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Executive summary
Overview of the program
The Building Communities through Arts and Heritage (BCAH) program, managed and delivered
by Community Engagement Directorate within the Citizen Participation Branch of the
Department of Canadian Heritage (PCH), was launched as a new program in 2007 in response to
the federal budget which expressed the intent to support local arts and heritage festivals and
small capital projects that place an emphasis on local engagement. In August 2009, the Legacy
Fund component was added to support larger capital projects that involve the restoration,
renovation or transformation of existing buildings and/or exterior spaces.
BCAH provides grants and contributions (Gs&Cs) to non-profit community organizations,
aboriginal governments or municipal governments to support them in planning and organizing
events and projects that engage citizens in their communities through the performing and visual
arts, as well as through the expression, celebration and preservation of local heritage. BCAH is
administered through three sub-components:





The Local Arts and Heritage Festivals component provides funding in support of
festivals, events and activities that engage Canadians in their communities through
recurring public presentations of local artists and/or of local historical heritage.
The Community Historical Anniversaries Programming component provides funding
in support of non-recurring events and activities that engage Canadians in their
communities through the commemoration of major anniversaries of significant local
events and/or persons.
The Community Historical Anniversaries Legacy Fund component provides funding
in support of capital projects that engage Canadians in their communities through the
commemoration of major anniversaries of significant local events and/or persons.

BCAH is a subprogram under Program – Engagement and Community Participation, as
presented in the PCH Program Alignment Architecture (PAA) and contributes to the Strategic
Outcome – “Canadians share, express and appreciate their Canadian identity”.

Context and purpose
The evaluation of BCAH covers the period from April 1, 2011 to March 31, 2015. The
evaluation was conducted in 2015-2016 by the PCH Evaluation Services Directorate (ESD) with
support from the Policy Research Group (PRG) for the literature review and the administration
of the surveys.
The purpose of the evaluation was to examine the following:


the relevance of the program, in particular the extent to which (i) BCAH continues to
meet a demonstrable need and responds to the needs of Canadians; (ii) BCAH’s
objective aligns with federal government priorities and departmental strategic
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outcomes; and (iii) BCAH aligns with federal government and PCH roles and
responsibilities;
the performance of the program (effectiveness, efficiency, and economy); and
other issues pertinent to the program, including performance measurement and
program design and delivery.

Evaluation approach and methodology
Methodological approach
The evaluation used the following lines of investigation: literature review; document review;
review of project files and administrative databases; interviews with key informants, including
PCH officials (National Headquarters and regional), BCAH funding recipients, applicants who
had been unsuccessful in obtaining funding and representatives of municipal and provincial
governments; case studies; and surveys of funding recipients and applicants who were
unsuccessful in obtaining funding.
Limitations and challenges
Limitations of the evaluation were taken into consideration in the presentation of findings,
conclusions, and recommendations including: a lack of data on the longer-term outcomes of the
program; some gaps in performance data for 2014-2015 for Legacy Fund projects; and the scope
of the program involving three different components with different activities, funding models
and assessment processes which added to the complexity of the evaluation.

Findings
Relevance
The conditions under which BCAH was formed persist today, including few funding sources for
small local festivals, commemorative events and for arts and heritage capital projects generally,
and more specifically for events and projects with the primary objective of citizen engagement.
Canada’s arts and heritage infrastructure is suffering from years of neglect with a deficit of
funding support for the restoration, renovation or transformation of existing buildings and/or
exterior spaces with local community significance.
Recipients view BCAH’s citizen engagement objective as relevant with the majority of Local
Festivals and Community Anniversaries recipients agreeing to “a great extent” that BCAH is an
effective mechanism to increase engagement of citizens in their communities. Legacy Fund
recipients were somewhat less likely to agree “to a great extent”.
Evaluation evidence indicated consensus among Canadians that arts and cultural experiences
contribute to community and individual well-being. BCAH-funded festivals, in particular, played
a role in generating a sense of community and belonging, civic engagement and community
pride – further solidifying the relevance of federal support in this area.
BCAH was responsive in that it provided funding to almost all eligible Local Festivals and
Community Anniversaries applicants (90%) who achieved the minimum required merit score
ii

and to 70% of eligible Legacy Fund applicants. However, the amount of funding requested
exceeded the available funds. During this period, successful applicants requested $152.5 million
and the federal government provided local organizations about 68.3 million to carry out local
festivals, community anniversaries and legacy projects in their communities. The average
amount of funding per project relative to the eligible amount requested for the four years covered
by the evaluation was 41.3% for Local Festivals and 44.1% for Community Anniversaries
projects. For Legacy Fund projects, the amount paid to the recipient relative to requested amount
averaged 74%.
In the last two years of the evaluation period, the program has received fewer applications,
particularly to the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund components. No clear reason
emerged for the fewer applications. PCH key informants suggested that the fewer applications
could be attributed to the normal maturing of the program and factors such as the eligibility
requirement linked to a 100 year anniversary or greater in increments of 25 years.
During the period covered by the evaluation, the BCAH program aligned with government
priorities aimed at promoting vibrant Canadian communities and supporting arts culture and
heritage, and with PCH’s strategic outcome that Canadians share, express and appreciate their
Canadian identity. It contributed to two departmental priorities – bringing Canadians together
and celebrating our history and heritage. The program currently does not target funding to
support Government of Canada (GC) diversity goals or PCH priority groups (for example,
Official Language Minority Communities (OLMC), ethno-cultural and Indigenous Canadians
and youth).
All key stakeholders agreed that delivery of the program is an appropriate role for the federal
government and PCH given the PCH mandate to foster a stronger Canadian identity through
active, engaged and inclusive citizenship; the recognition of the importance of a shared civic
identity; and the fact that there are few other sources of funding, particularly for small local
festivals and, in particular, festivals with an objective of citizen engagement.

Performance: achievement of expected outcomes
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, PCH funded 3336 projects and provided local organizations
about 68.3 million to carry out local festivals, community anniversaries and legacy projects in
their communities, contributing to the program’s immediate outcome – local organizations
receive financial resources to carry out local festivals, community anniversary and/or legacy
projects in their communities. Funding helped recipients offset the costs associated with
engaging local artists, artisans and heritage performers and with supporting their volunteers.
While BCAH funding had a significant impact on the ability of the majority of recipients to
undertake their events, it had a greater impact on Legacy Fund recipients and rural recipients of
local festivals. They were more likely to indicate in their survey responses that their event would
not have occurred without BCAH funding.
Funded organizations contributed to the achievement of BCAH’s citizen engagement outcomes:


BCAH funding played a significant role in helping organizations to leverage cash and inkind support from local community partners. Funded organizations successfully secured
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local partners and obtained substantial sums of cash and in-kind support from municipal
and community partners, as well as non-local partners such as provincial governments.
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAH-funded projects secured $298.6 million in
cash and in-kind support from municipal and community partners. For every $1
investment by PCH, BCAH projects secured $5 of cash and in-kind support from
municipal and community partners.
Overall, BCAH projects averaged 159 volunteers and 4,366 volunteer hours per project,
exceeding its target of 149 volunteers and 3,954 volunteer hours per project.
BCAH projects provided local artists, artisans and heritage performers with opportunities
to be involved in their communities. BCAH projects averaged 158 local artists, artisans
and heritage performers per project, exceeding its target of 125 per project.
BCAH projects provided local citizens with opportunities to be exposed to local arts and
heritage. BCAH projects averaged 28,436 visitors/attendees per project, exceeding its
target of 22,343.1

Legacy Fund projects, by their nature, offer fewer opportunities for citizen engagement.
Therefore outcome results were relatively modest in terms of the number of volunteers, artists,
artisans and heritage performers when compared with the Local Festivals and Community
Anniversaries components.
There was no systematic reporting of outcomes beyond data collected on immediate and
intermediate outcomes at the conclusion of funded projects, therefore, it is difficult to discern
the achievement of the longer-term, ultimate outcome – citizens across the country are engaged
in their communities through local arts and heritage. However, anecdotal evidence from
interviews and surveys suggested that BCAH projects generated social benefits for
communities, contributed to a greater appreciation of arts and heritage, led to the creation of
longer-term partnerships and generated benefits for artists.

Performance: efficiency and economy
The overall administrative costs incurred by PCH for the management and delivery of the
program totaled $15,752,828 for the period 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 which represented 18.7%
of total BCAH expenditures. This was higher than the previous evaluation (16.4%) and higher
than similar PCH programs, evaluated in 2014 (Canada Cultural Spaces Fund (CCSF) at 7% and
Canada Arts Presentation Fund (CAPF) at 11%). Comparing the volume of applications,
BCAH’s Local Festivals component had, 1.4 times the applications annually than CAPF.
Comparing the Legacy Fund to CCSF, CCSF had four times the number of applications
annually.
The proportion of administration costs to total expenditures for the administration of the Legacy
Fund and program-related activities undertaken at National Headquarters averaged 20.7% for
the four years covered by the evaluation.2 The administration costs relative to total expenditures
Target are specified in the program’s Performance Measurement, Evaluation and Risk Strategy (May 2013).
2 It should be noted that the administrative costs for the Legacy Fund, administered by National Headquarters,
included part of the costs associated with the Director General’s office, as well as the costs associated with the
program coordination function for the two regionally delivered components.
1
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was higher in 2014-2015 (25.1%) because the program lapsed $2.7 million in G&C funds. Some
Legacy Fund recipients were unable to spend all their funding and a number of projects were not
approved. Due to timing, the program was unable to reallocate funds. The proportion of
administrative costs to total program expenditures to deliver the Community Anniversaries and
Local Festivals components, and related regional activities, was relatively stable, averaging
18.2% over the four years.
Compared with the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries, Legacy Fund projects had
higher administrative costs per application reviewed and projects funded reflecting differences in
the characteristics and complexity of Legacy Fund projects; the number of applications
approved; the amount of funding; and the structure of the application review process. The
Legacy Fund also had the highest cost per outcomes reflecting the fact that legacy projects are
fundamentally different from Local Festivals or Community Anniversaries projects, and have
lower levels of citizen engagement.
All stakeholders were of the view that BCAH is complementary to any other program delivered
by other funding organizations or levels of government. A review of PCH programs concluded
that they have different objectives and are designed to fill a specific niche so are complementary.
A scan of provincial/territorial (P/T) programs concluded that most have an economic or tourism
focus, rather than a citizen engagement focus.

Performance: other issues
Overall, recipients were satisfied with the design and delivery of the program. Survey results
showed lower levels of satisfaction with some aspects of the program including the timeliness of
notification of the funding decision, the complexity of the funding application and, in the case of
local festivals, the level of funding provided relative to what was requested. The program’s
objective to fund all eligible recipients who achieve a minimum required merit score contributes
to efficiency and equity and enables the program to support more applicants. However, a number
of factors can affect individual contributions and contribute to fluctuations in amounts received
by some recurrent festival recipients each year. These fluctuations in funding from year to year
and delays and timing of notification of the funding decision created challenges for some
recurrent festivals in terms of their ability to plan and to leverage BCAH funding to secure
funding from other sources.
Currently, the program does not target more vulnerable organizations in greater need of funding
support and stability, such as organizations in smaller communities and rural areas which may
have less access to funding. Small festivals and festivals in smaller communities competed for
funding with larger, successful and well-established festivals. Organizations responsible for large
and well-established festivals who meet the eligibility criteria and who achieve the required
merit score are provided funding on the same basis as smaller organizations. Some of these large
festivals have a long-standing history of BCAH funding. As shown by the administrative data,
funding to these festivals had an impact on the amount of funding available to smaller festivals.
The largest 95 projects, representing 3% of total projects, consumed a significant proportion of
BCAH funding (16%) because they generally had more eligible expenses and, therefore,
received larger amounts of funding whereas the 914 smallest projects, representing 32% of all
projects, consumed 9% of BCAH funding.
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Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, a number of legacy projects involved historic sites
designated nationally or under provincial legislation. While the Legacy Fund application requires
applicants to indicate that they have consulted and are in compliance with the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, the program does not obtain
documentation confirming that projects have complied with the standards and guidelines.
The evaluation found that the program collects data on its immediate and intermediate outcomes
and produces an annual performance report. There is strong evidence that the information is
being analyzed and used for program improvements. However, the program does not collect data
on its ultimate outcome, nor does it track of the program’s contributions to GC diversity goals
and PCH priorities (youth, OLMCs, Indigenous and ethno-cultural groups).
Stakeholders identified social and community benefits resulting from BCAH projects (e.g.,
social cohesion, pride and attachment to their community) but the program’s logic model
and performance measurement strategy do not include social, cultural, and community
benefits derived from BCAH-funded projects.

Conclusions and recommendations
Conclusions
BCAH remains relevant. The evaluation evidence confirmed that there is a continued need for
federal support to local festivals and commemorative events. The program has been responsive
insofar as it funded almost all eligible Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals applicants
and to a lesser extent Legacy Fund applicants. However, the demand for funding exceeded the
available funds. The program aligned with both federal and departmental objectives and
priorities during the period of the evaluation. Promoting citizen engagement in their communities
is an appropriate role for the federal government.
While the Program has made on-going efforts to adjust the elements of its funding model to
respond to issues with respect to fluctuations in funding year-to-year, it should continue to seek
ways to support more vulnerable organizations in greater need of stability, such as organizations
in smaller communities and rural areas who may have less access to funding. The program
should review it funding to large well-established festivals, and the amounts they receive, to
determine their continued need for funding support with the potential reallocation of funds to
better support more vulnerable organizations or to projects that support PCH and GC priorities.
Also, in the absence of documentation on the methodology used to arrive at the population
grids/tools used to determine the merit score, the program should review these tools to ensure
that they do not disadvantage smaller communities.
Overall, the program achieved its intended outcomes and exceeded its performance targets for its
intermediate outcomes. The funding provided by BCAH is incremental in that most funded
projects would have proceeded, but with a reduced scope, without the support provided by PCH.
Funded organizations successfully leveraged BCAH funding to secure cash and in-kind support
from municipal and community partners. The program had an impact on citizen engagement
(partners, volunteers, local artists, artisans and heritage performers and local citizens) in local
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communities. It also increased the capacity of local community organizations to offer arts and
heritage experiences to their communities. Anecdotal evidence and survey data suggested that
the projects contributed to social and community benefits, although data on these longer-term
impacts are not being systematically collected by the program.
There are opportunities for the program to improve efficiency while improving the service it
provides to its funding recipients. The program’s administration ratio was high for the period of
the evaluation and the program encountered challenges in meeting its 26 week service standard
for notification of funding decisions. However, in the case of the Local Festivals component, the
majority of festivals are recurrent recipients, many are low risk and receive relatively small
amounts of funding. Among the options the program could consider is further streamlining of
application and assessment processes particularly for low-risk files, including the introduction of
an accelerated approval process and the approval of funding for more than one year. This would
contribute to reducing the application processing time and the time to notify recipients of the
funding decision, improve efficiency and increase the satisfaction of recipients with the process.
Further efficiencies could also be gained by clarifying and simplifying applications thereby
reducing the number of interactions between recipients and program staff. Improvements in these
areas would alleviate some of the administrative burden on program staff and recipients.
There are some areas where performance measurement could be strengthened including the
identification of outcomes that better reflect the impact of Legacy Fund projects and the
collection of data on the programs ultimate outcome and on the program’s contributions to GC
diversity goals and PCH priority groups (youth, OLMCs and Indigenous and ethno-cultural
communities). Citizen engagement outcomes may be less relevant to Legacy Fund projects and
the BCAH outcomes do not appear to resonate as strongly with Legacy Fund recipients
suggesting that consideration be given to identifying performance indicators that better reflect
Legacy Fund outcomes. Also, the collection of data on longer term impacts, including the social,
cultural, and community benefits derived from BCAH-funded projects, would contribute to the
ability to measure progress toward the achievement of BCAH’s ultimate outcome and provide
evidence of the longer-term impact of BCAH on Canadians. However, the collection of
additional data must be balanced, with sensitivity to the burden on recipients and program staff
and alignment with the directions being taken with respect to reporting by the Gs&Cs
modernization initiative.
Although the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada is not
legally binding, and the program asks applicants to indicate on their application that they have
consulted and complied with the standards and guidelines, to ensure the integrity of the historic
sites there should be a greater burden of proof on recipients to demonstrate compliance with the
standards and guidelines both before a project proceeds and upon completion of a project.

The way forward
The BCAH program has demonstrated that it is an effective mechanism to support GC priorities
to invest in vibrant communities, to celebrate our arts and heritage and to promote PCH citizen
engagement objectives by the leveraging of PCH funding to acquire community partners, and by
engaging local citizens through volunteerism and attendance. The evaluation evidence indicates
that BCAH continues to be relevant in that there is limited funding available to smaller
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communities and for festivals and commemorative anniversaries with the objective to engage
citizens in their communities.
Budget 2016 introduced several broad policy themes of priority to the GC, including: diversity
and inclusion; supporting efforts toward national reconciliation of indigenous and nonindigenous Canadians; engaging and supporting youth; and our environment. BCAH, given its
flexibility and wide reach into communities across the country, particularly through its Local
Festivals component, could be an effective policy instrument to contribute to GC priority themes,
by putting a greater emphasis and potentially larger funding allocations to organizations and
projects/events that reflect or contribute to the Government’s priority areas.
Although not an explicit criteria for funding, survey evidence found that many of the BCAHfunded festivals had an ethno-cultural or multicultural dimension and some festivals also
received funding from the Multiculturalism program at Citizenship and Immigration (CIC).
However, as the two programs had different objectives, funding was determined to be
complementary. With the transfer of the Multiculturalism program to PCH from CIC in 2015,
however, the department will need to undertake a strategic policy exercise to examine
interdependencies across PCH policies and programs, including the BCAH Local Festivals
component, and consider how each program can best contribute to PCH strategic outcomes and
to the Government's policy themes, including its broader diversity and inclusion agenda, and
continue to ensure that duplication does not occur between these two programs.
Moving forward will entail a focus on more vulnerable communities and organizations, such as
small communities and rural areas which have less access to funding and require funding
stability, and on communities and organizations that promote the GC principles of diversity and
inclusivity and which support PCH target groups ( youth, OLMCs, and Indigenous and ethnocultural groups) .

Recommendations
The following five recommendations emerged from the evaluation findings.
Recommendation #1:
To respond to GC diversity goals and PCH priorities such as youth, OLMCs, indigenous and
ethno-cultural communities, and the needs of recipient organizations, the Assistant Deputy
Minister (ADM) of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions should review BCAH’s funding of Local
Festivals, including the assessment criteria and tools, to ensure that they do not present
unintended barriers to funding for smaller communities and organizations that support GC and
PCH priorities.

Recommendation #2:
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions find efficiencies by:
 streamlining the application, assessment and reporting processes, particularly for
recurrent, low risk clients;
 reducing the time required to process files to meet established service standard timelines;
and
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clarifying and simplifying application guidelines and processes.

Recommendation #3:
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions review BCAH’s
Performance Measurement Strategy to:


align with the Departmental Results Framework, under development, and collect data on
program impacts; and



collect data on project contributions to GC diversity goals and PCH priorities, including
but not limited to youth, OLMCs, Indigenous communities and projects with a primarily
ethno-cultural or multiculturalism focus.

Recommendation #4
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions review BCAH’s citizen
engagement performance measures in relation to Legacy Fund projects to include indicators that
may better measure the outcomes of legacy projects.
Recommendation #5:
For renovation or restoration projects that impact on a site that is recognized as a national or
provincial historic site or is municipally recognized, it is recommended that the ADM of
Citizenship, Heritage and Regions:



seek attestation of compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation
of Historic Places in Canada from recipients as part of the application process and upon
completion of the project; and
obtain the supporting documentation submitted to P/T or municipal governments to
demonstrate compliance with the Standards and Guidelines, when available.
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1.

Introduction

This is the final report on the evaluation of the Building Communities through Arts and Heritage
(BCAH) program covering the period 2011-2012 to 2014-2015. The evaluation responds to the
requirement for full evaluation coverage of all ongoing programs of Gs&Cs, as per the Financial
Administration Act and the Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS) Policy on Evaluation (2009).
The report is divided into six sections, including this introduction. Section 2 provides a summary
of the BCAH program and the context of this evaluation. Section 3 briefly describes the
evaluation design and the methods used, including the methodological limitations and challenges
encountered. Section 4 presents the main findings of the evaluation related to relevance. Section
5 presents the main findings related to performance, including the achievement of expected
outcomes and efficiency and economy; and section 6 presents the conclusions and
recommendations.

Purpose
This evaluation report is to be used for performance monitoring and measurement purposes by
the Department, and to inform policy and program improvements and any future update to the
program’s Terms and Conditions (Ts&Cs).
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2.

Program profile
Background and context

The BCAH program was launched as a new program in the Department of Canadian Heritage in
2007-2008 in response to the 2007 federal budget which expressed the intent to support local arts
and heritage festivals and small capital projects that placed an emphasis on local engagement. At
the time, the program was comprised of two components: Local Arts and Heritage Festivals and
Community Historical Anniversaries Programming. In August 2009, the Community Historical
Anniversaries Legacy Fund component was added to support larger capital projects that involve
the restoration, renovation or transformation of existing buildings and/or exterior spaces. All
three components place an emphasis on engaging Canadians in their communities through the
performing and visual arts and in the expression, celebration and preservation of local heritage.
In 2014-2015, the program was a subprogram of Program – Engagement and Community
Participation presented in the PCH Program Alignment Architecture (PAA) and contributed to
Strategic Outcome 2: “Canadians share, express and appreciate their Canadian identity”.

Objectives and outcomes
The overall objective of the BCAH is to engage citizens in their communities through the
performing and visual arts and in the expression, celebration and preservation of local historical
heritage.3 The program’s expected results, are articulated in the program’s Terms and Conditions
(Ts&Cs) (2013).
Immediate outcomes
 Local organizations receive financial resources to carry-out local festival, community
anniversary and / or legacy projects in their communities.
Intermediate outcomes:
 Local partners within the community provide support to funded local festival,
community anniversary and / or legacy projects.
 Local citizens are provided with opportunities to engage in their communities through
local arts and heritage.
 Local artists, artisans and/or heritage performers are provided with opportunities to
engage in their communities through local arts and heritage.
 Local citizens have opportunities to be exposed to local arts and heritage.
Ultimate outcomes
 Citizens across the country are engaged in their communities through local arts and
heritage.
In the long term, these outcomes are expected to support the PCH strategic outcome: Canadians
share, express and appreciate their Canadian identity – which, aims to foster a stronger Canadian
identity through active, engaged, inclusive citizenship and recognition of the importance of both
3

Canada, Department of Canadian Heritage, Terms and Conditions for the Building Communities through Arts and
Heritage Program, (Gatineau: Department of Canadian Heritage), 2013.
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linguistic duality and a shared civic identity. Results support the Departmental mandate in which
Canadians take full advantage of dynamic cultural experiences, celebrate their history and
heritage and participate in building creative communities.

