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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

The Brand Canada (BC) Program was introduced in May, 2001 as a  method of raising
the profile and improving the image of Canada internationally at trade shows that are
recognized as vital to their industries. BC aims  to achieve the goal of raising the
Canadian profile by enhancing Canada’s presence at global trade shows and major
regional shows in Team Canada Inc (TCI) priority sectors. During the four years since
the inception of the BC program, 91 trade shows have been allocated incremental
funding, covering all 12 TCI priority trade sectors.

The evaluation examined the continued need for the Brand Canada Program, the
current governance structure and the extent to which this structure has been efficient
and effective, and the extent to which the objectives of the Program have been met.

Evaluation Findings

1. Program Rationale

There is a clear rationale and continuing need to enhance Canada’s profile at key
industry trade shows. Canada still needs BC funding to improve its image and present a
face that is both reflective of its considerable standing in many key industries, and to
remain competitive with the displays of other nations at shows. This need is as great as
it was when the Program was first established.

Most of the concerns around the design of the Program involved the timing of BC
funding, especially the tying of the funding to the government fiscal year. Although
many vital industry shows are being funded, there were concerns that the somewhat
restrictive eligibility criteria of the Program excluded many important shows in key
industry sectors.

2. Governance and Performance Measurement

The BC Program’s governance structure was praised for both its interdepartmental
collaboration and transparency and accountability, and there is little doubt among key
informants that the Program has strengthened TCI. Concerns were raised, however,
about whether that governance structure is enabling the Program to be sufficiently
flexible and responsive to the needs of TCI members.

Though the spirit of the performance measurement strategy for the BC Program is
appreciated, criticisms were made. In particular, concerns were raised with respect to
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the post-event evaluations especially the relevance of the questions and the lack of
systematic follow up.

3. Outcomes and Objectives Achievement

Overall, the evaluation findings indicate that the BC Program is having an impact on at
least some of the expected areas. Most notably, the funding has contributed much to
Canada’s visibility, profile and image at key trade shows through larger pavilions,
technological and graphic enhancements, and special events. These enhancements
appear to have also positively influenced Canada’s standing at trade shows relative to
competitors. Though in some cases more work may be necessary to raise Canada’s
standard to that of other major countries, the improvement from BC funding is evident.

Terminating the program, and thereby diminishing Canada’s presence at key industry
trade shows, has the potential to hurt Canada’s image and standing with world
entrepreneurs and industrialists. For example, BC has improved Canada’s image
greatly and brought it back to the forefront, so a step back to a less impressive pavilion
may raise flags among attendees about Canada’s business climate.

Recommendations

On the basis of the Brand Canada Program evaluation findings, the following
recommendations are made to TCI through International Trade Canada:

1. Reconsider the current funding delivery arrangement. A number of
concerns have been raised about the way in which BC funding is provided to
recipients. In many cases, the funding is not arriving well enough in advance
for people to book their services and equipment without having to borrow
from elsewhere in the meantime. Some shows that were funded in the past
have been denied funding because the following year’s show falls within the
same fiscal year as the one before. For reasons such as these, the Program
should examine whether funding can be delivered in a manner that is more
helpful to recipients, or perhaps consider the possibility of multi-year funding
agreements.

2. Review and reassess the criteria for funding shows. It appears that many
potentially worthwhile industry shows are missing out on the benefits of the
Brand Canada Program because they do not meet certain funding criteria,
such as being a show in which Canada has participated in the past. In the
interest of conquering potentially lucrative new markets and, through
reconsidering shows that may not be the best use of funds anymore, it is
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advisable for the Program to open up its criteria, and possibly create a
process by which new, but potentially valuable shows can be nominated for
BC funding.

3. Explore options for saving costs. In the interest of cost-effectiveness,
Brand Canada may want to consider different ways to alleviate the costs of
things such as equipment rentals. Options to contemplate may include
cost-sharing with other departments or private-sector companies, or buying a
reserve of often-needed equipment that can be loaned to various industries
instead of renting every time.

