three comments made in semi structured interview divided by stakeholder groups and by (+) = Positive comments (-) = Negative comments (REC) = Recommendations. N=Total number of comments. n=Number of comments within that category
	Creator comments (+) (N=102)
	User comments (+) (N=116)

	Considered local context (n=16)
	Increased knowledge sharing (n=22)

	Aided in building relationships (n=16)
	Local agreement with map (n=22)

	Increased results dissemination (n=11)
	Aids decision making (n=18)

	Creator comments (-) (N=63)
	User comments (-) (N=80)

	Lack of communication between project stakeholders (n=17)
	Local knowledge contradicts data (n=13)

	Limited data access (n=6)
	Limited data access (n=8)

	Timeliness of information (n=5)
	Unclear ranking system on maps (n=5)

	Creator comments (REC)* (N=46)
	User comments (REC) (N=45)

	Include more oral/engaging activities (n=6)
	Don't build near water (n=5)

	
	Consider local quality of life (n=4)

	
	Clarification of ranking system on maps (n=4)
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Key assumptions


Key assumptions


Key assumptions


InSAR is appropriate technique to monitor permafrost degradation


Stakeholders will attend meetings


Key assumptions


Decision makers will understand, trust and use the maps 


Stakeholders accessed can influence community development


None



Unexpected Inputs


Unexpected
Activities


Unexpected
Outputs


Unexpected
Outcomes


 Additional funding to add an extra community (Pangnirtung)


Additional ground-truthing in Arviat 


Community engaged in discussion about permafrost


Unexpected
Impact


A chance to reach out to the broader community on climate change


Currently unknown


Outreach events: Radio shows, school visits, stakeholder meetings, community event, community survey, distribution of 'A homeowners Guide to permafrost in Nunavut' booklet


Community film created 


DOE-CCS provided staff and resources for community engagement


Memorial University staff and students, and Université Laval staff for ground-truthing 



Inputs


Activities


Outputs


Outcomes


Funding Funding  for  the four year project came from AANDC


Human resources Engineer, permafrost geohazard expert; CGS project manager, 8 planning and lands staff; DOE-CCS staff to administer funding


Acquire RADARSAT-2 images for the chosen communities for four years.


Identify and monitor changes associated with permafrost in seven communities.


Field visits for validation


A map and report for each community showing a suitability ranking for future development


Distribution of data to key stakeholders


Impact


Transfer of knowledge to GN staff and communities, providing them with tools and policies to assist in better management of their land.


Information will be integrated into municipal community development plans (20 year timeframe).


Reduce the costs, damages and losses associated with the failure of foundations of buildings and infrastructure in Nunavut. 



Process data to create maps identifying current terrain composition and rank sites on suitability.


Data RADARSAT-2 images, DEM, Google Earth Images, aerial photos



Baseline characterization
Method: Baseline literature review & Semi-structured interviews


Defining and evaluating success
Method: Logic model, Semi-structured interviews and Analysis of maps


Characterizing the adaptive environment
Method: Application of Adaptation Readiness Framework