Program components
The BCAH program seeks to achieve its objective by providing Gs&Cs to non-profit community
organizations, aboriginal governments or municipal governments to support them in planning
and organizing events and projects that engage citizens in their communities through performing
and visual arts, as well as through the expression, celebration and preservation of local heritage.
The following summarizes each of the components and eligibility requirements for applicants
seeking G&C funding.
Component I – Local Arts and Heritage Festivals (Local Festivals)
The Local Arts and Heritage Festivals component provides funding in support of festivals, events
and activities that engage Canadians in their communities through recurring public presentations
of local artists and/or of local historical heritage. This component provides funding of up to 100
percent of eligible expenses to a maximum of $200,000 for recurring festivals that present the
work of local artists, artisans or performers of local historical heritage; actively involve members
of the local community and are intended for and accessible to the general public. Over the four
years covered by the evaluation, Gs&Cs expenditures averaged $10.6 million per year.
Component II – Community Historical Anniversaries Programming (Community
Anniversaries)
The Community Historical Anniversaries Programming component provides funding in support
of non-recurring events and activities that engage Canadians in their communities through the
commemoration of major anniversaries of significant local events and/or persons. This
component provides funding of up to 100 percent of eligible expenses to a maximum of
$200,000 for non-recurring events, related activities and minor capital projects that
commemorate a significant local historical event or pay tribute to a significant local historical
personality; mark a 100th anniversary or greater in increments of 25 years (e.g. 125th, 150th);
present the work of local artists, artisans or performers of historical heritage; actively involve
members of the local community; and are intended for and accessible to the general public.
Eligible capital projects such as community art projects, restoration of objects, community
history books, statues and murals can be funded up to a maximum $25,000. Over the four years
covered by the evaluation, Gs&Cs expenditures averaged $2.7 million per year.
Component III – Community Historical Anniversaries Legacy Fund (Legacy Fund)
The Community Historical Anniversaries Legacy Fund component provides funding in support
of capital projects that engage Canadians in their communities through the commemoration of
major anniversaries of significant local events and/or persons. The component provides funding
of up to 50 percent of eligible expenses to a maximum of $500,000 for community capital
projects that commemorate a significant local historical event or pay tribute to a significant
historical personality; mark a 100th anniversary or greater, in increments of 25 years (e.g. 125th,
150th); involve the restoration, renovation or transformation of existing building and/or exterior
spaces with local community significance; encourage arts and heritage activities in the
3

community and are intended for and accessible to the general public. Over the four years covered
by the evaluation, Gs&Cs expenditures averaged $3.8 million per year.
In 2013, to align with Government of Canada (GC) priorities, the program’s Ts&Cs were
amended for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund components to include the
commemoration of the 75th anniversary of locally significant events directly related to the
Canadian participation in World War II.

Program management, governance, target groups, key
stakeholders and delivery partners
BCAH is overseen by the Citizen Participation Branch in the Citizenship, Heritage and Regions
Sector at PCH National Headquarters in Gatineau. PCH’s five Regional Offices (Atlantic,
Quebec, Ontario, Prairies and Northern and Western) have primary responsibility for the delivery
of the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries components. The Legacy Fund is delivered
through the Community Engagement Directorate (CED) at National Headquarters.
In addition to delivering the Legacy Fund component, CED plays a significant role in supporting
the delivery of the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries components including: the
development and distribution of learning, information and support materials, program guidelines
and application forms; supporting the regional and national review committees;
reading/monitoring all files; and designing (including testing phases and quality control) and
administering the funding formula for Local Festivals and Anniversaries. Additionally, National
Headquarters participates in and implements corporate initiatives such as the enterprise online
system (EOS), manages the overall budget, develops and updates performance measurement
tools and procedures, and collects, analyzes and reports on results for all components.

Program resources
For the period covered by the evaluation, the program had total Gs&Cs expenditures of
approximately $68.3 million and O&M expenditures of approximately $15.8 million (Table 1).
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Table 1: Budgeted and actual expenditures 2011-2012 to 2014-2015

Grants and Contributions
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Budgeted
Actual

$17,655,000
$17,294,987

$17,655,000
$18,247,207

$17,655,000
$17,793,790

$17,655,000
$14,944,537

$70,620,000
$68,280,521

Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Budgeted
Actual

$4,254,059
$4,205,527

$3,903,065
$4,133,395

$3,658,961
$3,700,496

$3,783,841
$3,713,410

$15,599,926
$15,752,828

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

$21,558,065
$22,380,602

$21,313,961
$21,494,286

$21,438,841
$18,657,947

$86,219,926
$84,033,349

O&M

Total: Grants, Contributions and O&M
Resources

2011-2012

Budgeted
$21,909,059
Actual
$21,500,424
Source: Finance data

Evaluation context
2011 evaluation of BCAH
The program was evaluated in 2011. This evaluation covered the period from 2007-2008 through
2010-2011. It included limited evaluation coverage of the Community Historical Anniversaries
Legacy Fund component as it was a relatively recent addition to the program (launched in
August 2009) at the time of the previous evaluation.
The evaluation of the BCAH validated the need for continued federal support for local festivals
and community anniversary events and projects. The evaluation found that program components
were delivering results, but also pointed to opportunities for improvement to program design and
delivery. Recommendations were made to explore ways to improve the timeliness of the funding
response to recipients and to improve program efficiency by streamlining and automating the
application processes. In addition, the evaluation found the potential for overlap between BCAH
and several other PCH programs, such as the Canada Arts Presentation Fund (CAPF), Cultural
Capitals of Canada, Canada Cultural Spaces Fund (CCSF) and the Celebration and
Commemoration Program (CCP) as they funded similar events and activities; and therefore
recommended examining opportunities for efficiency gains between these programs.
As follow-up to the recommendations the program took a number of actions to improve program
efficiency including simplifying applications and guidelines, and participating in the Gs&Gs
modernization initiative. Reviews of the potential overlap between BCAH and other PCH
programs, completed in 2014, concluded that although PCH programs may share clients or
provide funding for similar expenses, they have different objectives and are designed to fill a
specific niche in the need for support. It was concluded that BCAH was complementary to other
PCH programs.
There have been no substantial changes to the program since the 2011 evaluation.
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3.

Evaluation methodology
Evaluation scope, timing and quality control

The evaluation of BCAH was conducted by ESD with components contributed by the PRG. It
covered the period from 2011-2012 through 2014-2015 and addressed the five core evaluation
issues of relevance and performance, in accordance with the TBS Directive on the Evaluation
Function (2009) (See Appendix A). The evaluation also looked at the program’s design and
delivery, areas for improvement, and performance measurement.

Evaluation questions
An evaluation framework, organized by evaluation issue, with a listing of the methodologies to
be used to address each issue, was developed to support the evaluation (Appendix B).

Evaluation methods
Multiple lines of evidence were used to increase the reliability of the findings. Lines of evidence
were comprised of primary data sources including key informant interviews, on-line surveys of
program recipients and unsuccessful Local Festivals applicants and case studies. Secondary data
sources included reviews of the literature, documents and the program’s administrative
databases. The observations, findings and conclusions of the report are based on more than one
line of evidence, unless otherwise stated. The evaluation included the following data sources:





Literature review: the PRG provided a review of pertinent literature on behalf of ESD and
a scan of similar programs in other jurisdictions. The evaluation team augmented PRG’s
review and incorporated the results into their analysis.
Review of program documents and administrative databases: documents reviewed
included key governmental documents (e.g., Throne Speeches and federal Budget
extracts), departmental documents (e.g., Department Performance Reports (DPRs),
Reports on Plans and Priorities (RPPs)), and program-related documents such as Ts&Cs,
application guidelines and forms, correspondence, and minutes of meetings between
national headquarters and regions. This was combined with a review of two program
databases: an extract from the Grants and Contribution Information Management System
(GCIMS) which yielded financial, project and recipient-specific information; and a
performance database which contained outcome data collected by the program from
recipients’ final reports.
Key informant interviews: interviews were conducted by ESD with 44 key informants
and included program employees from national and regional offices (15), funded
organizations (12), unfunded applicants (6), municipal representatives (3), representatives
from provincial funding programs (5) and experts (3). The evaluation team conducted the
interviews and the analysis and reporting of findings.4

4

The report uses the following rating scale to report the frequency of responses or observations:
All/almost all – findings reflect 90% or more of the observations; Large majority/most – findings reflect 75% but
less than 90% of the observations; Majority - findings reflect at least 51% but less than 75% of the observations;
Half – findings reflect 50% of the observations; Some - findings reflect at least 25% but less than 50% of the
observations; and A few - findings reflect less than 25% of the observations.
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Case studies: seven case studies were conducted, involving three legacy projects – two
involved recognized heritage buildings and one a municipal venue enhancement. Two of
the legacy projects had also received funding through the Community Anniversaries
component. Four case studies were of Local Festivals projects (1 small, 1 medium and 2
large). The methodologies used were interviews and document, website and file reviews.
Interviews included executive directors/lead volunteers of recipient organizations (6),
PCH staff (7), volunteers or artisans (3) and municipal representatives (3).
Surveys of recipients and unfunded festival applicants: ESD and PRG undertook online
surveys of organizations funded under each component. A fourth survey was undertaken
of festival applicants who applied for but were unsuccessful in receiving funding.5 The
evaluation team conducted the analysis of the data compiled by PRG.6

Methodological limitations
Limitations were mitigated by the use of a multi-method approach to generate evidence on the
evaluation questions from more than one line of enquiry and from different (internal and
external) perspectives. These limitations included the following:






The complex scope of the program: BCAH consists of three components, with different
activities and scope but with the same objectives and outcomes. All three program
components have been considered throughout the evaluation and, where possible and
appropriate, findings are discussed in relation to a particular component.
Partial outcome data for Legacy Fund projects approved in 2014-2015: projects can span
several years before a final report with project outcome data is available. Data collected
through surveys and interviews provided additional data for 2014-2015 legacy projects.
Limited information to assess the ultimate outcome of BCAH funding: the program does
not collect data on the ultimate outcome of the program. Anecdotal evidence from the
surveys and interviews provided some information on longer-term outcomes.
Administrative data on funding sources for BCAH-funded projects, other than municipal
and community partners, was not collected by the program making an assessment of
funding overlap and duplication difficult.

Local Festivals survey responses were analyzed by population, using Statistics Canada
definitions, to assess differences between small, medium and large population centres and rural
areas. A similar analysis was not done for Community Anniversaries, Legacy Fund and
unfunded applicants responses. There were too few respondents for results to be generalized.
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Surveys of Anniversaries and Legacy Fund applicants who did not receive funding were not conducted because of
the small numbers. Results would not have been generalizable.
6
423 of 934 organizations funded through the Local Festivals component responded to the survey (45.3%). 76 of
239 organizations funded through the Community Anniversaries component responded to the survey (31.8%). 23 of
59 organizations funded through the Legacy Fund responded to the survey (39%). 83 of 332 organizations that
applied for but did not receive funding responded to the survey (25%).
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4.

Findings - relevance

This section examines the continued need for BCAH and the legitimacy of the federal government’s
role in funding arts and heritage activities as a mechanism for citizen engagement, assesses the
alignment of BCAH with federal and PCH priorities and objectives, and identifies trends.

Core Issue 1: continued need for the program
Evaluation questions














To what extent does BCAH continue to address a demonstrable need?
To what extent is BCAH relevant and responsive to the needs of Canadians?

Key findings
The conditions and challenges under which the BCAH program was formed persist today,
including: few sources of funding, particularly for small communities and for festivals
and events with a citizen engagement focus; the impact of the economy on sources of
funding for arts and heritage activities; and an aging arts and culture and heritage
infrastructure. Changing demographics have impacted on volunteerism.
There is consensus among Canadians that arts and cultural experiences contribute to
community and individual well-being. Among the benefits they provide are a sense of
belonging, increased community pride and social cohesion.
There was consensus among stakeholders interviewed that BCAH is an effective
mechanism to encourage citizen engagement. Recipients view BCAH’s objective and its
outcomes as important for leveraging other sources of funds, offsetting the costs
associated with hiring artists, artisans and heritage performers, supporting volunteers and
making events accessible to the community. However, compared with Local Festivals and
Community Anniversaries, Legacy Fund recipients, were less likely to strongly agree that
BCAH was an effective mechanism to increase citizen engagement.
BCAH was responsive in that it funded all eligible Local Festivals and Community
Anniversaries applicants who achieved the minimum required merit score. Between 20112012 and 2014-2015, overall, BCAH funded 90% of eligible Local Festivals and
Community Anniversaries applicants and 70% of eligible Legacy Fund applicants.
Eligible applicants requested $152.5 million. The federal government provided a
$68.3 million in Gs&Cs. For the four years covered by the evaluation, the average amount
of funding per project relative to the eligible amount requested was 41.3% for Local
Festivals and 44.1% for Community Anniversaries projects. The amount paid to Legacy
Fund recipients, relative to the requested amount, averaged 74%.
During the period covered by the evaluation, BCAH did not target funding to more
vulnerable communities and projects with greater need for funding support and/or
stability or to GC or PCH priority groups. Funding of a small number of large wellestablished festivals impacted on the amount of funding available for smaller festivals.
While generally recipients were satisfied with BCAH, they identified areas where the
program could be more responsive, including: addressing the fluctuations in funding yearto-year for recurrent festivals; the level of funding received relative to the eligible amount
requested; and improving the timeliness and timing of notification of funding decisions
(See section 5.3).
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The number of applications for BCAH funding has declined in the last two years of the
evaluation period, particularly for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund
components. Monitoring and further analysis is required to determine the reasons for the
decline.

The evaluation findings illustrated that there is a continuing need for public investment in arts
and heritage activities that support citizen engagement. This section discusses the current
environment, the factors that contribute to the on-going need for federal investment, the benefits
of arts and heritage to Canadians and the program’s responsiveness to recipient needs.
BCAH was created in 2007 to address gaps for festivals and events in Canada, including:







A lack of federal programming to support non-professional performing arts festivals,
community historic events or arts and heritage festivals;
Gaps in funding for festivals and events with building community, social development or
community engagement objectives. Federal funding through regional development
agencies, as well as funding from other levels of government, tended to focus on largescale events of economic significance rather than small-scale celebrations of culture or
heritage that sought to build community;
Funding gaps for smaller communities and for smaller volunteer-driven events. While
well-known, large-scale events were found to have greater access to government and
corporate funding based on their greater visibility and tourism potential, smaller events,
run by volunteers or not-for-profit organizations were not always able to obtain funding
from government or corporate sources given their smaller scale; and
Instability for festivals and events of all sizes due to financial instability, rising costs, and
competition for tourist dollars and corporate support.

The Community Historical Anniversaries Legacy Fund component was introduced in 2009-2010
to support larger capital projects, involving the restoration, renovation or transformation of
existing buildings and/or exterior spaces that engage Canadians in their communities through the
commemoration of major anniversaries of significant local events and/or persons.
The funding gaps which led to federal support for BCAH persist. Small festivals and
smaller communities may have a greater need for funding than their larger counterparts.
Factors such as a lack of funding for arts and heritage generally, and more specifically for small
festivals and for citizen engagement, the impact of a decline in provincial and territorial (P/T)
arts and heritage budgets, aging infrastructure, and changing demographics point to a continued
need for the federal government to support arts and heritage activities with the goal of citizen
engagement.
Generally P/T funding for arts and heritage projects and activities has remained stagnant or
declined in recent years as most P/Ts introduced restraint measures in efforts to balance their
budgets. A 2015-2016 analysis of P/T budgets suggests that overall, the pattern of restraint and
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cutbacks of previous years continues.7 This financial instability continues to present challenges
to festivals and events generally.
Evidence from the literature, recipient surveys, case studies and stakeholder interviews indicated
that smaller communities and rural areas, in particular, have suffered from the economic
downturn and continue to experience challenges in securing financial and human resources for
their arts and heritage projects. As noted in the literature, festivals and projects in rural
communities tend to be small, and are less likely to align with and be eligible for funding under
P/T tourism investment strategies. These communities “feel they are overlooked by city-centric
funding approaches”.8 Stakeholder interviews and survey results indicated that smaller
communities often rely on fewer community partners and the availability of funding is often
contingent on the local economic climate and the level of competition for funding among nonprofit organizations in their communities.
All PCH officials and provincial and municipal representatives interviewed agreed that there
continues to be a need for federal support due to lack of funding generally, but more specifically
for small local festivals. Almost all PCH officials pointed to the circumstances leading to federal
involvement, confirming that BCAH was created to address the need to fund small festivals in
smaller communities. The majority of respondents noted that there is still a need as there is no
other federal funding support for this type of festival.
The funding provided through the Local Festivals component is incremental in that most projects
would have proceeded, but with a reduced scope, without BCAH funding. None of the Local
Festivals recipients surveyed who had received festival funding in one year but not in a previous
or subsequent year cancelled their festival in the year that they did not secure BCAH funding.
However, only a few proceeded with their festival as planned (14%). Festivals in large urban
(21%) and medium (17%) population centres were more likely to proceed as planned compared
with small population centres (13%) and rural areas (0%). The majority reduced the scope or
modified their activities (66%) and/or reduced their local programming (52%). Elements
specifically targeted by BCAH funding, such as attracting, hiring and reimbursing artists,
artisans and heritage performers, were reduced. Survey results showed that 7% of applicants who
had applied for but never secured BCAH funding cancelled their festival.
Evaluation findings also suggested that some smaller festivals and events in small communities
were at greater risk without BCAH funding. Although recipients from rural areas and small
population centres also mentioned reducing local artists, they were more likely to mention that
the festival could not grow or was in decline, or that the event was at risk. The case studies also
suggested a greater need for support from BCAH among small festivals. Interviews conducted as
part of the four festival case studies, indicated that the two large and the medium sized festival
would have taken place without BCAH funding, albeit with a reduced scope. However, the small
festival would not have happened without support from BCAH.
7

M. Sharon Jeannotte and Alain Pineau, In Search of A Creative Economy: Analyses of the Provincial and
Territorial 2015-2016 Budgets from the Perspective of Arts, Culture and Heritage, (Ottawa: Centre on Governance,
University of Ottawa), 2015.
8
Nancy Duxbury, “Developing and Revitalizing Rural Communities through Arts and Culture,” Small Cities
Imprint 3, 1 (2011): 111-122.
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There is a continued need for support to organizations to restore, renovate or transform
existing buildings or exterior spaces.
The continued need for support for capital projects that involve the restoration, renovation or
transformation of existing building and/or exterior spaces with local community significance was
supported by the literature, through interviews and by the case studies which indicated
community infrastructure generally, including arts and heritage infrastructure, is suffering from
years of neglect and that there is a pent-up need for facilities repair and replacement across
Canada. A Federation of Canadian Municipalities report in 2007 noted that there was a
$40.2 billion sub-deficit for community, recreational, cultural and social infrastructure, and
concluded that many of the facilities needed immediate attention.9 Many heritage facilities have
outgrown their original buildings and are having difficulty managing their collections and
exhibiting collections in adequate conditions. Another theme that emerged from the literature is
that infrastructure needs have changed as most facilities were built as single purpose entities and
are now multi-purpose in nature necessitating retrofits and refurbishments. Small and mediumsized cultural organizations have indicated being cut out of major infrastructure programs
because they are “unlikely to be considered a “major” provincial cultural or tourist attraction”
and are “generally not able to attract corporate and individual support at the high level of their
larger colleagues”.10,11
The need for infrastructure spending has not abated. One provincial representative referenced an
infrastructure study done in his province in the 1990’s that showed that at that time the
province’s facilities (including cultural infrastructure) were ten years beyond their life
expectancy. He estimated that facilities are now 20 years beyond their life expectancy and the
situation has not improved. A 2012 evaluation of Parks Canada’s National Cost-Sharing Program
for Heritage Places (NCSHP)12 found the demand for funding exceeded resources in each round
of funding, with no more than 60% of eligible recipients receiving funding in any given year.13
The case studies of two legacy projects found that there is a greater need for funding support to
heritage restoration projects than municipal venue enhancement projects. BCAH funding enabled
organizations to leverage funding from other private and public sponsors for the legacy-funded
work on a recognized heritage building. While the municipal venue enhancement project would
have proceeded without BCAH funding, the heritage restoration project would not have.

Saeed Mirza, Danger Ahead: The Coming Collapse of Canada’s Municipal Infrastructure, (Ottawa: Federation of
Canadian Municipalities), 2007.
10
M. Sharon Jeannotte, The State of Cultural Infrastructure: Policy and Issues Dialogue. Regional Roundtable
Background Paper – Ontario, (Vancouver: Simon Fraser University, Centre of Expertise for Culture and
Communities), 2007.
11
M. Sharon Jeannotte and Nancy Duxbury, The State of Cultural Infrastructure in Canada, 2008.
12
The National Historic Sites Cost-Sharing Program assists recipients in conducting activities aimed at ensuring the
commemorative integrity of non-federally owned or administered national historic sites. The Program provides financial
contributions to eligible recipients that share the costs of works necessary to ensure the physical health of a national
historic site and to ensure Canadians understand the importance of the site and its role in the history of Canada.
13
Canada, Parks Canada, Evaluation of Parks Canada's National Historic Sites Cost-Sharing Program, (Gatineau:
Parks Canada), November 2012.
9
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There are few sources of funding with the primary objective of building community, social
development or citizen engagement.
There are a few other programs at the provincial level with the explicit objective of building
community, social development or citizen engagement. British Columbia, Manitoba and Ontario
have programs aimed at events that build community spirit, have a clear community or cultural
benefit, encourage youth participation and leadership or foster a sense of identity and pride.
However, major funding for many programs offered by other levels of government are to
promote the economy or tourism, to support professional artists, to cover operating costs or to
support specific activities, such as marketing. For example, Alberta, Ontario, Nova Scotia, and
Prince Edward Island have festival and event programming which have as their primary
objective economic growth and/or increased tourism. Often small communities are not eligible
for these funding sources.
Except for Newfoundland and Labrador’s Cultural Events Fund, which provides funding for
significant anniversary commemorations, P/T programs related to commemorative anniversaries
focus on celebrating, conserving and commemorating local, provincial or national history, and
are not usually tied to specific events.
These findings from the scan of programs in other Canadian jurisdictions were supported by
interviews with representatives from P/T funding programs and municipal governments.
Provincial representatives confirmed that the primary focus of their funding programs for
festivals is to stimulate economic development and tourism whereas all municipal
representatives commented on the lack of municipal financial resources to support the types of
events and projects supported by BCAH. Municipal representatives indicated that municipal
support generally has the goal to get people together, to highlight the history of the community,
and to attract people from outside as well as from within the community.
Volunteerism in Canada is declining
Many BCAH recipients reported that their volunteer pool is aging and that they have
encountered challenges recruiting and retaining volunteers. They identified the need to attract a
new generation of volunteers. These challenges are supported by a recent report by Statistics
Canada on Giving, Volunteering and Participating, based on data from the 2013 General Social
Survey (GSS). This report highlighted the need to encourage volunteering in Canada. The total
number of volunteers in 2013 was 4% lower than in 2010, despite an increase in the population
aged 15 years and older. The survey also noted that, like the general population, volunteers are
aging.14
Engaging citizens in their communities through arts and heritage benefits Canadians in
many ways, among them promoting social cohesion and a sense of belonging and increased
community pride.