4. Consider increasing the involvement of industry in the design and
delivery of the Program. In some ways, many of the issues around flexibility
and timing of funding could be resolved by encouraging greater involvement
in the Program on the part of industry representatives. Needs vary from
industry to industry, and are often dynamic. Greater involvement from people
who are more ‘on the ground’ in the various industries could help the BC
Program to remain current and responsive.

5. Improve the standardized reporting template for show managers. This
evaluation encountered considerable difficulty in determining any concrete
impacts of the BC Program on things such as attendance and sales. Part of
this is due to the inconsistent format and quality of show reports. For more
informative evaluations in the future, it is advisable for Brand Canada to
enforce more strictly the use of the report template by show managers.
Furthermore, the template should be improved to allow for quantitative data
to be provided on the number of visitors, and the template should have
clearly-marked spaces for number of companies in the Canadian pavilion, in
the entire show, and so on, so there is no confusion regarding what numbers
are required. There should also be room for explaining any incremental
impacts; presumably if this report is required at every show every year, it will
be possible to determine incrementality after a few shows. Finally, the on-site
reports provided a more objective assessment. However, improvements
should be made to the standardized template for these reviews.

The Management responses to the above recommendations can be found on page 33,
Section 3.2.2 of this report.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The Brand Canada Program of Team Canada Inc (TCI) was introduced in May 2001 in
order to raise the profile and improve the image of Canada internationally, at trade
shows that are uniformly recognized as vital to their industries. This program was
initiated in response to the perceived negative impact of an inferior presence at such
trade shows due to ongoing budget reductions. As a result, gaps emerged between
Canada’s presence at key venues and that of its competitors. Given increasing
competition internationally and Canada’s reliance on exports for 45 per cent of its GDP,
a strong presence at key international trade shows is considered important.

By undertaking this type of promotional program, TCI wanted to provide a supportive
environment that would give Canadian companies, especially small and medium
enterprises (SMEs), a more competitive edge and make them more successful in
generating export sales, solid contacts, trade leads and market intelligence. The broad
goal is to serve the interests of all Canadian suppliers by promoting Canada’s “brand
image” and improving the country’s credibility and visibility. Ultimately, the impression
Canada creates among foreign buyers should be durable, such that they seek out
Canadian suppliers (directly and through missions abroad) long after the completion of
the individual trade shows.

1.2 Program Description

1.2.1 Objectives and Guiding Governance Principles

The Brand Canada (BC) Program was designed to raise the profile and improve the
image of Canada internationally at key trade shows, commensurate with the standards
of our competitors, as an advanced, high-tech, sophisticated country and a superior
source of high-quality, value-added products. It aims to achieve this goal through
enhancing Canada’s presence at global trade shows and major regional shows in TCI
priority sectors (i.e., Aerospace and Defence; Agricultural Products, Agri-Food and
Seafood; Automotive; Bio-Industries; Cultural Products and Services; Environmental
Industries; Health Industries; Information and Communications Technologies; Natural
Resources Technologies and Services; Plastics; Service Industries; and Wood
Products and Other Building Materials). The Program’s objectives are as follows:

� Raising the profile and improving the image of Canada internationally at trade
shows recognized as vital to their industries;
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� Promoting Canada’s “brand image” and improving Canada’s credibility among
foreign buyers and decision makers present at these trade shows; and

� Contributing to the impact for participating Canadian companies (i.e., on
export sales, solid contacts, trade leads and market intelligence).

The guiding governance principles of the BC Program (as identified in BC Program
documents) include:

� Inclusiveness — the program will engage any interested TCI partner;

� Partnership and teamwork — the program will reinforce the concept of
horizontal decision-making;

� The program will be simple in terms of its governance structure and efficient
in its budget allocation and program delivery methodologies;

� The program will allow for flexibility in order to maximize event impact;

� It will be evaluated according to accepted TCI results-based performance
measurement criteria; and

� The program will be delivered in-line with Canadian Trade Commissioner
Service “New Approach” principles, which govern the responsibilities of
mission-based officers vis–à–vis trade shows.

In the four years since the inception of the BC Program, 91 trade shows have been
allocated incremental funding (several occurring more than once in the four-year
period), covering all 12 TCI priority trade sectors, in markets in Africa, Asia, Europe, the
Middle East, Latin America and North America.1

Program funds are incremental. It must be unlikely that the proposed initiative would be
undertaken without BC support. Funds are not used to subsidize the participation of
individual firms, which are expected to continue the practice of paying their own costs
as well as contributing to common costs associated with a national presence. The funds
constitute the government’s share of a partnership with the private sector to leverage
their contribution and maximize overall results.  Examples of the types of trade show2

expenditures covered by the Brand Canada Program include:
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� Expansion and re-design of Canadian pavilions and/or federal government
booths;

� Innovative approaches incorporating the use of  IT (e.g., multimedia and web-
based marketing materials);

� Improved media relations and advertising programs;

� Concurrent promotional activities such as Canadian cultural events;

� Networking, matchmaking and hospitality activities focussed on key sectoral
business leaders;

� Enhanced Ministerial participation; and

� Other creative concepts.

In addition to funding incremental trade show activities, the BC Program also funds
initiatives that can be applied horizontally across all shows, in order to achieve a
consistent Canadian image and realize cost savings. These initiatives include: 3

� Advertising;

� “Best practices” seminar;

� Common graphics;

� Common marketing materials;

� On-site evaluation; and

� Web-page design.

1.2.2 Program Resources

The total budget of the Brand Canada Program was $12 million. The BC funds have
been disbursed as follows:

� $1 million in FY2001-02;

� $4 million in FY2002-03;

� $4 million in FY2003-04; and

� $3 million in FY2004-05.

As is indicated in Table 1.1 below, the majority of BC funding was intended to go to
branding projects at international trade shows.
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Table 1.1: Summary of Planned Expenditures (‘000's)

2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 Total

Branding Projects at

International Trade Shows
950 3,180 2,900 2,700 9,730

Horizontal Initiatives 50 500 500 200 1,250

Contingency Funds 0 320 600 100 1,020

Total 1,000 4,000 4,000 3,000 12,000

Source: TCI Brand Canada Program Expenditure Plan 2001-2004

Industry sectors received varying proportions of the BC funding, with the ICT industry
receiving the largest proportion overall (17 per cent), and the service industry receiving
the smallest proportion (two per cent). Further details on the allocation of funds are
provided in Table 1.2.
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Table 1.2: Allocation of Funds by Sector

Industry Sector 2001-2002 % 2002-2003 % 2003-2004 % 2004-2005 % Total %

Aerospace and Defence $50,000 5% $484,000 12% $380,730 10% $290,000 10% $1,204,730 10%

Agriculture $225,000 23% $335,941 8% $356,059 9% $453,500 15% $1,379,500 12%

Automotive $100,000 10% $184,560 5% $360,000 9% – – $644,560 5%

Bio $130,000 13% $230,000 6% $200,000 5% $130,000 4% $690,000 6%

Cultural Industries $0 0% $88,000 2% $250,000 6% $220,000 7% $558,000 5%

Environmental Industries $120,000 12% $150,000 4% $326,500 8% $87,000 3% $683,500 6%

Health $0 0% $235,000 6% $235,000 6% $125,500 4% $595,500 5%

ICT $90,000 9% $848,500 21% $748,800 19% $325,000 11% $2,012,600 17%

Natural Resources $111,500 11% $390,000 10% $280,000 7% $359,200 12% $1,140,700 10%

Plastics $0 0% $156,162 4% $158,700 4% $265,000 9% $579,862 5%

Services $48,000 5% $66,064 2% $101,200 3% $59,000 2% $274,264 2%

W ood and Building

Products
$103,000 10% $288,000 7% $182,000 5% $413,500 14% $986,500 8%

Total for Trade Shows $977,500 98% $3,456,228 86% $3,587,989 90% $2,727,700 91% $10,749,417 90%