14

Martin Turcotte, Volunteering and Charitable Giving in Canada, (Ottawa: Statistics Canada), 16 March 2016.
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Using public involvement in arts and heritage activities as a mechanism for citizen engagement,
was based on research showing communities thrive if they have an engaged citizenry that feels a
strong sense of identity and attachment to their communities.
The evaluation evidence indicated that arts and heritage experiences generate benefits for
individuals and communities and ultimately Canada. Recent literature suggests that bringing
people together to work on a common project or
objective contributes to “social cohesion” or social
capital” and to increasing social trust, reciprocity, a
sense of belonging in communities, a sense of place
and increased community pride and enhanced
“Festivals and events have impacts that go
well beyond what can be measured in
community image.15,16,17,18,19
economic terms. They contribute to the
quality of life across Canada by
strengthening communities, providing
unique activities and events, building
awareness of diverse cultures and
identities, and acting as a source of
community pride.”
(Government of
Alberta, 2011)

Some provincial funding sources also recognize the
contribution of arts and culture to the achievement
of social benefits. For instance, Quebec’s Ministry
of Culture and Communications notes in its
principles and objectives “culture is a vector for
democracy, intercultural dialogue and social
cohesion” and the Ministry of Community Sport and
Cultural Development of British Columbia has as a goal for arts and culture which states
“communities are culturally rich and foster sustainable jobs, economic growth and a vibrant
social fabric.” 20

BCAH’s objective to engage citizens in their communities through arts and heritage and its
outcomes continue to be relevant to Canadians and recipients. However, BCAH’s objective
and outcomes may be less relevant to Legacy Fund recipients.
The 2012 Arts and Heritage in Canada: Access and Availability Survey showed consensus
among Canadians on the benefits of arts and culture to communities with large majorities either
“strongly” or “somewhat” agreeing that “Arts experiences are a valuable way of bringing
together people from different languages and cultural traditions” (93%); “Arts and cultural
activities in a community make it a better place to live” (91%); “Exposure to arts and culture is
important to individual well-being” (90%);“Arts and culture help us express and define what it
15

Huiting Wu, Social Impact of Volunteerism, (Atlanta: Points of Light Institute), 2011.
Greg Richards and Robert Palmer, Eventful Cities: Cultural Management and Urban Revitalisation, (Oxford:
Butterworth-Heinemann), 2010.
17
Dr. Bernadette Quinn and Dr. Linda Wilks, “Exploring social capital in the festival landscape”, (Stavanger,
Norway: Global Events Congress,), June 2012.
18
Jodie George, Rosie Roberts and Jessica Pacella, “‘Whose Festival?’ Examining question of participation, access
and ownership in rural festivals”, Exploring Community Festivals and Events, edited by Allan Jepson and Alan
Clarke, (New York: Routledge), 2014.
19
Jennifer Laing and Judith Mair, “Music festivals and social inclusion – the festival organizer’s perspectives”,
Leisure Sciences 37, 3 (2015), 252-253.
20
M. Sharon Jeannotte and Alain Pineau, Culture in the Balance – Analysis of the Provincial and Territorial 20142015 Budgets from the Perspective of Arts Culture and Heritage, (Ottawa: Centre on Governance: University of
Ottawa), 2015.
16

13

means to be Canadian” (87%)“Arts and cultural activities are important to a community’s
economic well-being” (86%); and “It’s important to support the arts by volunteering or donating
funds or goods” (81%).21
BCAH’s objective also continues to be relevant to recipients. A large majority of survey
respondents – local festivals (89%), community anniversaries (89%) and unfunded festivals
(93%) – strongly agreed that local festivals, commemorative events or capital projects were
effective mechanisms to increase the engagement of citizens in their communities. However,
BCAH’s objective may be less relevant to Legacy Fund recipients, with only 71% strongly
agreeing and 29% agreeing to “a moderate extent”.
There were variations among survey responses on the relevance of BCAH funding on the
achievement of the intermediate outcomes. The majority of respondents to all four surveys
identified BCAH as very important to encouraging local partners to support their project or event
and to encouraging citizens to attend events or projects (68%-82%). Local Festivals respondents
(funded and unfunded) were the least likely to agree that BCAH funding was very important.
Almost all Local Festivals recipients (95%), unfunded festival applicants (97%) and Community
Anniversaries recipients (90%) indicated that BCAH funding was very important to providing
opportunities for local artists, artisans and heritage performers to perform and present their work.
Similarly, the majority (73%-82%) indicated BCAH was very important to encouraging
engagement of citizens in their communities through volunteerism. However, Legacy Fund
recipients surveyed were significantly less likely than other survey respondents to rate BCAH
funding as “very important” to providing opportunities to local artists, artisans or heritage
performers to perform and present their work (71%) or to encouraging involvement of citizens in
their communities through volunteerism (53%).
Compared with large urban, medium and small population centres, Local Festival survey
respondents from rural communities were somewhat more likely to rate BCAH funding as very
important to encouraging: involvement of citizens in their communities through volunteerism
(82% versus 68%-75%), local partners to support festivals (73% versus 62%-70%) and citizens
in their communities to attend festivals (89% versus 81%-83%) and to providing opportunities to
local artists, artisans and heritage performers to perform and present their work (90% versus
81%-83%).
There was consensus among the majority of PCH officials, municipal and provincial
representatives, recipients and unfunded applicants that BCAH-funded events and projects are
effective mechanisms to increase citizen engagement in their communities. However, the
majority of PCH officials also identified social and cultural benefits including: connecting and
bringing people together; preserving and maintaining arts and culture in a community; creating a
sense of belonging which leads to stronger, safer and healthier communities; creating
opportunities for citizens to participate, become involved and to give back; promoting a sense of
pride and attachment to the community; and providing the opportunity to celebrate ones identity.
The majority of P/T and municipal representatives also agreed that BCAH was an effective
mechanism for encouraging engagement of community members and organizations, noting that
21

Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc., Arts and Heritage in Canada: Access and Availability Survey, (Hamilton:
Hill Strategies Research Inc.), 2012.
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BCAH-funded projects help to increase the dynamism of the community and connect and bring
people together. Others saw BCAH as an effective mechanism to educate the community about
its history or to present and preserve arts and culture in a community. Legacy Fund recipients
indicated that BCAH is an effective mechanism to support renovation or maintenance of a
building and were less likely to characterize their project in citizen engagement terms.
BCAH has been responsive to the funding needs of organizations by funding almost all
eligible Local Festival and Community Anniversaries applicants who achieve the minimum
required merit score. However, the number of applications for BCAH funding, particularly
for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund components, decreased in the last two
years of the evaluation period.
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015 of the 4582 applications received in the four years covered
by the evaluation PCH approved 3434 projects (75%) for funding. A proportion of these files
were ineligible, did not meet the required merit score or were subsequently withdrawn. BCAH
funded 3336 projects, 90% of eligible Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals applicants
and approximately 70% of eligible Legacy Fund applicants.22 Successful applicants requested
approximately $152.5 million and the federal government provided a total of $68.3 million in
Gs&Cs (Appendix D: Table 2). The average amount of funding per project relative to the eligible
amount requested for the four years covered by the evaluation was 41.3% for Local Festivals and
44.1% for Community Anniversaries projects. For Legacy Fund projects, the amount paid to the
recipient relative to requested amount averaged 74%.23
While, the BCAH Local Festival component continued to attract a large number of applications,
the program has received fewer applications in the last two years of the evaluation period for all
three components. A review of 2015-2016 applications indicated that the number of applications
has remained at the levels of the last two years of the evaluation period.
The decrease in applications was more significant for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy
Fund components. An analysis of the administrative data indicated that the Community
Anniversaries component experienced minor fluctuations in the years between 2008-2009 and
2012-2013, with between 143 and 176 applications per year. The decrease to 56 applications in
2013-2014 and 52 applications in 2014-2015 is a more recent phenomenon.
The Legacy Fund had a higher number of applications following the introduction of the
component (82 in 2010-2011 and 71 in 2011-2012 compared with 42 applications in 2012-2013),
possibly because Community Anniversaries applicants were encouraged to apply to the Legacy
Fund if it was determined to be a more suitable fit. Without further analysis it is difficult to
conclude that the fewer applications is a trend or that the lower numbers in recent years is the
norm.
22

BCAH funded approximately 90% of Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries applicants and approximately
70% of eligible Legacy Fund applicants. Due to missing data, the outcome of 27 of 167 Legacy applications (16%)
is unknown. The majority of applications that were not approved for funding did not meet either the eligibility
requirements or the required merit score.
23
The GCIMS and program database do not include data on the total eligible amount requested for Legacy Fund
projects.
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Evidence from the document review, interviews and recipient surveys suggested that a
combination of factors may be contributing to the decline in applications. Program staff indicated
that the decline in applicants to the Local Festivals component may be due to a normal maturing
of the program as ineligible festivals or festivals that have been found ineligible once are now
unlikely to reapply and as some festivals have grown, they have become venues for more
professional, non-local artists and, therefore, no longer meet the program’s eligibility criteria.
The decline in applicants to the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund component may be
due to the nature of the projects, as the eligibility requirements require projects to be linked to a
100th anniversary or greater in increments of 25 years (e.g. 125th, 150th), such as the
establishments of towns; therefore, trends in applications are influenced by “fluctuations in
history”.
A few PCH officials indicated that BCAH is not reaching certain groups such as recent
immigrants and Aboriginal communities. In the case of Aboriginal groups, it may be difficult for
them to demonstrate that their event marks a 100th anniversary or greater. As explained by one
PCH respondent, “there may be things that could have been celebrated in the Aboriginal side but
BCAH requires dates and evidence to be eligible. Aboriginal people have more of an oral
tradition and not a written one. For example, the Commemoration Policy Directive in the Indian
Residential Schools Settlement Agreement, for funding to commemorative projects proposed by
Aboriginal people between 2011 and 2013, did not require reference to a particular year or
anniversary. In a section entitled “Public memory: dialogue, the arts, and commemoration” the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission final report (2015) refers to commemoration as “repairing
and revitalizing individual, family, and community memory.”24 A few PCH respondents also
suggested that since Pow Wows are the main form of celebration for Aboriginal people and as
they often have a competitive component, they are not always eligible for BCAH funding.
Based on evidence from recipient surveys and interviews, some applicants to the Local Festivals
component may be discouraged from (re)applying because of the complexity and level of effort
associated with the application relative to the amount of funding received; the amounts awarded
are so small that they do not meet recipient needs; or the timing of the notification of the funding
decision and the fluctuations in the level of funding year to year make planning difficult,
discouraging some recurrent recipients from reapplying.
The decline in applications for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund components in
the context of the state of arts and heritage infrastructure in Canada suggests that PCH regional
offices could engage with other levels of government in their regions to identify and prioritize
potential sites for investment. The majority of PCH officials interviewed suggested that the
program could be more strategic in its outreach to organizations and groups that may not be
aware of BCAH such as youth and immigrant or Indigenous communities or for certain
components. One external expert suggested that the tri-level meetings25 could be a forum for
24,

Truth and Reconciliation Commission, “Public memory: Dialogue, the arts, and commemoration”: Final Report
of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada Volume 6, 2015, p. 268.
25
Comprised of federal, provincial and municipal representatives, tri-level funders meetings are a regular and
ongoing mechanism that occurs in each province involving the three levels of government which are funding the arts
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information-sharing and the prioritization and coordination of infrastructure projects. However,
any actions taken by the program to increase uptake requires a balancing of available funds with
the demand for funding.
Funding to large well-established festivals has an impact on the amount of funding
available for smaller festivals.
One of the gaps leading to the creation of BCAH was the need for funding for smaller
communities and for smaller volunteer-driven events. In interviews, the majority of PCH
officials highlighted the continued gap in funding between cities and rural areas, big and small
festivals and big and small communities. A few Local Festivals recipients surveyed suggested
that the distribution of BCAH funding should favor smaller municipalities or rural areas because
smaller rural organizations have difficulty raising funds for their festivals while large festivals
are better able to acquire corporate support.
One impact of the approach to fund all eligible Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries
applicants that achieve the minimum merit score, highlighted by some program staff, is that the
program does not target funding to support projects that are more vulnerable or require funding
support and/or stability or specific priority groups. Some additional support is provided to small
festivals insofar as those that request small amounts of funding are automatically topped-up to
$2000. However, small festivals or festivals in small communities compete for limited funding
with larger, successful and well-established festivals. Festivals with large total project expenses
generally have higher eligible expenses and request and receive more funding. Administrative
data on the distribution of funding for BCAH festivals showed that the smallest 914 projects
(defined as having total project expenses less than $50,000) represented 32% of all projects but
received less funding ($3.7 million) combined than the largest 95 projects (defined as having
project expenses greater than $1 million), representing 3% of total projects, which received about
$6.5 million, or 16% of the total Festivals funding (Appendix D: Table 4). For festivals with
large project expenses, BCAH funding often represented a small percentage of their total project
budgets.
The administrative data also showed that many of these large festivals have had a lengthy
funding history with BCAH. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, of the 95 large festivals
45 were recurrent. Of these 45 festivals, 33% received funding for seven years and another 16%
received funding for six years. A similar analysis for small festivals found that, compared with
large festivals, a smaller proportion of small festivals received funding for an extended period of
time. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, of the 914 small festivals, 457 were recurrent. Of
these 457 festivals, 12% received funding for seven years and another 14% received funding for
six years.

Survey results suggest that organizations in urban and medium population centres may rely less
on Local Festivals funding than rural areas and small population centres. Fewer respondents
from large urban (70%) and medium (66%) population centres indicated that BCAH funding
enabled them to undertake their festivals to a great extent compared with respondents from rural
(Canada Council and regional PCH staff are federal representatives) where program design and delivery discussions
occur.
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areas (80%). Respondents from rural areas (28%) and small population centres (9%) were also
more likely to indicate that their festival would not have taken place without BCAH funding
compared with respondents from large urban (4%) or medium (5%) population centres.
These findings suggest that consideration be given to examining the funding amounts to large
well-established festivals with a view to “graduating” them from BCAH, so that funds can be
redirected to address the needs of smaller festivals or smaller communities, or potentially to
support GC diversity objectives and PCH priority groups including youth and ethno-cultural and
Indigenous Canadians.
Emerging trends
Although several emerging trends were identified, each represents a unique response and no
overall trend emerged. According to the experience of an international expert on festivals,
consulted for this evaluation, the dominant focus of many governments from a global perspective
in the past twenty years has been attempts to measure how festivals contribute economically to
communities. More recently, he has observed that the focus has broadened slightly to include the
goals of community-building and place-making and to target children, hard-to-reach groups and
minorities. There is also a trend toward festivals and events that make a concerted effort to
maximize attendance through explicit audience development strategies, or active audience
involvement in policy direction and management.
P/T and municipal representatives noted the increased popularity of multicultural festivals as an
important venue to celebrate a group’s a cultural identity; more engagement with new artists and
with Indigenous artists; the emergence of a new type of festival put on by promoters26 –
“bringing artists from around the world and they take over the valley; people camp (40,000). It is
very commercial…but in the landscape of BC it is a big change…Even more established
festivals are saying it is having an impact on them. It is not direct competition but it certainly is
targeting our younger people”; an increase in the number of festivals occurring in small
communities, often as a way of defining themselves as a destination; new technologies which are
redefining festivals; and an increased appetite for festivals with existing festivals wanting to
grow and to feature higher quality professional performers or artists.
The literature supports the observations of key informants that small communities, in their efforts
to diversify their economic base are using festivals as a way of defining themselves as a tourist
destination.27,28,29 As noted by one author, arts and cultural activities can play an important role
in the process of community adaptation, development and reinvention: “As rural and small
communities adjust to dynamically changing situations, and position (or re-position) themselves
26

Examples of such festivals are the Mountain Man Music Festival and Lollë Wanderlust.
Nancy Duxbury and Heather Campbell, “Developing and Revitalizing Rural Communities through Arts and
Culture”, Small Cities Imprint Vol. 2, No. 1,(2011), pp.111-122.
28
Federation of Canadian Municipalities, Policy Statement – Rural Communities, (Ottawa: Federation of Canadian
Municipalities), 2015.
29
Kevin M Stolarick, Mark Denstedt, Betsy Donald and Gregory M Spencer, “Creativity, Tourism and Economic
Development in a Rural Context: the case of Prince Edward County”, Journal of Rural and Community
Development Vol 5. No. 1 (2010), pp.238-253.
27
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for the future, cultural activities and creative enterprises are increasingly considered as an
important element in the sustainability of the community as well as a key in its transition.”30
BCAH does not explicitly target or collect data on the engagement of specific groups such as
youth or Indigenous or ethno-cultural groups. However, in describing their festivals about 25%
(96/379) reported their festival as being multi-cultural/ intercultural (23), celebrating
Francophone, Acadian, First Nations or Métis heritage (37) or celebrating their ethno-cultural
heritage (36). Eighteen ethno-cultural groups were represented in these 36 responses.
The literature suggests that multicultural festivals play a significant role as “one instrument in the
development and inculcation of successful multiculturalism.”31 The international expert
interviewed noted that “provincial or municipal festivals, and cities are finding the need to
review their identity in a world … which is changing significantly in a demographic point of
view, largely from immigration. Cities that were one kind of place 25 years ago are a very
different place now, and are using festivals and events as a means of negotiating that change,
along with many other tools, to shift the image to be in direct relationship with the reality of the
place.”

Core issue 2: alignment with Government priorities
Evaluation question
To what extent is BCAH aligned with:

Federal government priorities; and

PCH strategic outcomes?

Key findings
 BCAH supported GC priorities with respect to supporting and investing in vibrant
communities and celebrating/supporting our arts and cultural communities, as
expressed in successive federal budgets.
 BCAH aligned with the Whole-of-Government Framework, within the Social
Affairs spending area, which outlines support for initiatives that result in a vibrant
Canadian culture and heritage.
 The program aligned with the Department of Canadian Heritage’s Strategic
Outcome 2: “Canadians share, express and appreciate their Canadian identity” and
two departmental priorities – bringing Canadians together: investing in our
communities and celebrating our history and heritage.
Government of Canada priorities
BCAH supported GC priorities with respect to supporting/investing in vibrant communities and
celebrating/supporting our arts and cultural communities, as expressed in successive federal
budgets (2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014).

30

Duxbury, 2011.
Insun Sunny Lee, Charles Arcodia, and Timothy Jeonglyeol Lee, “Key Characteristics of Multicultural Festivals:
A Critical Review of the Literature” Event Management Vol. 16, (2012), pp. 93–101.
31
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BCAH also aligned with the Whole-of-Government Framework, within the Social Affairs
spending area, resulting in a vibrant Canadian culture and heritage.32
BCAH has demonstrated flexibility in supporting GC priorities. In response to the 2013 Budget,
the BCAH’s terms and conditions and application guidelines were modified so that effective
January 2014 – March 31, 2017, eligible Community Anniversaries Programming and Legacy
Fund projects can include commemoration of 75th anniversary events directly related to
Canadian participation in World War II. In 2014 the program funded projects that
commemorated milestones on The Road to 2017, thereby aligning some of its projects with the
GC priorities and the PCH priority – Celebrating our History and Heritage.
Strategic priorities and outcomes
The PCH DPRs and RPPs associated with the period covered by the evaluation indicate that the
objectives and outcomes of the program were closely aligned with PCH’s strategic outcomes.
BCAH is a subprogram under Program: Engagement and Community Participation. This
program activity aims to ensure that Canadians are engaged and have the opportunity to
participate in the civil, social and cultural aspects of life in Canada and in their communities.
This is accomplished through, among other things, funding programs and initiatives that support
the efforts of communities to build stronger citizen engagement and social inclusion through the
performing and visual arts; and the expression and celebration and preservation of local heritage.
This program activity aims to provide social benefits in contributing to the preservation of the
history and identity of Canada’s diverse communities, while offering a way for traditions and
identities to evolve over time. The program activity supports the Department’s mandate to
strengthen Canadian identity and values and build attachment to Canada.
According to the 2014-2015 Departmental Program Activity Architecture (PAA) BCAH aligned
with the PCH Strategic Outcome 2: “Canadians share, express and appreciate their Canadian
identity”. This speaks to the importance of arts and culture in helping build stronger communities
by bringing people together through shared artistic experiences.33
BCAH also supported two Departmental priorities: Celebrating our History and Heritage and
Bringing Canadians Together: Investing in Our Communities. As noted in the 2014-2015 RPP,
the priority Bringing Canadians Together supports activities that are grounded in local and
community realities so as to encourage the sharing of our diverse cultural expressions and
understanding of our history and heritage. This helps to connect communities, contribute to
healthy and vibrant communities and develop a strong sense of Canadian identity.

32
33

Canada, Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Whole-of-Government Framework.
Department of Canadian Heritage, Report on Plans and Priorities 2014-15, (Gatineau: Department of Canadian
Heritage), 2015.
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Core issue 3: alignment with federal roles and responsibilities
Evaluation question
To what extent is BCAH aligned with federal roles and responsibilities?

Key findings
 The delivery of the BCAH is an appropriate role for the federal government,
notably due to its interests in engaging citizens in civic life, in fostering pride and
attachment and in promoting Canada’s arts and heritage sectors, as well as due to
the lack of alternate sources of funding, generally and in particular for events and
projects with a citizen engagement objective.
Ensuring that Canadians have continued access to arts and heritage experiences and are
engaged in their communities is an appropriate role for the federal government.
BCAH’s objectives support the Minister of Canadian Heritage in exercising her powers, duties
and functions relating to Canadian identity and values, cultural development and heritage. In
exercising the powers and performing the duties and functions assigned by section 4, the
Minister shall (a) initiate, recommend, coordinate, implement and promote national policies,
projects and programs with respect to Canadian identity and values, cultural development and
heritage (section 5(a)).34
BCAH supports the Departmental Mission and its roles and responsibilities, as derived from its
legislative mandate by promoting an environment in which all Canadians take full advantage of
dynamic cultural experiences, celebrate their history and heritage and participate in building
creative communities. BCAH’s focus on citizen participation, actively contributes to the mandate
of the Citizenship, Heritage and Regions Sector which encourages “Canadians to get engaged in
the civic life of their community and of Canada, while respecting and recognizing the
multiplicity and the complexity of their attachments, to broaden their knowledge of Canada and
its history and to acquire experiences that deepen their identity as Canadians.”
Canadians believe that the federal government, as well as other levels of government, have a
responsibility to ensure access to programs and activities that promote arts and heritage across
Canada. The Arts and Heritage Access and Accessibility survey (2012) shows that a large
majority of Canadians agreed that governments should: help ‘protect and preserve Canada’s
heritage (95%); promote awareness of Canadian arts and cultural events and activities (91%);
provide support for arts and culture in Canada (90%); partner ‘with others to ensure that there are
enough arts and cultural facilities to serve the public (89%); and provide “incentives to promote
private sector support for arts and culture” (85%).35
The vast majority of interview respondents, notably both PCH staff and external stakeholders,
agreed that investing in building stronger citizen engagement in communities through arts and
culture is a legitimate federal government role. A few noted that all levels of government should
34

Government of Canada, Department of Canadian Heritage Act, S.C. 1995, c. 11 section 4
Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc., Arts and Heritage in Canada: Access and Availability Survey 2012. For the
Department of Canadian Heritage, 2012.
35
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be involved. PCH stakeholders supported a federal role on the basis that it promoted Canadian
arts and heritage, encouraged a Canadian identity; promoted attachment and pride to be
Canadian; promoted inclusivity36 and provided the credibility necessary for organizations to
attract other sources of funds.
All provincial and municipal representatives, unfunded applicants and funded recipients
supported a federal role. The majority cited the lack of available funding for local festivals,
commemorative anniversaries and legacy projects as the primary reason for a federal role.
Recipients mentioned the importance of federal funding as leverage to secure funding from other
sources. A few recipients also noted that BCAH’s focus on culture and history with the goal of
promoting a national identity is an appropriate role for the federal government.
While community development is a provincial responsibility, stakeholders perceive the federal
funding to be complementary to the other sources of funding. BCAH’s Gs&Cs are a key policy
lever for the federal government to support citizen engagement in their communities while
promoting arts and heritage. BCAH funding acts as catalyst to encourage organisations to forge
financial partnerships and to stimulate citizen participation in arts and heritage activities.
Key informants identified other potential roles, aside from funder, that could be played by the
federal government. A majority of PCH officials (8/9) interviewed noted that building capacity
in organizations with lower capacity is another role that the federal government could play.
Examples included advising recipients how to do budgets, develop their citizen engagement
strategies such as volunteer recruitment or to find new sources of community funding; providing
seminars on preparing grant applications, noting that some of their other funders provide this
service; and facilitating the sharing of best practices among recipients. A few PCH officials
noted that this is already done but is not recognized.
From the perspective of an international expert in the field of festivals and events, the federal
government should play a complementary role, to attempt to innovate through filling gaps such
as supporting initiatives which are new and not yet in the position to access other funding
sources, that address children, or diversity, or hard-to-reach audiences, that create a crosscountry learning environment, are of significance due to size or scale that are out of the ability of
local funders to support, or which have national significance. The role of a federal agency should
be strategic – to stimulate or incentivize rather than replace funding that should come from the
more local stream; it could be contrary to encouraging local authorities to take festivals and
events more seriously if federal funding is there to replace, rather than encourage or increase
sustainability of local funding. Another potential role for the federal government is to encourage
learning, through the collection of evidence-based examples and knowledge transfer, which
could include developing a comprehensive web-site with materials that are gleaned, best
practices, case studies and stories from individual festivals. Finally, the federal government
could have a role in identifying skill shortages; soliciting sponsorships, marketing; building
audiences; or advising on how to involve the local community more in managing the festival.