Horizontal Fund $22,500 2% $356,927 9% $162,945 4% $176,000 6% $718,372 6%

Contingency Fund $0 0% $186,845 5% $249,066 6% $97,000 3% $532,911 4%

Total $1,000,000 100% $4,000,000 100% $4,000,000 100% $3,000,000 100% $12,000,000 100%

Source: Brand Canada Program Secretariat
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1.2.3 Allocation Process

Program funds are allocated annually by an interdepartmental Experts Committee co-
chaired by Industry Canada (IC) and ITCan, composed of a representative group of TCI
members (AAFC, EC, NRCan and PCH) reporting to TCI’s Executive Committee. The
day-to-day administration of the BC Program is supported by one FTE funded under the
Program that reports to the Deputy Director of the Market Support Division of ITCan.

Proposals are invited from all TCI members through a call letter with the caveat that
only one proposal per event would be considered, placing the onus on TCI partners to
consult with each other to arrive at one agreed proposal. As per the original intent of the
Program, approved initiatives focus on global trade shows and major regional shows in
TCI priority sectors (Aerospace and Defence, Agricultural Products, Agri-Food and
Seafood, Automotive, Bio-Industries, Cultural Products and Services, Environmental
Industries, Health Industries, Information and Communications Technologies, Natural
Resources Technologies and Services, Plastics, Service Industries, and Wood
Products and Other Building Materials).

Proposals are reviewed by the Experts Committee against established criteria. To be
eligible for funding, the trade show (project) manager must first demonstrate that
Canada had a pavilion at the show in previous years. Applicants are required to
complete the proposal template by providing information about the proposed show for
each of the criteria identified. In addition to responding to the criteria, the amount of
incremental funding requested is required, including a notional budget that
demonstrates how the incremental funding would be spent. Funding proposals must
highlight creative approaches that will elevate the quality of Canada’s presence, making
Canada stand out above its competitors.

As part of the final decision-making process on funding, the Experts Committee also
now asks event organizers to make a short presentation in person in support of
proposals that have been short-listed. This step was added in the last year of the
Program to add further clarity to the process and thereby enhance decision-making.
The Experts Committee makes its recommendations to the TCI Executive Committee
for final approval.4
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From 2001–02 to 2004–05, 355 submissions were reviewed and recommendations
made for funding 91 trade shows.  The average amount of BC funding per show was5

$116,841.

1.2.4 Performance Measurement

Show (project) managers are required to submit a post-event report which contains
detailed information on the use of the Brand Canada funding, characteristics of the
show itself, and results of a standardized exhibitor satisfaction survey. In addition,
surveys of foreign visitors to Canadian pavilions had been undertaken by an
independent consulting firm for a sample of 12 shows by the time of this evaluation.

1.3 Evaluation Issues and Objectives

Based on the Terms of Reference for the evaluation, the research has focused on
assessing the overall effectiveness of the BC Program, therefore providing basic
accountability for the resources utilized and the results achieved. Of particular interest
was the extent to which the Program has contributed to medium-term outcomes related
to international business development.

Four key issues were identified for this evaluation, as follows:

1. Rationale: The first issue identified for this evaluation concerned assessing
the rationale for this initiative and adequacy of the Program’s design. As part
of the rationale issue, the evaluation examined the continued need for the
Brand Canada Program, whether the objectives and funding criteria identified
for the Program continue to be relevant, and whether the design of the BC
Program is appropriate and adequate to achieve the intended objectives.

2. Governance: The evaluation assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of
the Program’s governance. As part of this issue, evaluation questions
examined the current governance structure in place, and the extent to which
this structure has been efficient and effective, as well as flexible and
responsive to the needs of TCI members. The evaluation also looked at the
extent to which the BC Program has been successful in promoting
partnership and teamwork among TCI members, as well as examining the
current performance measurement approach.
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3. Outcomes and objectives achievement: The evaluation sought to
determine the extent to which the objectives of the Program have been met
and document observable outcomes of the Program. As part of this issue, the
evaluation examined what activities and projects have been funded as a
result of the BC Program, and whether activities are consistent with
objectives and funding criteria. As well, the impacts of the Program to date
were examined.

4. Lessons learned and cost-effectiveness: The final issue involved
identifying lessons learned to date, as well as the strengths and weaknesses
of the Program, perceived cost-effectiveness of the Program, and any
overlaps or duplications with other initiatives.

1.4 Methodology

The evaluation utilized several methodologies: document review; administrative data
analysis; post-event report analysis and key informant interviews. Each is briefly
described below. The interviews and document/report review occurred from the last
week of June through the summer 2004.

1.4.1 Document Review

The first step in the evaluation involved a review of pertinent documents. The review of
documents served to guide the identification of evaluation questions and indicators for
each issue, facilitate the development of data collection instruments, and provide
information for the Program description. Documents reviewed included: Program
reports; survey templates designed for participants and foreign visitors; examples of
post-event reports; internal documents; and governance documents.

1.4.2 Analysis of Administrative Data

The second task in the evaluation was an analysis of administrative data relating to the
BC Program. A number of spreadsheets/databases exist which contain information on
all projects funded under the Program. Administrative data collected on projects
includes budget information, industry sector, project lead/manager, and name of the
event. The administrative data was collected in order to develop a comprehensive
picture of the activities of the Program, including: overall allocation of funds by project
type (including horizontal initiatives), level of funding by event, and funding by priority
sector.
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1.4.3 Analysis of Reports on Shows

The third line of evidence for the BC Program evaluation came from a variety of reports
that have been completed on shows. First, post-event evaluation reports were
completed by show (project) managers on individual events (also, these reports were
summarized into a master document prepared by the Program, which was also used
here). Second, surveys were conducted by Environics of foreign visitors to Canadian
pavilions (at 12 events by the time of this evaluation) pertaining to their views and
impressions of the pavilion. Finally, six on-site visit reports, written by the BC program
manager and officers not involved in the Canadian pavilion, assessed the shows on the
basis of factors such as visibility, appearance and promotional items. These three types
of reports were reviewed and analyzed for this evaluation.

A total of 65 post-event evaluations had been produced at the time of the BC
evaluation. A template exists to guide the content of these reports, which includes
background information on the event (description of the show, as well as the Canadian
presence and activities); an assessment of the Canadian pavilion (budget, exhibitors,
performance of exhibitors, pavilion design, construction, government presence and
promotional events); and comments from Canadian exhibitors. These reports are also
intended to include the results of client satisfaction surveys completed by participants at
each event.

All trade show post-event evaluation reports were reviewed using an information
collection template. Information from the proposal database was imported whenever
necessary to fill in gaps. A review of the visitor survey results and site visit reports also
added to the information available from evaluation reports.

1.4.4 Interviews with Stakeholders

A total of 38 interviews were conducted with stakeholders of the Brand Canada
Program. Stakeholders interviewed included: members of the Experts Committee (n=5);
project managers of individual Brand Canada shows (n=13, note that one individual is
the contact for projects in two sectors); the manager of the BC Program (n=1); Trade
Officers at missions abroad (n=9); industry associations (n=5); and provinces (n=5) .6

For the interviews with show (project) managers, we attempted to identify one individual
for each of the priority sectors. The show (project) managers were drawn from a variety
of federal departments, although a majority were from Industry Canada. Managers were
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also drawn from Agriculture and Agri-food Canada, International Trade Canada,
Canadian Heritage, and Natural Resources Canada, reflecting the overall composition
of the shows that received BC funding.