36

PCH officials defined inclusivity as funding all eligible applicants which helps to fill the funding gap for smaller
organizations and organizations in rural areas.
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In response to the GC deficit reduction exercise in recent years, the BCAH program has
streamlined processes and modified activities to operate more efficiently. The proposed activities
associated with the potential capacity-building role, as suggested by key informants, would
represent a departure from the current mandate and activities of the program. Any consideration
of these additional responsibilities would require an analysis of feasibility, particularly the
capacity to assume an enhanced role and need, given that the evaluation had demonstrated that
the program is achieving its outcomes.
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5.

Findings – performance

The following sections present the major evaluation findings related to the program’s
effectiveness, efficiency and economy and other evaluation issues, including: design and
delivery, performance measurement and official languages.

Core issue 4: achievement of expected outcomes
Achievement of immediate outcomes
Evaluation question
To what extent BCAH achieve its immediate outcome?
 Local organizations receive financial resources to carry out local festivals, community
anniversaries or legacy projects in their communities.

Key findings
 Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, 3336 BCAH projects received approximately
$68.3 million in PCH funding.
 BCAH funding has helped recipients offset the costs associated with engaging
artists, artisans and heritage performers and with supporting volunteers by providing
a sometimes vital amount of funding, particularly for Legacy Fund recipients and
recipients from rural areas. By being able to offset these costs, recipients were able
to make their event more accessible to their community.
 BCAH funding was important for all recipients but was more important to Legacy
Fund recipients and recipients in rural areas.
 Fluctuations in funding from year to year has created challenges for some recurrent
festivals, particularly with respect to their ability to plan ahead and to leverage
BCAH funding to secure other sources of funds.
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, 3336 BCAH projects received approximately
$68.3 million in federal funding to support local artists, artisans and heritage performers
and volunteers.
BCAH funding is directed to supporting local artists, artisans and heritage performers and
volunteers and include costs (excluding salaries) of recruiting, training, supporting and
recognizing local volunteers, fees and expenses for local artists, artisans and performers of local
heritage activities, fees related to exhibiting artwork by local artists and artisans and copyright
and permits, costs of publicity aimed at the local population, presentation and logistical expenses
(e.g., traffic barriers, portable toilets, garbage bins), venue rental and set-up costs, the cost of
insurance for eligible activities and expenses related to financial audits and environmental
assessments when required by the Department.
During the period covered by the evaluation, 3336 BCAH events and projects received
approximately $68.3 million through Gs&Cs. The largest proportion of funding for the
Community Anniversaries (81.5%) and Local Festivals (94.3%) components was in the form of
grants. However Legacy Fund projects, due to their larger funding amounts, were mainly funded
through contribution agreements (71.1%). The Local Festivals component accounted for 68% of
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BCAH funding, with the Community Anniversaries component accounting for 22.1% and
Legacy Fund projects for 15.8% (Appendix D: Table 4).
Administrative data indicated that for the Legacy Fund in particular, the average total amount
paid to the recipient as a proportion of their total project expenses (26.2%), or as a proportion of
the total amount requested in their applications (74.1%), can be significant.
Funding to Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries recipients is based on a policy
decision to fund all eligible applicants who achieve a passing merit score. The amount of funding
received by each applicant depends on a number of factors which feed into a funding formula,
including population, the number of applications received, the eligible amounts requested by
applicants and their merit scores. Funding to Legacy Fund recipients is based on merit. Over the
four year evaluation period about 90% of eligible Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries
applicants were approved for funding whereas 70% of eligible Legacy Fund applicants were
approved. As a result of the larger number of eligible applicants, the amounts paid to recipients
as a proportion of total project expenses was less (averaging 6.3% for the Local Festivals
component and 13.1% for the Community Anniversaries component) than for the Legacy Fund
component (26.2%). The amount paid to the recipient as a proportion of the eligible amount
requested in their applications averaged 41.3% for the Local Festivals component and 44.1% for
the Community Anniversaries component over the same period. For Legacy Fund projects, the
amount paid to the recipient relative to requested amount averaged 74%.37
The evaluation evidence indicated that BCAH funding was important to all recipients but
was more important to Legacy Fund recipients and recipients in rural areas.
Recipient interviews and survey results indicated that BCAH funding had a significant impact on
the ability of the majority of recipients to undertake their events and projects; however funding
had a greater impact on the ability of the Legacy Fund recipients and recipients in rural areas.
Legacy Fund (91%), Community Anniversaries (78%) and Local Festivals recipients (71%)
indicated that BCAH funding enabled them to undertake their projects to “a great extent”. A few
Local Festivals respondents (6%) and Community Anniversaries respondents (3%) indicated that
BCAH had a small impact on their ability to undertake their project. Local Festivals recipients
from rural areas (80%) were more likely to indicate that BCAH funding enabled them to
undertake their projects to “a great extent” compared with festival respondents generally (71%).
Legacy Fund recipients and rural recipients of Local Festivals funding were also more likely to
indicate in their qualitative comments that their project could not have occurred without BCAH
funding. Legacy Fund recipients interviewed and case studies also found that since BCAH was
their major funder, their legacy projects would not have occurred without BCAH funding.
Further analysis of the Local Festivals survey results showed that respondents38 who indicated
that BCAH had a significant impact on their ability to undertake their event were generally more
37

The GCIMS and program database do not include data on the total eligible amount requested for Legacy Fund
projects.
38
A similar analysis was not undertaken for the Community Anniversaries and Legacy Fund survey responses
because of the small number of responses to the survey overall (74) of which only 16 indicated to “a moderate
extent” or “a small extent”
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satisfied with the amount of funding received from BCAH relative to total project expenses
(generally greater than 20%) and that BCAH was their primary or most important partner. Those
who indicated a moderate or small impact (27.8%) were more likely to indicate that the funding
received from BCAH was a small or negligible proportion of their total project expenses
(generally less than 15%). A few recurrent festival recipients commented that their funding had
decreased over the years, with a corresponding decrease in the impact of BCAH funding.
Some recurrent festivals were dissatisfied with the fluctuations in funding from year-toyear.
The evaluation evidence indicated that fluctuations in funding from year to year created
challenges for some recurrent festivals, particularly with respect to their ability to plan ahead and
to leverage BCAH funding to secure other sources of funds. Program documentation showed that
for each intake, a proportion of Local Festivals recipients received lower funding amounts than
they had received for their previous festival. This may be one reason why 33% of Local Festival
survey respondents expressed some level of dissatisfaction with the level of funding provided
compared to what was requested indicating that they were somewhat dissatisfied (23.4%) or very
dissatisfied (9.6%). Of the 21 Local Festivals recipients surveyed who provided additional
comments about their funding levels, eight indicated that their funding allocation had decreased
from previous years; six commented on funding instability year to year; and seven commented
that they had received less than requested. An additional seven survey respondents commented
that they would like an explanation on how allocations were calculated.
Achievement of intermediate outcomes
Evaluation question
To what extent did the BCAH program achieve its expected intermediate outcomes?
 Local partners within the community provide support to funded local festival,
community anniversaries and legacy projects in their communities;
 Local citizens are provided with opportunities to engage in their communities through
local arts and heritage;
 Local artists, artisans and/or heritage performers are provided with opportunities to
engage in their communities through local arts and heritage; and
 Local citizens have opportunities to be exposed to local arts and heritage.

Key findings
 Funded organizations contributed to the achievement of BCAH’s intermediate
outcomes. Projects successfully secured local partners; obtained cash and in-kind
support from municipal and community partners, as well as non-local partners;
engaged artists, artisans and heritage performers and volunteers; and provided
opportunities for community participation in local arts and heritage activities.
Overall, the program exceeded its targets for its intermediate outcomes in each of the
years of the evaluation period.
 Recipients leveraged BCAH funding to secure cash and in-kind support from other
sources. Over the four year period of the evaluation, for every $1 of BCAH funding,
funded organizations secured $5 in cash and in-kind support from municipal and
community partners. Leveraging was more important for Legacy Fund recipients.
26



The program’s requirement for “local” artists, artisan and heritage performers
created challenges, particularly for smaller communities, who may have a limited
number of artists, artisans and heritage performers in their communities.

Organizations were successful at securing local partners. For the two years for which data
is available (2013-2014 and 2014-2015), BCAH-funded projects secured 38,200 partners.
The number of local partners was introduced in 2013-2014 as an indicator of the level of
community commitment to the project or event. 39 Administrative data for 2013-2014 and
2014-2015 showed that during these two
years, Local Festivals and Community
Anniversary components, engaged a
significant number of community
partners in their events averaging 32 and
“Interestingly, funds received from a governmental
24 per project respectively. Legacy Fund
source often generate funds from other sources. It seems
to underline a level of credibility that other sponsors and
projects had fewer partners averaging 14
donors are looking for. It is not the amount that matters,
community partners per project for the
it is the idea that a government agency thinks the event is
two years (Appendix D: Table 5).
worthwhile.” (Recipient)

Survey results were comparable to the
“As a new festival, we needed support of provincial and
results from the administrative data. The
national funding bodies to help legitimize the event for
majority of Local Festivals (92%),
the private sector that we were looking for in-kind support
from.” (Recipient)
Anniversaries (82%) and Legacy Fund
(85.7%) recipients surveyed indicated
that they were very or moderately successful in obtaining support from local partners.
Community Anniversaries (31%) and Local Festivals (39%) recipients reported having 20 or
more partners. The majority of unfunded applicants surveyed were also successful at securing
partners with 32% reporting that they had more than 20 partners. However, fewer (5%) Legacy
Fund recipients reported more than 20 partners.
Recipients leveraged BCAH funding to secure cash and in-kind support from other
sources. Leveraging was more important for Legacy Fund recipients.
BCAH funding constituted a small proportion of total project expenses, particularly in the case
of Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries components. Federal funding was
complemented with funding from other levels of government and funding from the not-for-profit
sector, private sector and donations.
Half of PCH officials interviewed noted that BCAH encouraged recipients to work with local
partners and that money provided by BCAH helped recipients leverage other sources of funds.
The majority of recipients surveyed reported that their municipal governments and local
community partners as well as P/T governments and non-local partners, were more likely to
support their project once they had secured BCAH funding. Over 40% of unsuccessful applicants

39

Some data on total and average number of local partners was reported in previous years; however, the data was
incomplete so only 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 are reported.
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surveyed indicated that failure to secure BCAH funding adversely impacted their ability to
obtain financial and in-kind support from other sources.
Organizations were successful in securing cash and in-kind support from municipal
governments and community partners. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAH-funded
projects secured a total of $298.6 million in cash and in-kind support from municipal and
community partners for their events and projects.
Over the four year period of the evaluation, for every $1 of BCAH funding, funded organizations
secured $5 in cash and in-kind support from municipal and community partners.40
Municipal cash and in-kind support
Application guidelines specify that funding recipients are required to provide written
confirmation of financial or other tangible support from the municipal government or equivalent
authority for their event or project. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAH-funded projects
secured a total of $79,979,733 in cash and in-kind support from municipal governments
($47.9 million in cash support and another $32.1 million in-kind support), averaging
$17.9 thousand in cash support per project and $11.6 thousand in in-kind support from
municipalities (Appendix D: Table 6).





The Local Festivals recipients secured a total of $34.6 million in cash support and
$27.6 million in in-kind support. The average cash support per project for this period was
$14,445 and $11,122 for in-kind.
The Community Anniversaries recipients secured a total of $9.6 million in cash support
and $3.6 million in in-kind support, averaging $39,189 and $14,944 per project,
respectively. The decline in the total cash and in-kind support in 2013-2014 and
2014-2015 reflected the decrease in the number of funded projects.
The Legacy Fund recipients secured a total of $3.7 million cash support and $866,780 inkind support for an average per project of $99,286 and $27,087 respectively. It should be
noted, that incomplete data was available for the Legacy Fund component for 2014-2015.

Community cash and in-kind support
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAH-funded projects secured a total of $218.6 million in
cash and in-kind support ($92.3 million in cash support and another $126.3 million in in-kind
support) from community partners, averaging $32,663 for cash support and $44,434 for in-kind
support per project (Appendix D: Table 7).



The Local Festivals component secured a total of $79.9 million in cash support and
$119.6 million in in-kind support. The average per project cash support for this period
was $31,520 and $46,664 for in-kind.
The Community Anniversaries component secured a total of $6.9 million in cash support
and $5.3 million in in-kind support, averaging $27,485 and $21,286 per project
respectively. Cash and in-kind support declined significantly in 2013-2014 and
2014-2015, reflecting the decrease in the number of funded projects.
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Calculated using total amount paid to recipients (Appendix D: Table 8 relative to the total municipal and
community cash and in-kind support (Tables 6 and 7).
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The Legacy Fund component secured a total of $5.5 million in cash support and
$1.5 million in in-kind support for a per project average of $137,620 and $44,577
respectively.

Aside from the data on cash and in-kind support from municipal and community partners, the
program does not collect data on cash or in-kind resources secured from other sources, so it is
difficult to obtain a clear picture of funding support to BCAH-funded projects. However,
evidence from surveys and interviews with recipients indicated that in addition to municipal and
community partners, recipients also leveraged BCAH funding to secure cash and in-kind support
from various other sources including other federal departments, P/T governments and non-local
sources.
 Community Anniversaries recipients secured cash support from local individuals (44%),
community associations (41%) and P/T
governments (41%). Other sources of inkind support were local community
associations (58%) and local individuals
“We are located in a very small town that lost its
(52%).
major industry about 5 years ago resulting in
 Local Festivals recipients secured cash
less businesses and community downsizing. So
support from P/T governments (60%),
many local organizations, so few businesses to
support them all.” (Recipient)
local community associations (41%) and
local individuals (43%). In-kind support
was secured from local community associations (59%). Unfunded festivals had a similar
funding profile.
 Legacy Fund recipients secured cash support from local individuals (62%), community
associations (52%), P/Ts (47%). Their main sources of in-kind support were community
associations (57%) and historical societies (52%).
Local Festivals survey results indicated that, compared with medium and small population
centres and rural areas, organizations from large urban population centres were more likely to
report that they secured cash support from other federal government departments (37% versus
11% to 25%), P/Ts (68% versus 53% to 60%) and municipal governments (83% versus 51% to
72%).
Challenges associated with securing partners and cash and in-kind support were consistent across
components and included the volatility of funding, availability of new cash support or the ability
to sustain or increase support from local partners year to year as a result of the local economic
climate and competing demands for support on community organizations. About a quarter of
Local Festivals recipients who identified challenges noted that it was more difficult to secure
cash support than in-kind support. A few recipients noted that it was difficult for arts and historyrelated activities to compete for support with other activities, such as sports. A few recipients
also expressed concern about the capacity of volunteers, specifically the time and skills to pursue
additional partners and the time and effort required to work with partners.
Comments from survey respondents suggested that challenges for rural and small communities in
securing cash and in-kind support are often associated with having a smaller pool of businesses,

29

particularly large businesses, to approach. There is also greater competition for support as the
few businesses that exist are usually solicited for every community event.
Local citizens were provided opportunities to engage in their communities through local
arts and heritage. The program’s targets of 149 volunteers and 3,954 volunteer hours per
project were exceeded in each of the years covered by the evaluation.
The program’s administrative data indicated that the program’s targets of 149 volunteers and
3,954 volunteer hours41 per project were exceeded (Appendix D: Table 9 and Table 10).






Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, the Local Festivals component, attracted 424,894
volunteers averaging 161 volunteers per project. The total number of volunteer hours was
12,010,371 for an average of 4,563 per project.42 The average number of volunteers and
the average number of volunteer hours increased steadily between 2011-2012 and
2014-2015. Although the total number of volunteers and volunteer hours declined in
2014-2015, the average number of volunteers and volunteer hours increased.
The Anniversaries component,
attracted 41,262 volunteers
between 2011-2012 and
“Over the years, volunteers have become the sources of
2014-2015, averaging 154
innovation for the festivals and many young volunteers
volunteers per project. The total
do return to take on additional responsibilities. In
number of volunteer hours was
addition to the festival benefiting from the creativity in
769,406 or 2,903 per project.
youth, the festival also offers the youth a great way to
build their capacity in the future.” (Recipient)
The Legacy Fund component
attracted a total of 2,930
volunteers for an average of 65 volunteers per project and 63,591 volunteer hours for an
average of 1,413 volunteer hours per project.

It should be noted that not all Legacy Projects which were approved in 2014-2015 had submitted
their final reports at the time of the evaluation
The majority of recipients interviewed indicated that they were successful in securing local
volunteer support and highlighted the importance of volunteers to the success of their projects.
Survey results showed that Legacy Fund recipients (62%) indicated less success engaging local
volunteer support than Local Festivals (72%) and Community Anniversaries (70%) recipients.
Large urban population centres (78%) had greater success at engaging volunteers compared with
medium (69%) and small population centres (70%) and rural areas (70%). Unfunded festivals
(46%) were less successful in obtaining local volunteer support than BCAH-funded projects.
In terms of successes and challenges, a key success highlighted in comments from some (21/153)
Local Festivals recipients was the participation of youth as volunteers. Organizations
experienced challenges associated with an aging volunteer pool and the need to recruit and retain
41

Caution should be exercised in interpretation of volunteer hours . Program documents note the limitations of
collecting data on the number of volunteer hours, reporting that organizations and groups may have great difficulty
in assessing an accurate total of volunteer hours.
42
Outliers (i.e., projects reporting more than 6000 volunteers and 400,000 volunteer hours) were removed from the
analysis.
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volunteers. For the Local Festivals survey, 31/40 or 78% of recipients who provided comments
noted recruitment and retention as an issue. According to some PCH officials and recipients,
volunteer burnout is particularly acute in small population centres and rural areas, where the
same core group of volunteers are called upon to volunteer for all community events. Another
challenge identified by a few festival recipients was the need for experienced volunteers to
assume planning or chairperson responsibilities or a qualified coordinator or administrator,
preferably a paid position, to manage the festival. This was supported by provincial
representatives interviewed who pointed out that organizers often lack the capacity or expertise
to plan, to adjust their activities and budgets as changes occur to the project, to find matching
cash contributions or, in the case of infrastructure projects, to set priorities for renovation.
BCAH projects provided local artists, artisans and/or heritage performers with
opportunities to engage in their communities. The program exceeded its target of 125 local
artists, artisans and/or heritage performers per project in all years of the evaluation
period.
The evaluation evidence from program documentation, surveys, interviews and case studies
indicated that BCAH projects provided opportunities for local artists, artisans and heritage
performers to be involved in their community through festivals, events and projects. Between
2011-2012 and 2014-2015, program data indicated that 451,686 artists, artisans and heritage
performers were provided opportunities to engage in their communities through local arts and
heritage events. The average per project ranged from a low of 146 in 2013-2014 to a high of 167
in 2014-2015. The average for the period of the evaluation was 158 artists, artisans and heritage
performers per project (Appendix D: Table 11).
As one of its merit criteria, BCAH assesses projects on the basis of the number of local arts and
heritage artists or artisans and heritage performers who will perform in the event. Survey results
indicated that for the majority of the Community Anniversaries (88%) and Local Festivals (78%)
projects more than 50% of the artists, artisans, or heritage performers who participated in the
event were local. The results were significantly lower (48%) for the Legacy Fund projects.
As one Legacy Fund recipient commented, it is difficult to engage a local artist during a
restoration project. Also, compared with Local Festivals recipients, fewer unfunded Local
Festivals applicants reported more than 50% local content.
The majority of Community Anniversaries, Local Festivals recipients and unfunded applicants
surveyed strongly agreed that local artists, artisans and heritage performers added value to their
event or project (89% to 90%); benefited from participating in the event or project (79%-88%)
and that the event or project encouraged collaboration between artists, artisans and heritage
performers and the local community (76%). Legacy Fund recipients were significantly less likely
(67%, 48% and 38% respectively) to strongly agree.
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The recipient surveys, interviews with PCH officials and recipients, as well as the case studies,
provided insights on the challenges associated with providing artists, artisans and heritage
performers with opportunities to engage in their communities. The most frequently reported
challenge from recipient surveys and interviews was the availability of “local” talent. Half (4/8)
of Community Anniversaries recipients and 20% (26/132) of Local Festivals recipients surveyed
commented that the distance restriction to 100 km creates difficulties with respect to the
availability of talent within this range. A case study of a Legacy Fund project found that Legacy
Fund projects require fewer local artists and artisans as recognized by efforts by staff to ensure
Legacy Fund applicants were not penalized.
Survey results, case studies and interviews with PCH officials and recipients provided evidence
that the definition of “local” is particularly problematic for small and remote communities. In the
surveys, the issue was raised most frequently by Local Festivals respondents from small
communities (16/26). In interviews, the majority of PCH officials (5/6) and 4/6 recipients
(Festivals (2/4) and Community ‘Anniversaries (2/2)) noted that smaller communities have a
limited number of artists and artisans and heritage performers so the quest for local artists can be
difficult year after year. Also, noted by a few was that audience numbers could be adversely
impacted if the same talent were presented year after year and the event would be more likely to
succeed if local artists were complemented by outside talent.
Some recipients requested that the definition of “local” be expanded. Anecdotal evidence from
interviews with PCH staff indicated that staff may already be exercising some flexibility when
advising recipients as to what constitutes “local”. However, consideration should be given to
clarifying the term “local” in program documentation.
BCAH provided opportunities for local citizens to be exposed to local arts and heritage.
BCAH exceeded its annual target of 22,343 visitors/attendees per project.43
Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAHfunded projects totaled 82,493,304 visitors, for an
“As a remote community with a limited arts
average of 28,436 visitors per project (Appendix
pool, we were more likely to succeed with
D: Table 12). 44 Overall, attendance increased
additional complementary outside talent as a
year to year. However, caution should be
draw.” (Recipient)
exercised in interpreting the attendance results as
recipients are only required to provide an
“Financing remains a challenge and
estimate of the attendance at their event. The
concentrating on local artists probably costs
program also collects data on attendance at arts
tourist dollars.” (Recipient)
and heritage activities associated with the Local
Festivals and Community Anniversaries projects. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, there
were 50,204,850 visitors to arts and heritage activities for an average of 19,031 attendees per
project (Appendix D: Table 13).