Industry association representatives identified for inclusion in interviews were those
associations nominated as interview candidates by Brand Canada show (project)
manager interviewees. Trade Officers were drawn from posts (missions) where key
shows funded by the BC Program are most often located and included individuals
suggested by interviewed show (project) managers. These included: Germany, the
U.S., France, England, Japan, Singapore, Mexico and Chile. Provinces from which
representatives were interviewed were Ontario, Quebec and Alberta.

Interviews with stakeholders who were most closely involved with the Program
addressed all evaluation issues and questions, as identified in the evaluation matrix.
Rationale, program governance, objectives achievement and outcomes, lessons
learned and cost-effectiveness were all addressed in these interviews.

Interviews with stakeholders who were less directly implicated in the ongoing work of
the Program (i.e., Trade Officers, associations, provinces) focused on the issue of
objectives achievement and outcomes, as well as rationale and lessons learned.

1.5 Limitations of the Evaluation

One limitation of this evaluation is the absence of a comparison point to use in the
assessment of incrementality. Hence, the evidence around the difference made by the
Brand Canada Program, although valuable, is solely qualitative. Further, there are
limited perspectives from independent observers (i.e., the qualitative information has
come from individuals who are, to varying degrees, stakeholders in the Program).
Finally, tremendous variability in the content of the post-event reports completed by
show (project) managers made it very difficult to report overall findings from this
evidence source.

1.6 Purpose and Organization of the Report

The purpose of this document is to present the findings for the evaluation of the Brand
Canada Program. The evaluation findings are presented, by issue, in Chapter Two and
the evaluation conclusions and recommendations are presented in Chapter Three.
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2. FINDINGS

2.1 Rationale for the Program

There is overwhelming continued support for the objectives of the BC Program. Key
informant interview respondents agree that the objectives remain relevant and
appropriate. Canada is seen as greatly needing the funding to increase its profile, often
because the nation’s standing at trade shows does not otherwise reflect its position in a
given market. In other words, even though Canada is a major player in many industries,
without BC funding its trade show displays often fall far short. Furthermore, many other
nations spend significant amounts on trade show displays, and BC simply helps
Canada to “catch up” with them. BC-funded displays also help to improve Canada’s
image and raise awareness more generally. There is a sense that the world does not
really “know” Canada all that well, or that people hold outdated perceptions of Canada
such as that it is primarily rich in natural resources, not in technology. Also, recent
incidents such as the SARS outbreak and the cases of BSE, and strained relations with
the United States over the current socio-political environment, suggest that Canada
needs to continue to strengthen its image.

Key informants also believe unanimously that the need that the Program was designed
to meet still exists. The reasons outlined above were frequently given, but it was also
argued that, if anything, there is a greater need. This is partly because commitment to
strengthening the Canadian brand is important to maintain, but also because there are
always new markets to conquer. Furthermore, the technology and standards for events
are always changing, and Canada needs to keep up; now that Canada has raised the
calibre of its participation at shows, it is necessary to maintain it. 

In general, there are not many serious concerns about the design of the BC Program,
although many respondents did not feel they knew enough about it to be absolutely
sure. Of course, more funding for more projects was considered to be a desirable
improvement; some felt that the funding was being spread too thinly across too many
projects. A few problems around the timing of the funding were encountered. For
example, while the funding is received relatively close to the event, not all show
expenses are incurred then. Contractors and materials such as banners often must be
paid for in advance. Many shows are also planned over two years and so funding is
necessary even earlier on. Additionally, issues were raised regarding shows whose
timing overlapped with fiscal years, resulting in short turnaround times for funding, or
sometimes no funding at all when the same show takes place twice in the same fiscal
year. One respondent commented that “the rest of the world does not operate on fiscal
years.” There were also some calls for more transparency in funding decisions; one
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respondent, for example, wanted to know why one industry sector received a
considerably larger portion of the program budget.7

Though many shows that are vital to their respective sectors are receiving BC funding,
there are significant concerns about certain shows being left out, and in one case, the
wrong show being funded. Certain eligibility requirements are problematic. The
requirement that only trade shows at which Canada has participated in the past can be
eligible was criticized because it runs contrary to attempts to conquer new markets. As
one respondent put it, “I don’t see the logic in that. What if it’s a really important show?”
A concern was also raised about one particular industry show. According to a trade
mission representative, this show may not be the most suitable recipient of BC funding
because it is too broad, and now not only attracts industry professionals, but also
families and even tourists. Because Canada’s focus is on certain niche markets in this
industry, there may be more relevant events at which Canada could improve its
presence.