43

Program documents noted limitations with this indicator as organizations may have difficulty in providing an
accurate total of attendees or visitor, especially when an event is free.
44
Outliers were removed from the analysis.

32

The vast majority of recipients interviewed (11/12) indicated that their events were accessible to
the community because they were free or low cost. This was supported by survey results; the
majority of Community Anniversaries (62%) and Local Festivals (68%) recipients surveyed
indicated that their events were inclusive and accessible to all members of the local community
by being free or at reduced cost. A few Local Festival recipients offered free admission to
specific populations including students, clients of social services and the elderly. Survey results
indicated that in addition to reduced ticket and passport pricing, the majority of Local Festivals
and Community Anniversaries events were also accessible (to a great extent or moderate extent)
through the hours open to the public, location of the event/project and parking availability;
however, were less accessible to persons with disabilities and through the availability of special
transportation and shuttle services. Legacy projects were accessible and visible to the local
community based on hours of operation, location of the building or exterior space, accessibility
to persons with disabilities and parking availability.
A few recipients surveyed experienced challenges with keeping their events accessible (free or
low-cost) while at the same time being able to cover expenses or setting ticket prices to
accommodate fluctuations in funding (6/59). Other challenges included inaccessibility of their
event (older buildings or outdoor venues, lack of special transportation) (22/59); funding for
advertising/marketing (9/59);, poor weather and logistics, such as parking, lineups, noise control
and the need to change the venue as a result of outgrowing the original venue (18/59).
Achievement of the ultimate outcome
Evaluation questions
To what extent did the BCAH program achieve its expected ultimate outcome?
 Citizens across the country are engaged in their communities through local arts and heritage;
and
 Does the BCAH have any unexpected results?

Key findings
 There was no systematic collection of data and reporting on BCAH results
beyond those gathered at the immediate and intermediate outcome level at the
conclusion of funded projects, making it difficult to discern the achievement of
the long-term, ultimate outcome. However, anecdotal evidence suggested that
the projects funded through BCAH contributed to the engagement of citizens in
their communities; created social benefits for communities; contributed to a
greater appreciation of arts and heritage; led to the creation of longer-term
partnerships and relationships; and provided longer-term benefits for artists.
 Unexpected positive results at the project level related to success beyond
expectations in achieving the BCAH outcomes. Unexpected negative project
results reported by recipients related either to the logistics (e.g., parking,
congestion, noise), budgetary challenges; or volunteer burnout.
Projects have contributed to some extent to BCAH’s ultimate outcome through sustained
engagement of citizens across Canada.
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The collection of data and reporting on the program’s ultimate outcome is absent for the three
components of the program making it particularly difficult for the evaluation to assess long term
results beyond some general observations. Recipients indicated that they do not track
engagement beyond the event. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that to some degree BCAH
projects are contributing toward the program’s ultimate outcome.
The 2012-2013 Arts & Heritage Access and Availability Survey noted that Canadians engage in
arts and cultural events, not only through attendance but also by being personally involved.45
Administrative data indicated that between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, BCAH funded 3336
projects and events which collectively contributed to the involvement of citizens across the
country. In summary, the wide reach of BCAH is illustrated by the fact that between 2011-2012
and 2014-2015 the program recorded a total of 38,999 partners46, 480,286 artists, artisans and
heritage performers, 500,105 volunteers, 14,190,367 volunteer hours and 85,714,079 visits. In
addition, projects and events occurred across the country and in communities of all sizes. In any
given year, between 526 and 619 distinct communities across Canada were reached.
BCAH contributed to the levels of volunteerism in Canada. Statistics Canada reported that in
2013, 12.7 million Canadians or 44% of people, aged 15 years and older, participated in some
form of volunteer work and that they contributed a total of 1.96 billion volunteer hours.47
Through its projects and events, BCAH contributed to the 2013-2014 statistic, by engaging
140,896 volunteers for a total of 3,933,960 volunteer hours in that year.
Based on findings from the 2012 Arts & Heritage Access and Availability Survey on arts
attendance, 83% of respondents indicated that they attended at least one type of live performance
or arts event in the past year. The most popular (and most frequently attended) arts activities
were “live art performances (63%), craft shows or fairs (55%) and arts or cultural festivals
(52%)”. Three-quarters of respondents visited a heritage institution in the past year, with the
most popular being historic buildings or sites (55%), museums or science centres (51%) and
zoos, aquariums or botanical gardens (47%).48 In 2012-2013, BCAH Local Festivals and
Community Anniversaries projects contributed a total of 12 million visits to arts and heritage
activities associated with their events.
In the absence of program data on the ultimate outcome, evidence of a sustained impact of
BCAH on citizen engagement in communities across Canada is largely based on anecdotal
evidence from key informant interviews and survey results. The evidence suggests that BCAH
projects and events contributed to the ultimate outcome in the following ways:


Created social benefits for communities. There was strong evidence from key informant
interviews and surveys that BCAH projects had a direct impact on community identity
and vitality and contributed to social cohesion. A significant number of recipients

45

Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc., Arts and Heritage in Canada: Access and Availability Survey 2012, February
2013.
46
The program started collecting data on the number of partners in 2013-2014, so this is an under representation of
the number of partners over the period of the evaluation.
47
Statistics Canada. 2016
48
Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. Arts and Heritage in Canada: Access and Availability Survey 2012. February
2013.
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volunteered in their survey responses that their event had brought the community
together, generated a sense of community, belonging, civic engagement and community
pride; and/or that it had generated inter-cultural awareness.
Contributed to an appreciation of arts and culture and heritage. The case study of a large
festival event indicated it had an enormous impact in terms of broadening knowledge of
percussion and encouraging learning. Since the operation of the festival, the number of
percussion schools in the community leapt from one to 15 – 20. Many recipients also
commented in interviews and through the survey that their event had an educational
component or promoted awareness of local history and heritage.
Led to the development of longer-term relationships, partnerships and social connections.
Evidence from the case studies indicated that some projects have led to longer-term
engagement and created benefits that extend well beyond the event itself. Both of the
large case study festivals reported the creation of artist alliances and the emergence of
new cultural businesses as a result of the success of their festivals. This evidence was
supported by survey results. Some recipients reported that an unexpected outcome of
their event or project was the development of longer-term relationships, partnerships and
social connections. A few Legacy Fund recipients indicated that their project led to
stronger working relationships with tourism organizations. A Legacy Fund recipient
described how the community had come together to support the project with donations of
artifacts, photos and paintings to the organization’s archives.
Created longer term benefits for artists, artisans and heritage performers. Recipients
provided examples of how artists, artisans and heritage performers have experienced
longer-term benefits through participation in BCAH-funded projects, including local
artists continuing to work together on subsequent projects – such as theatre or film
productions and art shows. Some local film makers who premiered their film at the
BCAH-funded festival have gone on to national and international success.

Most PCH officials and some recipients noted that the majority of festivals are recurrent, being
able to secure partners year after year and the continued success of the event provided evidence
of sustained community engagement. PCH officials also highlighted that the eligibility
requirement that legacy projects must “be tangible and lasting with a useful life of at least ten
years”49 as contributing to the achievement of the ultimate outcome. Some recipients reported
that as a result of the success of their event, there was an increased demand from their
communities for similar events.
Unexpected results
Recipients reported unexpected results from the perspective of their projects. The most frequent
positive unintended project impacts reported by BCAH recipients through key informant
interviews and survey results included: benefits to artists, levels of engagement of volunteers and
community partners beyond expectations; increased visibility/profile and interest in the
organization and the community; increased civic engagement and pride; relationships,
partnerships and social connections that have been sustained beyond the event; the generation of
inter-cultural awareness; the educational impact of the event by increasing awareness and
49

Department of Canadian Heritage. Building Communities through Arts and Heritage: Component III Legacy Fund
Guide. April 2013.
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appreciation for arts, culture and heritage; greater media attention than anticipated; greater
involvement of youth and non-traditional audiences (seniors, ethno-cultural groups) and the
growth of the festival.
Unexpected negative project impacts identified by recipients in the surveys and interviews, were
also at the project level and related either to the logistics (parking, congestion, noise), budgetary
challenges; or volunteer burnout.

Core issue 5: demonstration of efficiency and economy
Under the Treasury Board Policy on Evaluation (2009) efficiency is defined as the relationship
between the resources used and the outputs produced. The following sections summarize
evaluation findings related to the efficiency and economy of the program.

Evaluation Questions



Are the resources dedicated to this program being used efficiently and economically to
maximize the achievement of outcomes?
Are there more efficient approaches to achieve BCAH outcomes?
Is the BCAH program complementing or duplicating existing programs/initiatives?


Key findings
 The proportion of administrative costs to total expenditures for the program, for the
period covered by the evaluation, was high at 18.7%. The proportion of
administration costs to total expenditures for the administration of the Legacy Fund
and program-related activities was 20.7%. It should be noted that the administrative
costs for the Legacy Fund, administered by National Headquarters included part of
the costs associated with the Director General’s office and the Strategic Policy and
Research unit, as well as the costs associated with the program coordination
function for the two regionally delivered components.
 In 2014-2015 the program lapsed $2.7 million of its G&Cs because Legacy Fund
recipients were unable to spend their funds and a number of projects were not
approved. Due to timing, the program was unable to reallocate funds. This
accounted for the higher administration costs relative to total expenditures (25.1%)
for that year.
 The proportion of administrative costs to total program expenditures to deliver the
Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals components and related program
activities averaged 18.2% for the four years covered by the evaluation.
Administrative costs remained relatively constant ranging between 17.4% and
18.6%.
 Administration costs were higher than for similar PCH programs recently evaluated,
including CAPF at 11% and CCSF at 7%. Comparing the volume of applications
annually, the Local Festivals component of BCAH had a higher volume (1.4x) of
applications than CAPF whereas CCSF has a higher volume of applications (4x)
than the Legacy Fund component.
 BCAH had slight variances between budgeted and actual O&M expenditures except
in 2012-2013, when BCAH had a deficit of 5.9%.
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Compared with the Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals, the Legacy Fund
had higher administrative costs per application reviewed and projects funded
reflecting differences in the characteristics and complexity of the projects funded,
the level of demand and funding and the structure of the application review process.
The Legacy Fund had the highest cost per outcomes reflecting the lower levels of
citizen engagement for Legacy Fund projects.
There are opportunities for greater efficiency, particularly in the processing of low
risk, recurrent Local Festival files; consideration of multi-year funding; clarifying
and simplifying application guidelines and processes; and reducing the lapse of
Gs&Cs.
Although there are other sources of financial support for festivals, anniversaries and
legacy projects, the program complements other federal sources of funding and
funding from other levels of government.

Since the previous evaluation, BCAH has implemented a variety of strategies to improve its
efficiency; however, the proportion of administrative costs to total expenditures remain
high at 18.7%. The proportion of administrative costs to total expenditures is higher than
the previous evaluation (16.4%) and is higher than other similar PCH programs (7% to
11%).
Program documentation and interviews with PCH officials indicated that the program has
applied a number of strategies in an effort to operate more efficiently. During the period covered
by the evaluation, the program reviewed its operational processes, assessment tools and timelines
and simplified budget templates, streamlined general application forms and guidelines, revised
assessment tools and undertook a time and motion study to provide clarity on the process and
timelines for the treatment of files to support consistency across the country. To better distribute
the workload and budget, in January 2013, the program added a third application intake deadline
for the Local Arts Festivals component.
BCAH has also participated in the corporate initiatives such as the Grants and Contributions
Modernization Initiative (GCMI) directed at increasing efficiency by simplifying, standardizing
and streamlining Gs&Cs business processes using a risk-based approach. Among the initiatives
in which the BCAH program has participated are the triage process50 for the treatment of files.
The program’s target, in line with the GCMI target, was to achieve efficiencies by treating 40%
of its applications as Basic. These applications would be subject to a streamlined process
including limited assessment. However, the regions have encountered challenges in meeting this
50

Instead of processing all files in the same way regardless of level of risk or complexity, the triage process assigns,
as part of the initial risk assessment of a file, the level of treatment (Basic, Regular or Enhanced) for each file, based
on a series of ten questions. The determination of the level of treatment defines the level of effort the file receives.
Applications that receive Basic treatment are repeat recipients with similar activities and similar budgets, who have
demonstrated the capacity to successfully deliver in the past, and for whom no associated signs of public sensitivity
are apparent. Efficiencies for the basic treatment is derived from a streamlined process including a limited
assessment. Applications that receive Regular treatment are multi-year files, new applicants, applicants who did not
meet the criteria established in triage and most rejected files, unless they are rejected because the activities are
ineligible. Regular treatment is still a streamlined process in comparison to current practice.
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target. Administrative data indicates BCAH almost met the target (37.8%) in 2013-2014.
However, in 2014-2015 only 27% of files were deemed to be Basic (Appendix D: Table 14). The
program is working with the Centre for Excellence for Grants and Contributions to further refine
the questions that determine the level of risk and the level of treatment required.
Administration costs remained high in spite of efforts to operate more efficiently. The
administrative costs incurred by PCH for the management and delivery of the three BCAH
components totaled $15,752,828 for the period 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 which represents 18.7%
of total BCAH expenditures during this period (Appendix D:Table 19).51 BCAH processes a high
volume of applications. The majority of application received and approved annually are for the
Local Festivals component which, for the period 2011-2012 to 2014-2015, averaged 991
applications per year with on average 752 projects funded per year.
BCAH administrative costs were higher than reported in the December 2011 evaluation (16.4%).
However, this can be explained, in part, by the addition of the Legacy Fund component in
2009-2010, which involved more complex files.
National Headquarters administration costs for BCAH include the O&M and salary costs
associated with the administration of the Legacy Fund component and the costs associated with
program management and delivery activities undertaken at the national level such as policy
development and implementation, planning, oversight and reporting. National Headquarters
administration costs, therefore, included part of the costs associated with the Director General’s
office and the Strategic Policy and Research unit, as well as part of the costs associated with
program support functions. It excludes the salary and O&M costs associated with National
Headquarters operational role in the delivery of the Local Festivals and Community
Anniversaries components.52 Average administration costs for the four year evaluation period
was 20.7%. This figure fluctuated from a low of 16.7% in 2013-2014 to a high of 25.1% in
2014-2015 The decrease in 2013-2014 reflected a decrease in O&M expenditures relative to
previous years. During 2014-2015 the proportion of administrative costs increased because of a
lapse of $2.7 million in Gs&Cs while the O&M expenditure remained relatively constant.
The proportion of administrative costs to total program expenditures to administer the
Community Anniversaries and Festivals components, delivered by the regions, include the O&M
and salary associated with regional delivery as well as an estimate of the salary and O&M
associated with National Headquarters support of the delivery of these two components.
Administrative costs include direct budget included in a program’s Fund Center.
National Headquarters plays a significant operational role in the delivery of the Local Festivals and Community
Anniversaries components, including arranging the regional review committees and reading/monitoring all files,
design (including testing phases and quality control) and implementation of the Enterprise Online System (EOS),
preparing and give training and running the funding formula. More specifically, National Headquarters activities
include producing procedures and briefing material, seeking legal advice, planning and reporting, developing and
distributing learning/information/ support materials, program guidelines, application forms, and managing the
overall program budget. It is also responsible for program analysis, reports and results in conjunction with the
Planning and Corporate Affairs Sector and Office of the Chief Audit Executive which are closely involved in the
development and management of administrative procedures, due diligence, risk management, data collections and
program results.
51

52
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Administration costs averaged 18.2% for the four years covered by the evaluation and were
relatively constant at between 17.4% and 18.6% over the four (Appendix D: Table 15).
The 2011 evaluation of BCAH compared BCAH’s operational costs to that of three other PCH
programs: Canada Arts Presentation Fund (CAPF), Canada Cultural Spaces Fund (CCSF) and
Canada Cultural Investment Fund (CCIF). At the time, BCAH’s operational costs compared
favorably to these other programs. A similar analysis for this evaluation (Appendix D: Table 16)
shows that the administration costs of the other programs have decreased since the 2011
evaluation. BCAH’s administration costs at 18.7% are now significantly higher than those
reported in the 2014 evaluation of these programs (7% to 11%).53
Comparing the Local Festivals component of BCAH with CAPF, which provides financial
assistance to organizations that professionally present arts festivals or performing arts series (arts
presenters) and organizations that offer support to arts presenters and, based on the results of the
2014 Grouped Arts Evaluation, BCAH has 1.4 times the volume of applications than CAPF. It
averaged 991 applications annually and approved 863 applications. CAPF received on average
714 applications annually and approved 614. CCSF, which supports the improvement,
renovation and construction of arts and heritage facilities, as well as the acquisition of
specialized equipment, had four times the volume of applications compared with BCAH. It
processed on average 177 applications annually and approved 108, compared with the Legacy
Fund which averaged 42 applications annually and approved, on average 21 annually.
Administrative costs per application reviewed and project funded reflected differences in
the characteristics and complexity of the projects funded, the level of demand and the
structure of the application review process.
Overall, BCAH’s administrative costs per application averaged $3,438 over the four years
covered by the evaluation. Administrative costs per funded project averaged $4,676. For the
Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries components, management and administrative
costs averaged about $2,672 per application received and $3,536 per project funded over the four
years (Appendix D: Table 17).54
For the Legacy Fund, the management and administrative costs averaged about $23,692 per
application received and $52,059 per project funded over the four years. Factors that influenced
the average cost are the level of demand relative to the funding available and the type, size and
complexity of projects. The Legacy Fund projects has a cost per funded project which is
significantly higher than the cost per application because the number of applications and the
approval rate over the period of the evaluation were low relative to the Local Festivals and
53

CAPF and BCAH Local Festivals are both regionally delivered, but the main difference between them is their
funding model. CAPF is a merit based with specific targets (e.g. underserved communities (remote and rural),
Aboriginal, young, culturally-diverse, OLMC), while BCAH Local Festivals is a formula based with no specific
targets. CAPF also introduced multi-year funding in 2011-2012 which reduced the number of applications processed
annually. As a result, the number of applications for CAPF decreased from a high of 701 in 2009-10 to 508 in
2011-2012 which reduced the time needed to process applications.
54
A breakdown of O&M and salaries for Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries delivered by the regions
was not available.
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Anniversaries components. Between 2011-2012 and 2013-201455, approximately half of all
Legacy Fund applications received were approved and 70% of eligible applications.
Furthermore, the type and size of projects also influences the costs per application and costs per
project approved. Projects funded through the Legacy Fund are more complex, carry a higher
level of risk and require more information, time and resources to administer.
Costs per outcome reflect the levels of citizen engagement for each component relative to
the total amount paid. The higher levels of citizen engagement for Local Festivals projects
offset the higher total amount paid, resulting in lower costs per outcome.
The cost per outcome is calculated by taking the total amount paid to recipients relative to each
of the program’s intermediate outcomes (total number of volunteers, total number of artists,
artisans and heritage performers and total number of participants). Costs per outcome were the
lowest for Local Festivals and highest for Legacy Fund projects, reflecting the different levels of
citizen engagement between the components. Legacy Fund projects engage fewer partners,
volunteers and artists, artisans and heritage performers (Appendix D: Table 18). Legacy Fund
projects are of longer duration, require fewer volunteers (but a greater commitment) and, because
their unveiling event is of one day duration, they require fewer artists. As Legacy Fund projects
are so different from the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries projects, there may be
additional performance measures that would better reflect legacy project outcomes.
In summary:




Cost per volunteer for Local Festivals projects was $97, for Anniversaries $233 and
Legacy Fund $3,836.
Cost per artist, artisan and heritage performer for Local Festivals projects was $99, for
Anniversaries $314 and Legacy Fund $3,088.
Cost per participant for Local Festivals projects was $0.53, for Anniversaries $1.80 and
Legacy Fund $296.80.

Actual G&C expenditures fluctuated, with the program lapsing approximately $2.3 million
overall over the four year period of the evaluation. Most of this lapse occurred in fiscal
year 2014-2015 and was due to the inability of Legacy Fund recipients to spend all their
funds and, due to timing, the program being unable to reallocate the funds.
An analysis of the relationship between planned and actual Gs&Cs and O&M expenditures
found that over the period under evaluation, reference levels for Gs&Cs were stable at
approximately $17.7 million for a four year total of approximately $70.6 million. Actual Gs&Cs
expenditures showed fluctuations, with the program lapsing approximately $2.3 million overall
over the four year period of the evaluation. Most of this lapse occurred in fiscal year 2014-2015
when the program lapsed $2.7 million of its planned Gs&Cs budget. Program staff attributed this
lapse to recipients’ inability to spend all their funds and to the fact that a number of projects were
not approved. Due to timing, the program was unable to reallocate funds (Appendix D: Table
19).
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2014-2015 was not included in the analysis because data was missing on the status of applications.

40

Reference levels for O&M and salary amounted to approximately $15.6 million. With the
exception of 2012-2013 which had an O&M deficit, annual variances between actual and
planned O&M and salary expenditures were small, generally + 2%, with overall deficit over the
four years covered by the evaluation of 1% (Appendix D: Table 19).
Based on FTE data reported in the DPRs, between 2012-2013 and 2014-2015, BCAH actual
FTEs remained stable. According to the DPR, the difference between planned and actual FTEs
for 2014-2015 was due to changes in allocations to ensure alignment with the Treasury Board
Secretariat definition of internal services and that resources are linked to each sub-program.
(Appendix D: Table 20).
There are opportunities to improve efficiency.
Funding recipients, PCH officials and evidence from the document and administrative document
review identified the following opportunities to achieve greater efficiency:








Streamline the treatment of recurrent and low-risk Local Festivals files. A streamlined
processing of low risk, recurrent festivals files and the approval of more than one year of
funding and further efforts to increase the number of Basic files, which are subject to a
more streamline treatment, would lead to greater efficiencies.
Reduce the length of time to notify recipients of the funding decision. Recipients consider
the 26 week timeline for notification of the funding decision to be inexplicably long.
Delays can seriously impact organizations’ ability to plan their event. Opportunities to
streamline processes to reduce the time between application deadline date and
notification of the funding decision could also lead to greater efficiency.
Further simplify application processes and forms. Recipients generally, and Legacy Fund
recipients in particular, expressed frustration with the complexity of the application
process. Program staff indicated that there was a lot of back and forth interaction with
Legacy recipients on their applications. Simplifying and clarifying the applications and
process would contribute to a reduction in the number of incomplete files and the
associated number of interactions between staff and recipients. The majority of PCH
officials identified opportunities to further clarify the guidelines; for example, clarifying
what is considered “local”; guidance on how to calculate volunteer hours; and
reexamining the definition of “local artist”.
Decrease the likelihood of lapsed Gs&Cs. The program lapsed Gs&Cs in 2014-2015
because Legacy Fund recipients were unable to spend their funds and because of timing,
the program was unable to reallocate the funding. Although the lapse occurred in only
one year, a mechanism to identify potential lapses earlier in the year would reduce the
likelihood of lapses in the future and permit the reallocation of funding.

The program also anticipates achieving efficiencies through the EOS, launched in April 2016 for
the BCAH program, which will enable applicants to apply on-line, creating efficiencies for PCH
staff and recipients and through the delegation of authority to Directors General for the approval
of Gs&Cs files under $75,000, which is expected to shorten the approval process.
The BCAH program complements rather than duplicates existing programs.
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The 2011 evaluation of PCH’s Building Communities through Arts and Heritage Program
(BCAH) recommended that the current program design be reviewed to address the perception of
potential overlap between Local Festival and Legacy Fund components of BCAH and CAPF and
CCSF respectively.56 Follow-up to the recommendations concluded that although various PCH
programs may share clients or provide funding for similar expenses, they have different
objectives or are specifically designed to fill the niche in the need for support. For example,
CAPF is focused on access to a variety of professional artistic experiences in their communities;
while BCAH is focused on citizen engagement in their local communities. To ensure that no
duplication occurs in practice, PCH allows an organization to receive funding under only one of
the two programs for the same activity. Similarly, CCSF is larger in scope and focuses more on
cultural organizations, while the BCAH Legacy Fund narrowly provides funding for capital
projects in communities commemorating their centennial year and subsequent anniversaries in
25 year increments. There was minimal evidence from the survey data that BCAH projects
secured funding from other PCH programs.
All three levels of government in Canada are involved, to varying degrees, in providing support
to arts and culture and heritage. The evaluation found that BCAH projects accessed other federal
funding, as well as P/T, non-profit and private sector funding. While a comprehensive
environmental scan of other programs was beyond the scope of this evaluation, the evaluation
evidence indicated that, BCAH’s scope does not significantly overlap with those of other federal
or P/T funding sources. The funding provided by BCAH compared with other funders can be
relatively small, particularly for the Local Festivals component, and the objectives, focus and
delivery structure of BCAH is distinct from those of other federal departments and P/T delivered
programs. The objectives of these other programs can also be much narrower in scope or far
more general. BCAH is also designed to encourage leveraging of PCH funding with funding
from other sources, which reduces the potential for overlap or duplication.
Survey respondents reported accessing funding from regional development agencies of the
federal government and from other federal departments and agencies including the Canada
Council for the Arts, Service Canada, Canada Summer Jobs, CIC and Parks Canada. However,
these funding programs have objectives that are distinct from that of BCAH.
BCAH-funded projects accessed funding from the Canada Council for the same project. Many of
the Canada Council grant programs are targeted at individual artists and most commonly support
the creation/production of artistic works, professional development, and residency and travel
expenses. Other grants programs support art collectives, companies and other Canadian, nonprofit arts organizations with funding for operating expenses, organizational development
assistance, project assistance and presentation and dissemination assistance. BCAH’s funding,
however, is targeted to local artists, artisans and heritage performers and volunteers.
The potential for overlap with Parks Canada’s National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage
Places (NCSPHP) was identified for the Legacy Fund. However, unlike NCSPHP, BCAH does
not focus exclusively on national historic sites. A 2012 evaluation of NCSPHP by Parks Canada

56 Since then, CAPF and/or BCAH have refined their eligibility criteria to reduce or eliminate this potential overlap.
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noted that demand has exceeded resources in each round of funding, with no more than 60% of
eligible recipients receiving funding in any given year.
Evidence from the surveys found that many of the BCAH-funded festivals had an ethno-cultural
or multicultural dimension and some Local Festivals projects also secured funding from CIC.
However, as the objectives of BCAH and that of the Multicultural program were different,
funding was determined to be complementary.57 With the transfer of the Multiculturalism
program to PCH from CIC in 2015, however, the department will need to undertake a strategic
policy review to examine interdependencies across PCH policies and programs, including the
BCAH program and consider how the each program can best contribute to PCH strategic
outcomes and priorities and to the Government's broader diversity and inclusion agenda while
ensuring that duplication does not occur between the two programs.
P/T governments provide funding for the development and promotion of arts and culture and
heritage, through government departments or arm’s length agencies (e.g. provincial arts councils,
foundations and boards). The range, type, objectives and structure of the programs, as well as
their level of investment, vary significantly from region to region. Most programs have an
economic and tourism focus. Therefore, they complement rather duplicate BCAH.

Other evaluation questions
Evaluation questions
Design and delivery: Were adequate management and administrative practices in place for
effective delivery to meet the program’s expected results?
Performance measurement: Were the performance monitoring and measurement activities
sufficient to support results reporting and evaluation? What, if any changes are required?
Official languages: Were all official languages requirements of the BCAH program met?

Key findings
 Recipients were generally satisfied with the design and delivery of BCAH; however
identified areas for improvement, including: providing more timely notification of the
funding decision; improving the timing of the notification of funding in relation to the
start date of the event; providing more stable funding; and further clarifying and
simplifying the application guidelines and processes.
 The program’s funding model created challenges from the program’s perspective in terms
of balancing funding between intakes. From the perspective of recurrent festival
recipients, fluctuations in the levels of funding received from year to year created
difficulties in terms of planning and securing funding from other partners.
 Through the Legacy Fund, BCAH funds projects involving historic sites designated
nationally or under provincial legislation. However, aside from requiring applicants to
confirm they have consulted and are in compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for
the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada indicate, there was no evidence that
recipients have to demonstrate compliance.
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The objectives of the Multiculturalism program are to 1. Build an integrated, socially cohesive society by:
building bridges to promote intercultural understanding, fostering citizenship, civic memory, civic pride and respect
for core democratic values grounded in our history and promoting equal opportunity for individuals of all origins;
2. Improve the responsiveness of institutions to the needs of a diverse population; and 3. Actively engage in
discussions on multiculturalism and diversity at the international level.
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The program collects and analyzes data on its immediate and intermediate outcomes,
however does not collect data on its ultimate outcome.
There are areas where data collection and analysis could be strengthened, including
collecting data on the program’s ultimate outcome; social benefits to Canadians as a result
of the program; projects which support GC diversity goals and PCH priority groups such
as OLMC, youth, ethno-cultural or Indigenous communities).

Design and delivery
PCH key informants consider BCAH’s delivery model, with regional delivery of the Local
Festivals and Anniversaries component and national delivery of the Legacy Fund as appropriate,
noting that regional delivery enhances effectiveness (e.g. being able to respond to regional
needs) and delivery (able to work more directly with recipients).
Evidence from the document review, indicated that the Program has well established governance
structure and practices in place that include: structures, processes, roles and responsibilities that
are clearly defined, communicated and understood; national and regional review committees
which provide assurance on the quality of assessment, risk management and due diligence in risk
decision; and regular Manager’s
Network meetings with regional and
national staff to share information
“BCAH funds received can very successfully be used to leverage
and discuss/resolve issues.
increased cash and in kind support from other public (provincial,
municipal) and private partners (cash and media sponsors). In
other words, there is a great multiplier effect from BCAH funds.
Having said that, our two main challenges with BCAH are the
exceptionally long turn-around time for funding decisions (6+
months), and the extreme variability of funding amounts from
year to year. A 3-4 month turnaround time should be aimed for,
and is the norm at most other funding agencies. More
consistency in the year-to-year funding levels would aid planning
tremendously.” (Recipient)

Overall, recipients were satisfied
with the delivery of the BCAH
program with the majority of survey
respondents indicating that they
were very satisfied or somewhat
satisfied (89.5% to 95.2%). Except
for the elements associated with the
application (submission process and
clarity of application guidelines), Legacy Fund recipients were the most satisfied (Appendix D:
Figure 2). Similarly, recipients interviewed expressed their satisfaction with the program
providing an overall rating of 4.5 out of five.
However, a number of key areas for improvement emerged from the surveys and key informant
interviews, including: timeliness of notification of the funding decision (including the length of
time it takes to review a file and make a decision and the timing of the decision relative to the
event); application and reporting processes; fluctuations in funding; and the definition of “local”.
Timeliness of notification of funding decision58
Depending on the component, 25% to 40% of survey respondents expressed dissatisfaction with
the timeliness of notification of the funding decision. Most of the comments were from Local
58

PCH also has a service standard for acknowledging receipt of the application form within 15 calendar days of the
date the application is received by the Department. This standard was met to a high degree for all components
between 2011-2012 and 2013-2014.

44

Festivals recipients through the survey and interviews. Of Local Festivals respondents who
provided comments, 38% (115/302) requested more timely notification of funding decisions.
Their responses could be further subdivided on the basis of those who commented on the length
of time it takes to process an application and notify the applicant of the funding decision
(87/115) and the timing of the decision relative to the event date (28/115). The administrative
data indicated that over the period covered by the evaluation, the program did not achieve full
compliance with the 26 week service standard (Figure 1). Compared with 2011-2012 and
2012-2013, performance has declined for all three components in the last two fiscal years of the
evaluation period. Recipients indicated that the 26 week timeframe is problematic in terms of
planning, particularly for booking artists, artisans and heritage performers and in leveraging
BCAH funding to secure other funding.
Figure 1: Service standard results – notification of the funding decision
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Recipients often drew comparisons with the timelines of their other funders for the same project.
Some recipients suggested that a 3-4 month turn-around-time for a decision on an application
would be more acceptable.59 In terms of comparable service standards for the Legacy Fund
component, the Parks Canada’s National Historic Sites Cost-Cost-Sharing Program’s service
standard is to issue official written notification of the funding decision within six months of the
program’s application deadline date. If additional processing time is required they inform the
applicant within that timeframe.60
Timing of the notification of decision
Local Festivals recipients also expressed dissatisfaction with the timing of the notification of the
decision and the inconsistency in from timing year to year. Organizations encountered
difficulties when the notification of funding was too close to the date that the event was
scheduled to start.
59

An examination of the service standards of the other funders accessed by BCAH recipients found that timelines
are shorter (e.g., Trillium Foundation – 12-14 weeks; SODEC – 4-5 weeks; Saskatchewan Arts Board – 90 days for
applications over $20,000).
60
Parks Canada, National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage Places Service Standards. 2016-05-04.
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The issue of timing was raised in the 2011 evaluation and since then the program has continued
to collect data and monitor its performance. Evidence from the administrative data indicated that
the program has shown notable signs of improvement toward reducing the assessment and
approval period when compared with the previous evaluation. Some survey respondents also
acknowledged that the delay in receiving notice has been shortened.
The 2011 evaluation noted that between 2008-2011, 44% of the festivals reviewed received their
final approval less than 60 days before the event start date, while 32% of the projects reviewed
received their final approval 90 days before the event start date. Over the period covered by this
evaluation, 18% of the festivals reviewed received their final approval less than 60 days before
the event start date, while 61% of the projects reviewed received their final approval at least
90 days before the event start date (Appendix D: Table 21).
Funding model
Survey results showed that 47% of Local Festivals recipients were dissatisfied with the funding
they received relative to what was requested. Recipient interviews and the comments they
provided to the survey indicated that they were also dissatisfied with the fluctuations in the levels
of funding received year to year.
BCAH’s funding model and funding formula determines individual contribution amounts each
year. Documentation and interviews with PCH officials indicated that the funding model is
intended to ensure fairness in the distribution of funding across the country and to enable the
efficient processing of a large number of files.
Based on its funding model, BCAH funds all eligible applicants who have received a passing
merit score. For the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries component funding
recommendations are determined by a funding formula which is applied to all files which are
recommended for funding. The funding formula is a mathematical formula and is based on the
annual Gs&Cs budget which is allocated to each specific intake for each fiscal year; P/T
allocations (determined by 50% population and 50% demand); demand (analyzed eligible
expenses) and merit ranking – the project score (based on factor such as number of partners,
volunteer etc.). Merit rankings are facilitated by scoring tools/grids.
The current policy enables the program to support more applicants; however, depending on the
above factors, can lead to fluctuations in the funding ratio (relationship between eligible demand
and available funding) and to fluctuations in the amounts received by recipients year to year.
Evaluation evidence from program documentation, survey results and comments from recipients
indicated that a few were frustrated with the amount received relative to the amounts requested.
This, combined with the inability to plan their events due to the fluctuations in the amounts
received each year, led a few recipients to indicate that they were discouraged from reapplying.
PCH officials and program documentation identified a number of factors which can affect
individual contribution amounts, and can generate fluctuations in amounts received each year,
among them:


the number of applications and eligible applications that achieve the minimum score;
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the total eligible amounts requested by applicants
the number of “top-ups”: eligible requests less than $2,000 get 100% of request;
the number of requests for the maximum amount of $200,000; and
scoring in a number of areas, including: level of community engagement (partners and
volunteers), arts and heritage content (opportunities for local artists, etc.), capacity of
organization.

One of the tools to assist program staff to assess the merit of the applications are the
scoring/population grids. Results feed into the funding formula. The program was unable to
produce documentation on the underlying analysis and rationale associated with the population
grids on which merit scores were based. The evaluation team observed that there may be some
inherent biases favoring larger communities but without information or explanation of the
rationale associated with the scoring grids, the evaluation cannot conclude definitively that this is
the case. The program should consider reexamining the underlying logic and impact of the
scoring grids to ensure that they do not penalize any one group.
Input from recipients through interviews and the surveys suggested they may not fully
understand BCAH’s funding model. The general perception among some recipients surveyed and
those interviewed appeared to be that BCAH funding allocations are based on merit or need.
Therefore, a few recipients expressed frustration with not receiving an explanation as to why
they received less funding when they had demonstrated that they had enhanced their
programming or provided a clear rationale for the amount of funding being requested. 61 A few
survey respondents shared that they asked for more in order to receive what they needed. A few
requested more transparency on how they are evaluated and how funding is distributed. The
majority of applicants interviewed who did not receive funding expressed a desire for more
information on how they were assessed.
Evidence from program documentation and interviews with PCH officials indicated that over the
period of the evaluation, the program has continuously made adjustments to equalize funding
between intakes. This has included reconsideration in 2010 of the policy to fund all eligible
applicants with a passing merit score with a recommendation that a 50% funding ratio be
preserved by focusing support on the most meritorious events. However, at that time, the original
policy to find all eligible applicants was reaffirmed.
PCH staff acknowledged some of the issues identified by recipients including the observation
from over half of PCH officials (6/11) that an unintended impact of the model is that applicants
who may be aware of how the model works will inflate their eligible requested amounts because
they anticipate receiving less than requested, in effect, penalizing applicants who submit a
realistic request but see their amount decreasing. Over a third of PCH officials (4/11) confirmed
the fluctuations in the amount of funding allocated to repeat festivals year to year makes it
difficult for recipients to plan. Over a quarter of PCH officials suggested that the funding
formula is too restrictive in that once the formula is run, program officers cannot make
adjustments to take into account factors such as the financial need of the organization. Over a
61

Funding recommendations for the Legacy Fund component are not formula driven and are determined project by
project, based on merit.
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quarter (3/11) suggested that the formula process takes a significant amount of time – from the
point of submission of a recommendation, to the running of the formula to waiting for the
briefing to be done. A few PCH staff noted that, as a result of the funding formula, it is difficult
to explain to recipients the rationale for the amount of funding awarded.
Application and reporting requirements
Key informant interviews and survey findings suggest that BCAH’s application and reporting
requirements are onerous for some recipients, particularly when only small amounts of funding
are provided. About 30% of Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries and about 40% of
Legacy Fund recipients surveyed expressed dissatisfaction with the complexity of the
application. A few recipients indicated the application as well as reporting requirements
discouraged them from reapplying.
The majority of PCH officials interviewed indicated that although improvements have been
made to the guidelines, there are opportunities for further improvements. Of the Local Festivals
recipients who requested that the application process be simplified, half suggested that a
“simpler” or “basic” application should be available to recurring festivals. A few also suggested
that multi-year funding be available to recurrent clients.
Local Festivals survey respondents also commented on the application deadline, specifically the
September deadline, suggesting that it be moved closer to the event because the deadline is too
close to the end of the previous event. Recipients interviewed find it challenging to apply for the
next year at the same time as they are preparing their final reports for the current year’s event.
Most PCH officials commented on the April intake, indicating that the application deadline is
almost one year before the event takes place. Recipients are applying for the next event before
the current event has occurred. PCH officials observed that this often results in discrepancy
between planned activities and what is delivered. Staff encounter challenges in analyzing the
application in the absence of a final report on the previous year’s event (since the event has not
yet occurred) and having to rely on final reports from two years ago.
The level of reporting can also create challenges for volunteer-based organizations who may not
have the skills or capacity for performance reporting. PCH officials noted that reporting
requirements can also add to the administrative costs and can have a negative impact on the
efficiency of the program. Therefore there is a need for a balance between ensuring sufficient
information is available for accountability and evaluation purposes while not over-burdening
recipients. The ongoing business process modernization being undertaken by the Centre of
Expertise on Gs&Cs will be identifying barriers to streamlined service delivery and reporting
requirements, particularly for grants, will be among the issues examined.
Legacy Fund: Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada
(2003, 2010)
A review of projects funded through the Legacy Fund found that projects fell under the
following broad categories, although some could fit under more than one category: Historic sites
designated nationally or under provincial legislation (15); Century buildings of “local
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community significance” (16); Newer cultural infrastructure (including exterior spaces) to
encourage arts and heritage activities (15); Statues and murals (19); and Municipal parks (8).
The evaluation identified 15 projects funded by BCAH involving sites that were designated
nationally or under provincial legislation as an historic site. Program guidelines require that if a
project is located in an historic place that has been formally recognized by a federal, provincial
or municipal authority and/or is listed on the Canadian Register of Historic Places confirmation
that the applicant has consulted and is in compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada is required.62
Apart from the requirement to consult the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada, there was no evidence of follow-up to ensure compliance with the
standards and guidelines.
BCAH requires applicants to indicate that they have consulted the standards and guidelines and
attest to being in compliance but there was no evidence of follow-up to ascertain compliance.
Recipients provide an independent written feasibility study for major renovation/expansion
projects with total expenses over $200,000 to determine the likelihood of success; however it
was unclear if the feasibility study would confirm compliance with the standards and guidelines.
Consultations with Parks Canada, which operates the National Historic Sites Cost-Sharing
Program which funds projects similar to those that were funded by BCAH’s Legacy Fund,
indicated that applicants must include as part of their application a narrative statement on how
the proposed project will demonstrate adherence to the standards and guidelines. Compliance is
also a consideration during the assessment of the application. Further, a pre-certification report
signed by an architect with heritage experience (Parks Canada staff) is required prior to approval
and following a site visit. A certification report is also required following a second site visit by
the same professional, to ensure the completed work complies with the standards and guidelines.
Recipients of nine of the 15 projects, which were designated as designated nationally or under
provincial legislation as an historic site, were non-profits; the remaining six were municipalities
or provincial bodies. A few key informants noted during interviews that small, volunteer-run,
non-profit organizations may not have the necessary expertise or capacity to manage an
infrastructure project, or know what the priorities are for a renovation or restoration. The
program should consider a mechanism, similar to that of Parks Canada, that provides assurance
that the appropriate expertise has been consulted early in the project to assess compliance with
the standards and guidelines and, once work is completed, that the integrity of the historic site
was maintained. This could be achieved by requiring recipients to provide an engineering report
from a qualified professional, with knowledge of the requirements of the standards and
guidelines, before work commences and again once the project has been completed. Reports
could be considered an eligible expense.
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Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada is a pan-Canadian benchmark for
heritage conservation practice in Canada. It offers results-oriented guidance for sound decision-making when
planning for, intervening on and using historic places. This document establishes a consistent, pan-Canadian set of
conservation principles and guidelines to use in conserving Canada's historic places.
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Performance Measurement
BCAH finalized its most recent PMERS in 2013. The program’s PMERS includes a program
profile, logic model, performance measurement strategy, evaluation strategy and a section on
risk assessment and management. There was evidence through the document review and
interviews with PCH officials that the data is being used to assess trends and to make program
adjustments. Performance against targets are reported in the DPR. The program also analyzes its
data and produces an annual “Performance Story” report.
There are opportunities for the program to improve performance measurement to provide
a more robust results story about BCAH’s benefits to Canadians that aligns closely with
the mandate of the Citizen, Heritage and Regions Sector.
BCAH’s intermediate outcomes focus on levels of participation (number of partners, number of
volunteers, number of local artists, artisans and heritage performers, number of participants).
However, the evaluation found that PCH officials and recipients often referred to longer-term
social benefits when describing the impact of BCAH projects. Evidence of longer-term social
benefits (e.g., social cohesion, pride, attachment) is currently not collected by the program.
However, collecting data and reporting on these benefits would enable the program to provide a
more robust results story about BCAH’s benefits to communities and Canadians.
Data on the immediate and intermediate outcomes is collected from final reports and compiled in
a spreadsheet. Although data on outcomes collected from final reports are sometimes not
provided, are incomplete or received late, program staff estimate that they receive 80% of the
requested data.63 However, recipients are not required to report on results beyond the fiscal year
when their funding ends. Therefore, program data was not available on the ultimate outcome,
falling outside of the timeframe under report. However, it may be feasible to collect information
on the achievement of the ultimate outcome from recurrent recipients.
Program data is also managed using multiple databases. A merging of the two database would
make data analysis and reporting less complex and labor intensive.
The recipient interviews and surveys indicate that the other organizations that provide funding to
BCAH-funded projects also require that financial and other information. A scan of the
applications and reporting requirements of these organizations indicate that they often ask for
more data and information than does PCH. Therefore, there may be opportunities to request that
organizations share financial and performance data already being collected by recipients in
fulfillment of reporting requirements of other organizations.64
There is some evidence that other Canadian funders are collecting performance data on social
benefits. The British Columbia’s Community Gaming Program includes the requirement to
report on how the broader community benefited from the programs/services supported by
63

Grants are awarded to those clients who have been assessed as lower risk. BCAH grant recipients are not required
to report on results (except if they wish to reapply to BCAH in the future).
64
For example the Canada Council and 17 other municipal and provincial arts funders share reporting through the
CADAC database. CADAC requires detailed statistical and financial information, including about presentations,
audiences, origin of artists featured etc.
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community gaming grants. The Ontario Trillium Foundation provides surveys to its recipients to
collect outcome data, some of which relate to social benefits.
The interview with the international expert noted that European cities have started collecting data
on social benefits. For example, the Edinburgh Festivals Impact Study, indicated that increasing
residents’ pride in their local area and supporting cultural diversity are two accepted social
outcomes for festivals in European cities.65 Collection of data on social impacts, may require that
BCAH provide tools and advice to assist recipients to survey audiences, although there are good
examples of indicators available for the two social impacts discussed. The Edinburgh study noted
that volunteers are also a valuable population whose opinion should be counted. Monitoring and
data capture should be an eligible expense. The program would have to plan how it will capture
and analyze this data.
A scan of reporting requirements for organizations cited by BCAH Local Festivals recipients as
funding sources indicated that to varying degrees other organizations require their recipients to
report on economic benefits, financial data, levels of participation and visitor profiles. Although
BCAH recipients are required to report on cash and in-kind support from municipalities and their
community partners, they are not required to report on other sources of funding. Thus, it is
difficult to ascertain how much of an impact BCAH funding has had on recipients and to
disentangle this from other sources of funding. However, a scan of application guidelines for
other funders accessed by BCAH projects indicates that they require projects to submit financial
statements. The program should consider asking recipients to including their financial statements
as part of their final reports.
Official languages
The program does not collect data on BCAH’s compliance with official language requirements.
However, all documentation about the program was distributed publically (application
guidelines, forms etc.) in both official languages. Many of the organizations that were part of the
case studies provided their on-line material in both official languages. Survey respondents were
asked about their level of satisfaction with the availability of service in the official language of
their choice. The large majority of responses for the anniversary (90.2%), festival (91.6%) and
legacy (95.3%) component surveys reported being “very satisfied” or “satisfied”, with 80.3%,
81.9% and 90.5%, respectively, indicating that they were very satisfied.
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Ulrike Chouguley, Richard Naylor and Cristina Rosemberg Montes, Edinburgh Festivals Impact Study, Final
Report, London: BOP Consulting, May 2011.
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6.