More generally, the focus is sometimes seen to be too much on the government
sectoral priorities, and not enough on the particularities and market priorities within
each individual sector. It was felt that the eligibility criteria should be linked to where
Canadian companies have the most potential to succeed. It is believed that more
industry input would be beneficial in this process. Ultimately, though, if new shows are
to be considered, measures must be in place to ensure that informed decisions
regarding funding are being made. For example, a potentially relevant show could be
evaluated by the appropriate trade officer and then a formal recommendation could be
made back to the Program.

2.2 Governance and Performance Measurement

2.2.1 Governance of the Program

Generally, the current governance structure of the BC Program is seen as efficient and
effective. Respondents had mostly positive things to say, particularly around
transparency and accountability, as well as the collaboration and involvement of
different players. Additionally, the administration of the Program (e.g., systems and
records) was found to be very well organized, with thorough program information readily
available (noted both in interviews as well as directly through the process of conducting
the evaluation). However, views were expressed to the effect that the allocation process
could be improved with  a greater involvement of (project) show managers. Despite the
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overall positive views on the governance structure, it would appear that it is currently
not enabling the program to be sufficiently responsive or flexible to meet the needs of
many TCI members. Again, a number of concerns were raised about the timing of
funding, and how it does not always correspond well to the timing of the shows.
Additionally, some respondents feel that there is too much rigidity in the funding from
year to year. One person reflected that “you’re given what you’re given, which is often
the exact same amount as the year before.” This approach appears not to consider how
industry needs change over time. For example, because certain countries were not
identified by the industry early on as priority countries, worthwhile shows taking place in
those countries are sometimes turned down.  Also, greater branding as a result of8

participation in shows leads to a greater demand for staff at pavilions. Because travel
costs are not eligible for coverage by BC funding, this places a financial strain on
partner organizations such as industry associations and individual companies. Other
key informants raised the issue of opening the program up to new shows as a flexibility
issue. It was suggested that the recommendations from TCI members are not always
heeded.

It is almost unanimously believed that the BC Program has strengthened TCI. For
several respondents, this was accomplished through bringing different departments
together to collaborate. This has led to a more holistic approach; for example, common
design elements have led to more unity and therefore more impact. The collaboration
has also created more opportunity for departments to compare notes on what they have
done. This type of collaboration can also benefit the entire government, not just TCI. In
the words of one respondent, “the more cross-departmental connections there are in
government, the more likely public servants are to discuss issues with more people and
obtain other opinions, both formally and informally and at various levels.”

2.2.2 Performance Measurement

Though the intent of the program’s performance measurement is appreciated,
respondents raised issues regarding both the post-event evaluations and the visitor
surveys. The post-event evaluations, for example, do not include any kind of systematic
follow-up with show participants and therefore it is difficult to extract valid results from
them. There also were concerns that many of the questions were fairly subjective, and
that more quantitative measures around issues such as cost-effectiveness should be
incorporated. Even with this kind of information, however, it is not easy to attribute any
long-term results to BC alone, as there are so many other factors at play (e.g., market
conditions, non-BC elements of the event).
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Opinions were mixed among those who had experience with the visitors’ survey. Some
respondents felt that the people delivering the surveys were getting in the way of doing
business. As well, some show (project) managers are designing and delivering their
own surveys.