Conclusions and recommendations

The following section summarizes the major conclusions related to relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and economy and other evaluation issues.

Conclusions
Relevance
There is a continued need for federal support to organizations to engage citizens in their
communities through arts and heritage activities. The conditions and challenges that led to the
creation of BCAH persist today. The continued need for BCAH is underlined by the fact that
there are few funding sources that support small local, specifically arts and heritage festivals and
anniversary events which do not aim to increase tourism or promote professional artists. An
aging arts and heritage infrastructure points to the need to continue to support the restoration,
renovation or transformation of existing buildings or exterior spaces.
In the last two years covered by the evaluation, the number of applicants have declined for all
components, however the decline has been more significant for the Community Anniversaries
and Legacy Fund components. No clear reason emerged from the evaluation; however, a number
of factors may be contributing to the decline, including the normal maturing of the program and
fluctuations in historical events to celebrate. Alternatively, issues associated with program
delivery such as the complexity of the application or small and fluctuating funding amounts may
be discouraging some recipients from (re)applying.
The program is responsive as it funds all eligible Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries
applicants that achieve the required minimum merit score. However, the demand for funding is
greater than the level of funding available. Eligible applicants requested $152.5 million in
funding and BCAH provided $63.3 million. The average amount of funding per project relative
to the eligible amount requested for the four years covered by the evaluation was 41.3% for
Local Festivals and 44.1% for Community Anniversaries projects.
To be more responsive to recipients, the program should address several issues related to its
funding model, particularly for the Local Festivals component, including: the fluctuations in
funding from year to year for recurrent festivals; the distribution of funding between large, wellestablished festivals and smaller festivals; and its performance with respect to its 26 week service
standard to notify applicants of the funding decision.
The BCAH program objectives align with PCH strategic outcomes and with federal government
priorities related to supporting and investing in vibrant communities and celebrating and
supporting our arts and cultural communities. Ensuring that all Canadians have opportunities to
engage in civic life, fostering pride and attachment and promoting Canada’s arts and heritage
sectors continue to be an important responsibilities for the federal government. The program
could be more responsive to GC and PCH priorities by targeting funding to GC or PCH priority
groups or innovative projects.
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Performance – achieving expected outcomes
The evaluation covered the period 2011-2012 to 2014-2015. During this period, BCAH projects
contributed to the achievement of the expected outcomes of the program. During this period,
PCH provided local organizations about 68.3 million to organizations in numerous communities
across the country to carry out local festivals, community anniversaries and/or legacy projects
contributing to the program’s immediate outcome – local organizations receive financial
resources to carry out local festivals, community anniversary and/or legacy projects in their
communities. BCAH funding played a significant role in helping organizations to leverage cash
and in-kind support from local community partners, as well as non-local sources. Overall, for
every $1 of BCAH funding, projects secured $5 of cash and in-kind support from municipal and
community sources. However, funding fluctuations year-to-year for some recurrent festivals
applicants impacted on their ability to plan their events and to leverage BCAH funding.
The program exceeded its targets for its intermediate outcomes. Projects supported through
BCAH successfully established local partnerships, engaged local volunteers and local artists,
artisans and heritage performers and offered events to the local community free or at low-cost,
thereby contributing to BCAH’s objective to engage citizens in their communities through arts
and heritage, This contribution was less evident for the Legacy Fund projects. While more reliant
on BCAH funding and on being able to leverage BCAH funding to secure other sources of cash
and in-kind support, Legacy Fund recipients were less likely to consider BCAH funding as an
effective mechanism to engage citizens in their communities. Legacy Fund projects also had
lower levels of citizen engagement.
While it is difficult to ascertain the achievement of its ultimate outcome, as the program does not
collect data on the extent to which citizens across the country are engaged in their communities,
there is some anecdotal evidence of sustained citizen engagement in communities. Anecdotal
evidence from surveys indicated that engagement in BCAH-funded arts and heritage festivals
and events were found to benefit Canadians in many ways including improving their quality of
life and contributing to social cohesion, pride and attachment to communities. However, these
benefits are currently not being captured in the program’s logic model nor are recipients asked to
report on them.
Performance – efficiency and economy
Over the period covered by the evaluation program staff implemented a variety of strategies to
improve efficiency and the program participated in the corporate GCMI initiative; however
administrative costs as a percentage of the total program budget has remained high, averaging
18.7% over the period covered by the evaluation. This is higher than reported in the last
evaluation in 2011. Administrative costs as a percentage of total program budget, increased from
16.4% during the term of the previous evaluation (2007-08 to 2010-11) to 18.6% for 2011-2012
to 2014-2015. This is higher than that of similar programs at PCH, such as CCSF and CAPF at
7% and 11% respectively. BCAH’s Local Festivals component had, 1.4 times the applications
annually than CAPF. However, when the Legacy Fund was compared to CCSF, CCSF had four
times the number of applications annually than the Legacy Fund. The proportion of
administrative costs to total expenditures was slightly lower for the Local Festivals and
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Community Anniversaries components (18.2%) than for the Legacy Fund (20.7%)66 component.
However, the Legacy Fund is comprised of more complex files.
The administrative costs per application reviewed and project funded varied across the three
components. Factors that impacted on efficiency included demand, the type and complexity of
applications and the structure of the application review process. Administrative costs per funded
project were highest for the Legacy Fund projects, reflecting their complexity, the lower number
of applications and the lower approval rate of applications. Costs per outcome (number of
volunteers, number of artists, artisans and heritage performers and number of participants) were
also higher for the Legacy Fund projects, reflecting their higher funding levels but, due to their
nature (short one day unveiling event, fewer volunteers but greater commitment), lower levels of
citizen engagement.
In 2014-2015, the program lapsed $2.7 million in Gs&Cs, largely as a result of Legacy Fund
recipients’ inability to spend all their funds; and a number of projects were not approved and,
due to timing, funds could not be reallocated.
The program should seek further opportunities to improve efficiency and economy by increasing
the number of files that receive basic treatment; introducing a more streamlined processing of
recurrent festival applications of low dollar value and deemed to be low risk; improving the
timelines for notification of the funding decision; clarifying the application and processes, to
reduce the number of incomplete files and the number of interactions between applicants and
program staff; and reducing the likelihood of lapsed Gs&Cs. Staff anticipate achieving additional
efficiencies as the program transitions to the Enterprise Online System and benefits from the
delegation of authority of files under $75,000 to Directors General.
While there are some similarities between BCAH and other PCH (CCSF and CAPF), federal
government and P/T programs, they complement each other by setting distinct objectives, having
different priorities, funding different expenses and/or employing different delivery models. The
potential for overlap between BCAH and CCSF and CAPF, identified in the 2011 evaluation,
have been addressed and strategies have been taken to minimize the potential for overlap and
duplication.
Performance – other evaluation issues
Overall, recipients were satisfied with the design and delivery of the program. However, there
may be opportunities for the program to reduce the application processing times for all
components and the timing of the funding decision in relation to the start date of recurrent
festivals. Many recipients, in particular local Festivals recipients, expressed dissatisfaction with
the service standard for notification of the funding decision and, in the case of recurrent festivals,
the timing of notification of the decision in relation to their event date. The administrative data
review confirmed that the application processing times exceeded the published 26 week service
standard for funding decision timelines. Since the 2011 evaluation, the program has improved
the timing of the funding decision in relation to the start date of the event, however based on
66

It should be noted that the administrative costs for the Legacy Fund, administered by National Headquarters
included part of the costs associated with the Director General’s office, as well as the costs associated with the
program coordination function for the two regionally delivered components.
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continued dissatisfaction expressed by some recipients, there may be opportunities for further
improvement.
The program should review its funding model and the assessment tools to ensure that they do not
discriminate against festivals in small population centres or rural areas. As well, the program
should seek to address the fluctuations year-to-year experienced by some recurrent festivals.
Based on BCAH’s funding model for festival and anniversary applications, all eligible applicants
who achieve the minimum required merit score are funded. However, in the context of set
resources and shifting demand (e.g., the number of eligible applicants and eligible requested
amounts) this policy has led to fluctuations in the funding outcome for individual recipients from
year to year. This makes it difficult for recipients to plan their event or to use BCAH funding to
leverage other sources of funding.
The program should seek opportunities to further streamline and simplify application forms and
processes. Some organizations experienced greater challenges in preparing applications for
funding due to their small size or because they were volunteer-run. Some recipients indicated
that the requirements of the application were too detailed in relation to the amount of funding
being requested. The recurrent Local Festivals recipients requested that a simpler or basic
application be available to those with an established funding history with the program and that
the application deadline be moved closer to the event.
The program should consider mechanisms to ensure that funded legacy projects comply with the
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada for projects that
involve the restoration, renovation or transformation of a building designated nationally or under
provincial legislation as a historic site. Between 2011-2012 and 2014-2015, about 20% of
projects funded through the Legacy Fund involved historic sites designated nationally or under
provincial legislation. While program guidelines require applicants to confirm that they have
consulted and are in compliance with the standards and guidelines, the program does not obtain
documentation confirming that projects have complied with the standards and guidelines.
BCAH has a PMERS and performance measures and outcomes are documented, actively
monitored and reported. Over the period covered by the evaluation, the program produced an
annual performance report and there is evidence that the performance data is being used in
management decision-making. However, there are opportunities for the program to improve its
performance measurement by collecting data on its ultimate outcome, by providing a more
robust results story on BCAH’s benefits to Canadians and by obtaining additional performance
information, in particular financial information to permit analysis of project funding sources. In
the qualitative data collected through the surveys, recipients described the social benefits which
resulted from their projects. While these are not measured by the program, they can provide a
meaningful representation of the longer-term impact on Canadians of BCAH events and
festivals. There is evidence that a few Canadian jurisdictions and some European cities ask their
funders to describe the social benefits of their projects on participants.
BCAH projects secure funding from a variety of sources for the same project. The program
collects data on cash and in-kind support from municipal and local partners, however this is an
incomplete picture of the funding that projects receive. In the absence of a complete picture of
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project funding sources, it was difficult for the evaluation to ascertain the impact of BCAH
funding relative to other sources of funding, and funding overlap with other levels of government
and the not-for-profit sector. A scan of the reporting requirements of funding sources identified
through the surveys indicated that, among other things, most other funders require projects to
report financial data. Where data is already being collected by projects, the program should
consider requesting this information as part of their reporting requirements.
The program does not collect information and/or report on festivals that support GC diversity
objectives or PCH priority groups such as OLMC, youth and Indigenous or ethno-cultural
groups. Qualitative survey data, indicated that many of the BCAH funded festivals have an
ethno-cultural and language dimension.

Recommendations and management response
Recommendation 1
The program’s objective to fund all eligible recipients who achieve a minimum required
merit score (reaffirmed in 2010) contributes to efficiency and equity and enables the program
to support more applicants. However, a number of factors can affect individual contributions
and contribute to fluctuations in amounts received by some recurrent festival recipients each
year making planning difficult. The Program has made on-going efforts to adjust the
elements of the funding model to respond to some of the issues but should continue to seek
ways to provide greater funding stability to recipients.
Currently, the program does not target organizations in greater need of support, such as
smaller communities and rural areas who may have less access to funding, or GC and PCH
priority groups such as youth, or ethno-cultural and Indigenous Canadians. For example,
organizations responsible for large well-established festivals who meet the eligibility criteria
and who achieve the required merit score are provided funding on the same basis as smaller
organizations. A small number of the large festivals consume a significant proportion of
BCAH funding because they have more eligible expenses. The program should review its
assessment tools to ensure that they do not disadvantage smaller communities and
organizations.
Recommendation:
To respond to GC diversity goals and PCH priorities such as youth, OLMCs, indigenous and
ethno-cultural communities, and the needs of recipient organizations, the ADM of
Citizenship, Heritage and Regions should review BCAH’s funding of Local Festivals,
including the assessment criteria and tools, to ensure that they do not present unintended
barriers to funding for smaller communities and organizations that support GC and PCH
priorities.
Statement of agreement / disagreement
The Program agrees with the recommendation.
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Management response and action plan
A simpler and more predictable mechanism that is flexible enough to target funding
according to policy priorities will be pursued.
BCAH will undertake an analysis to determine areas for improvement to the funding model.
As part of this exercise, BCAH will examine a variety of adjustments and their impacts on
festivals most vulnerable to fluctuations in funding. Following the results of these
examinations, BCAH will present recommendations to senior management for decision and
act upon the approved action(s) to address the recommendation.
Deliverable(s)
1.1 Analysis of options to adjust the
funding model and assessment of
their impacts.
1.2 Analysis of possible adjustments
to assessment tools, including
population grids
1.3 Present the proposal and
recommendations to senior
management, for a decision on
appropriate options.
1.4 Adjust funding model in
accordance with the approved option.

Timelines
April 2017

OPI
DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

June 2017

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

September 2017

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

November 2017

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

Recommendation 2
There are opportunities for the program to improve efficiency while improving the service it
provides to its funding recipients. The Program’s administration ratio is high, reflecting the
volume of applications for Local Festivals and the complexity of the Legacy Fund
applications.
During the evaluation period, the program did not meet the established 26 week service
standard for notification of funding decisions. However, in the case of the Local Festivals
component, the majority of festivals are recurrent recipients, many are low risk and receive
relatively small amounts of funding. The program should, therefore, consider options to
further streamline its processes and clarify and simplify its applications to improve efficiency
and increase the satisfaction of recipients.
Recommendation:
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions find efficiencies by:
 streamlining the application, assessment and reporting processes, particularly for
recurrent, low risk clients;
 reducing the time required to process files to meet established service standard
timelines; and
 clarifying and simplifying the application guidelines and processes.
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Statement of agreement / disagreement
The Program agrees with the recommendation.
Management response and action plan
Following an audit in 2015, the Program has taken steps to standardize procedures for all
components. In addition, the Local Festivals component put its application process on line
(EOS) in March 2016. Other intakes and components of the program will follow. As part of
this process, the application form was simplified. For example, applicants now answer
questions using pre-populated answers (drop down menus) and one of the most cumbersome
questions (D.7) has been reduced to the strict minimum of information officers need to
perform their assessment. As with most online applications, acknowledgment of receipt of
applications has been automated. These changes are expected to result in improved service
standard performance.
BCAH will review other elements of the program delivery model and seek administrative
efficiencies.
Deliverable(s)
2.1 Festivals component:
Comprehensive operational
assessment with regional
managers (including but not
limited to the triage process)
and the development of a
strategy to improve
operational efficiency.
2.2. Festivals component:
Implement efficiency
measures based on operational
assessment.
2.3 Festivals component:
Analyze service standard
results for two intakes
following implementation of
efficiency measures to assess
if efficiencies have been
achieved.
2.4 Legacy and Anniversaries
components: Streamline
application process.

Timelines
October 2016

OPI
DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

January 2017

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

November 2017

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

Date to be confirmed with
GCMAP.

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

Recommendation 3
In the context of the Policy on Results, there are opportunities for the program to strengthen
its reporting on the achievement of results.
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Through surveys and interviews, stakeholders identified social and community benefits
resulting from BCAH projects (e.g., social cohesion, pride and attachment to their
community). The Program’s logic model and performance measurement strategy do not
include social, cultural and community benefits derived from BCAH-funded projects;
however, these are meaningful measures of the longer-term impact of BCAH on Canadians.
Recommendation:
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions review BCAH’s
Performance Measurement Strategy to:
 align with the Departmental Results Framework, under development, and collect
data on program impacts; and
 collect data on project contributions to GC diversity goals and PCH priorities,
including but not limited to youth, OLMCs, Indigenous communities and
projects with a primarily ethno-cultural or multiculturalism focus.
Statement of agreement / disagreement
The Program agrees with the recommendation.
Management response and action plan
The Program will contribute to departmental work to report on results on PCH-funded
projects that contribute to GC diversity goals and Departmental priorities, including but not
limited to youth, OLMCs, Indigenous communities and projects with a primarily ethnocultural or multiculturalism focus. BCAH will seek to align its data collection and
measurements with other programs so data sets can be aligned and cross-tabulated.

Deliverable(s)
Timelines
3.1 Consult the Center of
September 2017
Expertise and the Strategic
Planning Branch on
performance indicators and
reporting on projects that
contribute to GC diversity
goals and PCH priorities.
3.2 In coordination with other October 2017
programs, BCAH will
integrate any results tracked
on these priorities into its
application forms and
reporting tools, as appropriate.

OPI
DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

Recommendation 4
BCAH outcomes do not appear to resonate as strongly with Legacy Fund recipients and
outcome results are relatively modest in terms of the number of volunteers, artists, artisans
and heritage performers compared with the Local Festivals and Community Anniversaries
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components. This may be due to the fact that Legacy Fund projects, by their nature, offer
fewer opportunities for citizen participation.
Recommendation:
It is recommended that the ADM of Citizenship, Heritage and Regions review BCAH’s
citizen engagement performance measures in relation to Legacy Fund projects to include
indicators that may better measure the outcomes of legacy projects.
Statement of agreement / disagreement
The Program agrees with the recommendation.
Management response and action plan
Legacy projects’ impact could be better reflected in performance measures. Typically
involving permanent changes to local landmarks or buildings, the nature, timespan and depth
of community involvement and impact is significantly different than activities funded by
other components, such as festivals.
Performance indicators for Legacy projects will be reviewed and improved or replaced if
necessary.
Deliverable(s)
4.1 Report produced by the
Program on how to better
capture the outcomes of
Legacy Fund (including new
or revised indicators)
4.2 Revise the performance
measurement strategy to
incorporate new indicator(s)
and data collection strategy
and seek endorsement of any
revisions made to the
performance measurement
strategy by Senior
Management.
4.3 Modify application
guidelines and final report to
collect data on revised
outcomes for Legacy Fund
projects, if applicable.

Timelines
October 2017

OPI
DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

May 2018

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

October 2018

DG, Citizen Participation
Branch

Recommendation 5
A few legacy fund projects were identified by the evaluation as involving sites that were
formally recognized and listed on the Canadian Register of Historic Places as a national or
provincial historic site or a municipally recognized site. While the application guidelines
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require applicants to confirm that they have consulted and complied with the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, it was unclear the extent to
which applicants are required to demonstrate that they have complied with the standards and
guidelines.
Recommendation:
For renovation or restoration projects that impact on a site that is recognized as a national or
provincial historic site or is municipally recognized, it is recommended that the ADM of
Citizenship, Heritage and Regions:
 seek attestation of compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada from recipients as part of the application
process and upon completion of the project; and
 obtain the supporting documentation submitted to P/T or municipal governments to
demonstrate compliance with the Standards and Guidelines, when available.
Statement of agreement / disagreement
The Program agrees with the recommendation.
Management response and action plan
A small portion of Legacy recipients’ projects have taken place on or at historical sites over
the past five years. For these projects, the program currently requests that recipients confirm
they have consulted and are in compliance with the Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada. No issues have arisen with any of the projects to date.
That being said, the program recognizes the importance of conserving the historic nature and
value of these sites. Accordingly, the program will promote awareness of, and compliance
with, the Guidelines among its applicants.
As a start, in anticipation of the evaluation recommendation, training was provided to
program officers on May 25th, 2016 by Action Patrimoine, a heritage education service
provider, on heritage norms so that they are better able inform applicants. Training of new
officers will be undertaken as needed.
Deliverable(s)
Timelines
5.1 Where federal,
October 2016
municipal and provincial
historic sites are impacted
by BCAH:
Implement a procedure to
review the Guidelines with
the applicants during the
negotiation of the
Contribution agreements.
5.2 Develop and include an March 2017
attestation of compliance
to the application and final

OPI
DG, Citizen Participation Branch

DG, Citizen Participation Branch
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reports and the
requirement to provide,
when available, the
supporting documentation
submitted to P/Ts or
municipal governments to
demonstrate compliance.
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Appendices
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Appendix A - core issues to be addressed in evaluations
The GC requires that evaluations support the following:


Accountability, through public reporting on results;



Expenditure management;



Management for results; and



Policy and program improvement

Relevance
Issue # 1: Ongoing need Assessment of the extent to which the program continues to address a
for the program
demonstrable need and is responsive to the needs of Canadians.
Issue # 2: Alignment
with government
priorities

Assessment of the linkages among program objectives and (i) federal
government priorities and (ii) departmental strategic outcomes

Issue # 3: Alignment
Assessment of the federal government’s role and responsibilities in
with federal roles and
delivering the program
responsibilities
Performance (effectiveness, efficiency and economy)
Issue # 4: Achievement Assessment of progress toward expected outcomes (including
of expected outcomes
immediate, intermediate and ultimate results) with reference to
performance targets and program reach, program design, including
the linkage and contribution of outputs to outcomes
Issue # 5: Demonstration Assessment of resource utilization in relation to the production of
of efficiency and
outputs and progress toward expected outcomes
economy
Source: Appendix A of the Treasury Board Directive on the Evaluation Function
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Canadians share, express and appreciate their Canadian identity

Canadians are engaged and have the opportunity to participate in social and
cultural aspects of community life in Canada

BCAH Logic Model
Citizens across the country are engaged in their communities through
local arts and heritage

Local partners
within the
community
provide support
to funded local
festival,
community
anniversary and /
or legacy
projects

Activities

Local citizens are
provided with
opportunities to
engage in their
communities
through local arts
and heritage

Local artists,
artisans and/or
heritage
performers are
provided with
opportunities to
engage in their
communities
through local arts
and heritage

Local citizens
have
opportunities to
be exposed to
local arts and
heritage.

Local organizations receive financial resources to carry-out local festival,
community anniversary and / or legacy projects in their communities

Output

Immediat
e

Intermediate
Outcomes

Ultimate
Outcome

Program
Activity #5

Departmental
Strategic
Outcome #2

Appendix B – logic model

Allocation of funds to local organizations
Communicate and
liaise with regional
offices to facilitate
regional delivery
of Program

Produce, update, and
make available
processes and
materials that support
Program delivery

Analyze and apply
policies that affect
Program delivery

Process applications
and recommend
funding amounts

Manage ongoing
projects and release
funds to clients

Monitor and report on
Program performance

Continuous improvement of Program
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Appendix C - evaluation framework
BCAH Program Key Evaluation Questions

Indicators

Data Collection Methods

RELEVANCE
Issue #1: Continued need for program
Assessment of the extent to which the Program continues to address a demonstrable need and is responsive to the needs of Canadians
1a) To what extent does BCAH continue to
address a demonstrable need?

1 b) To what extent is the BCAH relevant and
responds to the needs of Canadians?







Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which BCAH continues to address a
demonstrable need for all three BCAH components.

Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which the program is relevant and
responds to the needs of Canadians
Number of applications assessed and amount ($) requested, by component
Number and value ($) of grants and contributions awarded, by component







Document and file review
Literature review
Key informant interviews
Surveys
Case studies






Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Surveys
Case studies

Issue #2: Alignment with Government Priorities
Assessment of the linkages between program objectives and (i) federal government priorities and (ii) departmental strategic outcomes
2. To what extent is the BCAH aligned with
PCH strategic outcomes and federal
government priorities?



Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which BCAH objectives are aligned
with:
- PCH strategic outcomes
- Federal government priorities

 Document and file review
 Key informant interviews

Issue # 3 : Alignment with federal roles and responsibilities
Assessment of the role and responsibilities for the federal government in delivering the program
3. To what extent is BCAH aligned with
federal roles and responsibilities?



Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which BCAH is aligned with federal
roles and responsibilities.

 Document and file review
 Literature review
 Key informant interviews

PERFORMANCE (EFFECTIVENESS)
Issue #4 Achievement of Expected Outcomes
Assessment of progress toward expected outcomes (including immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcomes) with reference to performance targets and program reach,
program design, including the linkage and contribution of outputs to outcomes
4.1. To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected immediate outcomes?
 Local organizations receive financial
resources to carry-out local festivals,
community anniversaries or legacy
projects in their communities





Number of local festival / community anniversary / legacy projects funded
Number of communities in which local festival, community anniversary / legacy projects take
place
Views of key informants on the extent to which financial resources provided allowed local
organizations to offer community engagement opportunities to local artists, artisans and/or
heritage performers and citizens.

 Document and file review
 Key informant interviews
 Case studies
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BCAH Program Key Evaluation Questions

Indicators

4.2 To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected intermediate
outcome?
 Local partners within the community
provide support to funded local
festival, community anniversary and /
or legacy projects






4.3 To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected intermediate
outcomes?
 Local citizens are provided with
opportunities to engage in their
communities through local arts and
heritage






4.4. To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected intermediate outcomes?
 Local artists, artisans and/or heritage
performers are provided with
opportunities to engage in their
communities through local arts and
heritage






4.5. To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected intermediate outcomes?
 Local citizens have opportunities to be
exposed to local arts and heritage



4.6. To what extent did the BCAH Program
achieve its expected ultimate outcome?
 Citizens across the country are engaged
in their communities through local arts
and heritage



4.7. Have there been any positive or negative
unexpected outcomes, impacts from the
BCAH Program?

 Evidence and views of key informants on unexpected results, outcomes or impacts of the






Number of local partners
Value ($) of monetary support
Value ($) of in-kind support
Views of key informants about the level of support provided by local partners in funded local
festival, community anniversary and / or legacy projects

Number of volunteers
Number of volunteer hours
Type of volunteer activity
Views of key informants about the level of engagement of local citizens in funded local
festival, community anniversary and / or legacy projects

Number of local artists, artisans, heritage performers
Number of funded activities that comprise local artists, artisans and/or heritage performers
Proportion of total activities that comprise local artists, artisans and/or heritage performers
Views of key informants about the level of participation from local artists, artisans and/or
heritage performers in funded local festival, community anniversary and / or legacy projects
Number of visitors/attendees at funded events and activities (festivals, community
anniversaries, legacy projects)
Number of tangible and permanent reminders of local arts/heritage
Views of key informants on the level of exposure to local arts and heritage provided to local
citizen by the funded local festival, community anniversary and / or legacy projects
% of Canadians engaged in their communities through local arts and heritage (Statistics
Canada survey)
Views of key informants on the level of engagement of citizens in their communities through
projects funded through BCAH

Program

Data Collection Methods

 Document and file review
 Key informant interviews
 Case studies

 Document and file review
 Key informant interviews
 Case studies






Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients
Case studies






Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients
Case studies






Document and file review
Literature review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients






Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Surveys of funded recipients
Case studies
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PERFORMANCE (EFFICIENCY AND ECONOMY)
Issue #5. Demonstration of Efficiency and Economy
Assessment of resource utilization in relation to the production of outputs and progress toward expected outcomes
5.1. Are the resources dedicated to this
Program being used efficiently and
economically to maximize the achievement of
outcomes?









5.2. Is there a more efficient approach to
achieving BCAH Program objectives?

 Evidence and views of key informants on more efficient alternative approaches and/or innovative

Program operational costs in relation to overall budget
Program operational costs per funded project
Planned vs utilized (actual) financial and human resources
Program average cost per volunteer, volunteer hour participant
Program average cost per artists/performers
Trends of BCAH’s administrative costs
Comparison of use/allocation of resources with programs in similar domains and/or of similar
financial and operational scope



5.3. Is the BCAH Program complementing or
duplicating existing programs/initiatives?

ways (including program design and delivery) to achieve BCAH Program outcomes
Evidence of tangible results stemming from actions undertaken to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of program delivery

 Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which BCAH duplicates or complements
other programs delivered through other PCH programs, other government department (f/p/t), nongovernmental or private sector.

 Document and file review
 Literature review
 Key informant interviews







Document and file review
Literature review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients
Case studies







Document and file review
Literature review
Key informant interviews
Surveys
Case studies






Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients
Case studies

Design and Delivery
6. Were adequate management and
administrative practices in place for effective
delivery to meet the Program expected
outcomes?

 Evidence and views of key informants regarding the extent to which the program is delivered







effectively including:
o Eligibility requirements
o Applications submission process
o Applications evaluation process
o Applications approval process
o Services delivery standards as published on the Program Web site
o Administrative structure
Evidence and views of key informants regarding formula based assessment process for local
festivals and community anniversaries applications
Evidence and views of key informants regarding current delivery model (regional vs national (HQ)
program delivery)
Trends in number of days between official written notification of the funding
decision and the event start date
Applicant’s level of satisfaction with program delivery
Potential opportunities to improve the operational processes
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Performance Measurement and Reporting
7. Were the performance monitoring and
measurement activities sufficient to support
results reporting and evaluation?
What, if any, changes to performance
measurement are required?

 Adequacy of performance measurement mechanism and systems in place:







Extent to which the performance indicators accurately reflect outputs and results

Extent to which program data capture and reporting capacity corresponds to expectations 
outlined in the performance measurement framework
Extent to which the performance data being collected is accurate and complete
Extent to which the performance data supports decision-making and departmental
accountability requirements (usefulness)

Document and file review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients
Case studies

Identification of potential changes and improvements to performance measurement
strategy
Official Languages
8. Were all official language requirements of
the BCAH Program met?

 Evidence and views of key informants on the extent to which that the official language
requirements were met for every component of the Program.







Document and file review
Literature review
Key informant interviews
Survey of funded recipients.
Case studies

69

Appendix D - tables and graphs
Table 2: Number of funded applications and amount requested by fiscal year
Festival
Anniversary
Legacy Fund
Fiscal year
#
$
#
$
#
$
2011-2012
795
$28,501,111
129
$10,255,206 36
$6,415,790
2012-2013
822
$31,081,743
133
$9,584,505
16
$4,040,799
2013-2014
680
$22,728,885
41
$427,035
12
$1,848,385
2014-2015
713
$30,046,140
39
$3,574,259
18
$3,969,742
Grand Total 3010
$112,357,879
342
$23,841,005 82
$16,274,716
Source: Program database
Table 3: Categories of BCAH Festivals based on paid amount
Festivals Project
# of festivals
% of festivals
Expenses
914
32%
$0 – $49,999
660
23%
$50,000 – $99,999
$100,000 – $499,999

1082

147
$500,000 – $999,999
$1,000,000 +
95
Grand Total
2898
Source: Program Master Database

BCAH TOTAL
#
$
960
$45,172,107
971
$44,707,047
733
$25,004,305
770
$37,590,141
3434*
$152,473,600

Amount paid ($)

Amount paid (%)

$3,731,354

9%

$5,882,773

14%

37%

$19,840,322

48%

5%

$5,309,425

13%

3%
100%

$6,493,194
$41,257,067

16%
100%

Table 4: Distribution of BCAH funding

Festivals

Anniversary

Legacy

Total

2011-2012

$10,850,967

$3,103,538

$3,340,482

$17,294,987

2012-2013

$10,536,820

$2,891,773

$4,818,614

$18,247,207

2013-2014

$10,557,200

$3,015,620

$4,220,970

$17,793,790

2014-2015

$10,407,118

$1,802,708

$2,734,711

$14,944,537

Total

$42,352,105

$10,813,639

$15,114,777

$68,280,521

% of total

62.0%

15.8%

22.1%

100.0%

Source: Finance data
Table 5: Total # and average # of local partners (2013-2014 – 2014-2015)
Fiscal
2013-2014
2014-2015
Total
year/Component
Local partners
Sum
Average
Sum
Average
Sum
Festivals
19,775
31
16,647
33
36,422
Anniversaries
1,402
Legacy Fund
76
Grand Total
21,253
n= 1221 out of 1648 (74.08%)

28
15
31

292
8
16,947

15
8
32

1,694
84
38,200

Average
32
24
14
31
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Table 6 Municipal cash and in-kind support by component and by fiscal year
Component

Fiscal Year

Sum of
Municipal
Support – Cash

Average of
Municipal
Support – Cash

Sum of Municipal
Support – In Kind

Average of
Municipal
Support – In
Kind

Festivals

2011-2012
2012-2013

$7,624,397
$9,655,116

$11,876
$17,059

$6,940,549
$8,579,169

$10,727
$13,138

2013-2014
2014-2015

$9,856,160
$7,444,667
$34,580,339
$4,083,494
$4,037,220
$1,375,723
$144,098

$14,080
$15,318
$14,445
$38,890
$63,082
$24,135
$7,205

$6,944,550
$5,107,992
$27,572,260
$1,182,399
$735,762
$1,583,250
$144,820

$10,007
$10,532
$11,122
$11,480
$11,319
$28,272
$7,241

$9,640,535

$39,189

$3,646,231

$14,944

2011-2012
2012-2013
2013-2014

$750,001
$2,759,621
$163,765

$125,000
$110,385
$32,753

$37,530
$803,650
$25,000

$6,255
$34,941
$12,500

2014-2015

$200

$200

$600

$600

$3,673,587

$99,286

$866,780

$27,087

$47,894,462

$17,891

$32,085,271

$11,646

Festivals Total
Anniversaries

Anniversaries
Total
Legacy Fund

Legacy Fund
Total
Grand Total

2011-2012
2012-2013
2013-2014
2014-2015

For municipal support – cash –n= 2677 (79.53%). For municipal support-in-kind – n= 2755 (81.84%).
Note: 2014-2015 results are low for Legacy (only 1 report out of 22 was received). The Legacy Fund outcomes are based on
data from 60% of final reports for 2011-12 to 2014-2015 (i.e. 46 reports out of 76).
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Table 7: Community support – cash and in-kind by component
Component

Fiscal Year

Sum of
Community
Support – Cash

Average of
Community
Support – Cash

Sum of
Community
Support – In-kind

Average of
Community
Support – In-kind

Festivals

2011-2012
2012-2013

$15,893,649
$21,522,405

$24,265
$31,420

$26,153,620
$32,240,220

$39,094
$46,389

2013-2014

$21,772,553

$30,709

$33,092,461

$46,544

2014-2015

$20,745,759

$42,599

$28,066,495

$57,631

2011-2012
2012-2013

$79,934,366
$3,213,541
$2,234,570

$31,520
$30,316
$33,352

$119,552,795
$2,970,571
$1,223,721

$46,664
$29,123
$17,996

2013-2014

$1,197,256

$20,642

$674,122

$11,827

2014-2015

$253,428

$12,671

$389,193

$19,460

$6,898,795

$27,485

$5,257,607

$21,286

2011-2012
2012-2013
2013-2014

$426,893
$4,742,775
$320,136

$60,985
$163,544
$106,712

$473,240
$977,475
$64,710

$78,873
$40,728
$21,570

2014-2015

$15,000

$15,000

$200

$200

Festivals Total
Anniversaries

Anniversaries
Total
Legacy Fund

Legacy Fund
$5,504,804
$137,620
$1,515,625
Total
Grand Total
$92,337,965
$32,663
$126,326,027
Program database
Community support cash - n= 2827 (83.98%) Community support in-kind n=2843 (84.46%)
Note: excluded one outlier for Community in-kind support
Table 8: Total paid to recipient by component
2011-2012
2012-2013
Legacy Fund
Anniversaries
Festivals
Total
Program Database

1,289,630
2,185,063
9,897,239
13,371,932

6,284,747
2,873,578
10,595,720
19,754,045

Table 9: Total # of volunteers by component
FY/Component 2011-2012
2012-2013
Sum
Average
Sum
Average
Total # of
per
per
volunteers
project

project

$44,577
$44,434

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

1,412,459
3,158,488
10,237,391
14,808,338

2,253,550
1,396,526
10,526,713
14,176,789

1,1240,386
9,613,655
41,257,063
62,111,104

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Sum

Average
per
project

Sum

Average

Festivals
99,249
150
117,479
159
116,380 162
91,786 177
Anniversaries
13,615
136
13,222
170
12,203
177
2,222
106
Legacy Fund
502
72
2,138
67
252
50
38
38
Grand Total
113,366 147
132,839
156
128,835 162
94,046 174
Program Database
Note: Excluded 5 outliers with more than 6,000 volunteers. Total count 2952 out of 3366 (87.70%)

Sum

Average
per project

424,894
41,262
2,930
469,086

161
154
65
159
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Table 10: Volunteer’s hours by component
FY/
2011-2012
2012-2013
Component
Sum
Average
Sum
Average
Total # of
volunteer’s
hours

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Festivals

2,802,358

4,233

3,022,041

4,089

3,268,303

4,558

2,917,670

5,676

12,010,371

4,563

Anniversaries

265,867

2,659

256,479

3,288

212,472

3,171

34,588

1,729

769,406

2,903

Legacy Fund

17,262

2,466

36,735

1,148

9,186

1,837

408

408

63,591

1,413

Grand Total

3,085,487

4,012

3,315,254

3,905

3,489,960

4,423

2,952,666

5,519

12,843,367

4,366

Note: Excluded 3 outliers over 400,000 hrs. Total count 2942 out of 3366 (87.40%)
Table 11: Local artists, artisans and historical heritage performers
FY/Component

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

Total # of artists

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Festivals
Anniversaries
Legacy Fund

108,740
12,420

164
124

124,664
10,361

168
135

99,771
6,107

148
120

84,263
1,720

172
78

417,438
30,608

162
122

130
106,008

26
146

8
85,991

8
167

3,640
451,686

81
158

253
42
3,249
98
Grand Total
121,413 157
138,274 162
1 outlier removed (28,400). n = 2865 out of 3366 (85.11%)

2014-2015

Total

Table 12: Total and average festival and event attendance
FY/
Component
Attendance

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

Festivals

17,059,382

25,769

21,423,873

29,632

21,044,825

29,851

18,743,142

36,184

78,271,222

30,012

Anniversaries

1,650,560

16,342

1,892,128

25,228

541,303

9,333

100,219

4,772

4,184,210

16,409

Legacy Fund

4,043

674

31,329

1,160

2,410

603

90

90

37,872

997

Grand Total

18,713,985

24,335

23,347,330

28,300

21,588,538

28,147

18,843,451

34,895

82,493,304

28,436

Note: removed blanks (407), zero (57) cells, 1 outlier (over 2,000,000). Total count 2901 out of 3366 (86.21%)
Table 13: Total attendance at arts and heritage activities
2011-2012
2012-2013
FY/Component

2013-2014

Attendance

Sum

Festivals

8,734,077

Anniversaries
Grand Total

Average

2014-2015

Total

Sum

Average

Sum

Avera
ge

Sum

Average

Sum

Average

15,624

11,301,072

17,769

15,081,176

21,637

12,991,890

25,276

48,108,215

19,995

896,400

9,639

660,519

9,436

458,800

9,176

80,916

4,259

2,096,635

9,037

9,630,477

14,771

11,961,591

16,943

15,539,976

20,803

13,072,806

24,527

50,204,850

19,031

Removed 1 outlier (over 1, 500,000). n= 2638 out of 3366 (78.37%)
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Table 14: Triage results for Local Festivals component
2011-2012
2012-2013
# of
# of
%
%
files
files
100%
201
18.4%
No information/not applicable 960
319
29.1%
Basic
574
52.4%
Regular
1
0.1%
Enhanced
960
100%
1095
100.0%
Total
Source: Program Database

2013-2014
# of
%
files

2014-2015
# of
%
files

2
318
521
0
841

0
248
669
0
917

0.2%
37.8%
62.0%
0.0%
100.0%

0.0%
27.0%
73.0%
0.0%
100.0%

Table 15: Proportion of administrative costs to total expenditures
Total program administrative costs
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

O&M expenditures
4,205,527
4,133,395
3,700,496
3,713,410
15,752,828
(A)
G&C expenditures
17,294,987
18,247,207
17,793,790
14,944,537
68,280,521
(B)
Total expenditures
21,500,514
22,380,602
21,494,286
18,657,947
84,033,349
(C) (equals A+B)
Administrative ratio
19.6
18.5
17.2
19.9
18.7
(A/C)
Administrative costs of Legacy Fund and National Headquarters BCAH program activities (excluding salary and O&M
for activities associated with the Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals components)
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

O&M expenditures

1,103,194

1,092,062

844,970

916,290

3,956,516

G&C expenditures

3,340,482

4,818,614

4,220,970

2,734,711

15,114,777

Total expenditures

4,443,676

5,910,676

5,065,940

3,651,001

19,071,293

Administrative ratio

24.8

18.5

16.7

25.1

20.7

Administrative costs of Community Anniversaries and Local Festivals (including National Headquarters activities to
support these two components)
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

O&M expenditures

3,102,333

3,041,333

2,855,526

2,797,120

11,796,312

G&C expenditures

13,954,505

13,428,593

13,572,820

12,209,826

53,165,744

Total expenditures

17,056,838

16,469,926

16,428,346

15,006,946

64,962,056

Administrative ratio

18.2

18.5

17.4

18.6

18.2

Source: Financial data
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Table 16: Administrative costs of other PCH programs
Administrative Cost of the
Three Programs, 2007-08 to
2012-13 Programs
CAPF
CCSF
CCIF
Total

Administrative
Cost

Total Program
Expenditures

% of Program
Expenditures

Previous
Evaluation

$19,894,353
$14,364,918
$13,642,834
$47,902,105

$187,138,422
$204,519,922
$156,535,448
$548,193,792

11%
7%
9%
9%

23%
8%
16%
16%

Source: Grouped Arts Evaluation: Canada Arts Presentation Fund (CAPF), Canada Cultural Spaces Fund
(CCSP), Canada Cultural Investment Fund (CCIF) August 2014.
Table 17: Average total administrative cost per output (# of applications and # of funded projects) (total 20112012-2014-2015)
Average Total
Administrative Cost
Per Output, 20112012 to 2014-2015
Regions and Festivals
and Anniversaries
National
Headquarters and
Legacy Fund
BCAH total

Number of
Applications

Number of
Projects Funded

Administrative
Cost (total 4
years)

Cost per
Application

Cost per Project
Funded

4,415

3,260

$11,796,312

$2,671.87

$3,618.50

167

76

$3,956,516

$23,691.71

$52,059.42

4,582

3336

$15,752,828

$3,437.98

$4,722.07

Table 18: Program costs per outcomes (# of volunteers, # of artists, artisans and heritage performers and # of
participants)
Component/Cost
Total amount
Volunteers
Artists, artisans and
Participants
per outcomes
paid
heritage performers
(Attendance)
based on total $
paid

$

#

Cost ($)

#

Cost ($)

#

Cost ($)

Festivals

$41,257,063

424,894

$97

417,438

$99

78,271,222

$0.53

41,262

$233

30,608

$314

4,184,210

$2.30

2,930

$3,836

3,640

$3,088

37,872

$296.80

Anniversaries

$9,613,655
Legacy Fund
$11,240,386
Source: Program Database
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Table 19: BCAH program budgeted and actuals
Grants and Contributions
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Budget
Actual

$17,655,000
$17,294,987

$17,655,000
$18,247,207

$17,655,000
$17,793,790

$17,655,000
$14,944,537

$70,620,000
$68,280,521

Variance

$360,013

-$592,207

-$138,790

$2,710,463

$2,339,479

% variance

2.0%

-3.4%

-0.8%

15.4%

3.3%

Administrative Costs (salary, EBP, 0&M)
Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Budget

$4,254,059

$3,903,065

$3,658,961

$3,783,841

$15,599,926

Actual

$4,205,527

$4,133,395

$3,700,496

$3,713,410

$15,752,828

Variance

$48,532

-$230,330

-$41,535

$70,431

-$152,902

% variance

1.1%

-5.9%

-1.1%

1.9%

-1.0%

Resources

2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

Total

Budget

$21,909,059

$21,558,065

$21,313,961

$21,438,841

$86,219,926

Actual

$21,500,424

$22,380,602

$21,494,286

$18,657,947

$84,033,349

Variance

$408,635

-$822,537

-$180,325

$2,780,894

$2,186,667

% variance

1.9%

-3.8%

-0.8%

13.0%

2.5%

Total
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Table 20: BCAH planned and actual FTEs (2012-2013-2014-2015)
Planned
Actual
Difference
2011-2012
2012-2013
55.4
59.9
4.5
2013-2014
53.5
60.6
7.1
2014-2015
75.2
59.4
-15.8
Source: DPRs 2012-2013 to 2014-2015

Table 21: Notification days before the event start date (Festivals)
Days of
2011-2012
2012-2013
2013-2014
Notification
before event #
%
#
%
#
%
start date
3
0.43%
0
0.00%
1
0.13%
Event has
started
3
0.43%
1
0.13%
1
0.13%
01-14 days
43
6.15%
28
3.64%
5
0.66%
15-29 days
72
10.30%
115
14.95%
46
6.05%
30-59 days
31
4.43%
163
21.20%
218
28.68%
60-89 days
247
35.34%
264
34.33%
309
40.66%
90-119 days
38.48%
134
17.43%
151
19.87%
120-149 days 269
31
4.43%
60
7.80%
27
3.55%
150 + days
0
0.00%
4
0.52%
2
0.26%
n/a
699
100.00% 769
100.00% 760
100.00%
Grand Total
Source: Program database

2014-2015

Total

#

%

#

%

0

0.00%

4

0.14%

0

0.00%

5

0.17%

5

0.73%

81

2.78%

200

29.11%

433

14.85%

187

27.22%

599

20.55%

91

13.25%

911

31.25%

60

8.73%

614

21.06%

143

20.82%

261

8.95%

1

0.15%

7

0.24%

687

100.00%

2915

100.00%
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Figure 2: Level of satisfaction with aspects of BCAH program delivery (% very satisfied and % somewhat satisfied)
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