Another problem with performance measurement emerged from the review of show
reports. Although the current performance measurement approach and tools appear to
be appropriate in measuring the individual projects funded through Brand Canada, it
appears that not all exhibitors in the Canadian pavilions completed the client
satisfaction surveys at the Trade Fairs and/or that not all show (project) managers
provided survey results back to the Program. Ultimately, this affects how efficiently the
effectiveness and success of the events is measured. Furthermore, there was
substantial variation in the quality of the reports submitted, ranging from one or two-
page summaries via email with no details whatsoever to full reports with photographs
and all survey results. With respect to the exhibitor survey, 65 percent of show reports
partially included (28 per cent provided information on five or fewer variables from the
ten in the survey) or fully included (37 per cent provided information on more than five
variables from the ten in the survey) the survey results in the post-event report
(Exhibit 2.1). Seven per cent of the show reports provided qualitative/anecdotal
evidence only. Twenty-eight percent of show reports did not provide any survey data or
qualitative/anecdotal evidence. Finally, it should be noted that not all of the show
(project) managers reported their survey results in a consistent fashion and therefore it
was very difficult to assess key findings across all shows.
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2.3 Outcomes and Objectives Achievement

Key informants were asked to discuss the impacts of the BC Program, both through
incremental funding of trade shows and horizontal initiatives. Show reports and site visit
reports were also consulted for insights on this topic. Success in achieving various
objectives varies considerably across outcomes. While the impact of BC funding was
quite visible in some respects, in others it was somewhat more difficult to determine.

2.3.1 Use of Brand Canada Funds

According to the review of show reports, and as presented in Exhibit 2.2, the initiatives
for which Brand Canada funding was used most commonly were: expansion and re-
design of the Canada pavilion (92 per cent); graphics and visuals (84 per cent); and
hospitality/networking events (77 per cent).  With respect to the incorporation of BC9

common elements, more than two thirds (65 per cent) of projects utilized common
graphics and 63 per cent included common promotional materials as part of their
exhibits.
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This corresponds fairly closely to the distribution of BC funding by initiative, over the
fiscal years 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–04, as presented in Exhibit 2.3.
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2.3.2 Visibility

Successes were most obvious in the context of Canada’s visibility, profile and image at
funded trade shows. Respondents saw a vast improvement with Brand Canada; as one
interviewee put it, Canada’s visibility “was in decline in the late 1990s, but Brand
Canada helped us rebuild and now we’re back to looking like a major player.” The
funding helped make displays larger and look more professional. A variety of
enhancements were paid for by BC funding, including high-tech equipment such as
plasma screen TVs, media kits, graphics, receptions and cultural events such as
musical guests. One side benefit of this increased visibility, as described by some
respondents, is that Canada has more clout to book good space at future shows.
Countries with smaller, less impressive displays are usually placed in less prominent,
less central areas of a show.

The site visit reports provided an interesting perspective on shows. It is important to
bear in mind when considering the results from the site visit reports, however, that only
a small number of reports were available to review (i.e., six). Also, the purpose of these
reports was to provide a third-party view on how BC money is being spent. They were
not conducted as a systematic evaluation data collection mechanism. That being said,
they did provide valuable objective information to the evaluation. Further, anecdotal
evidence exists to demonstrate improvements made to BC funded pavilions as a result
of an on-site visit report.
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The site visit reports contained mixed results. Some of the positive feedback on the
issue of visibility included comments that the Canada Pavilion was highly visible; the
use of things such as banners and towers was seen to contribute greatly to visibility.
Other examples of positive aspects discussed in these reports included: good
placement of pavilions; lots of space; a very polished and distinctive look; clever layout
of exhibitors; trade Commissioners always available to answer questions;
demonstrations that drew large crowds; a preference on the part of most exhibitors to
exhibit in the Canada pavilion; and promotional items that appeared to be very popular,
as people were seen carrying them throughout some shows.

On the other hand, there also were a number of problems identified in the site visit
reports. In some cases, the pavilions were not as visible as they could be. For example,
one on-site evaluator stood in the middle of the Canada pavilion and asked visitors
about it. None of these visitors knew Canada even had a pavilion. Another report
indicated a similar lack of visibility. Examples of other issues of concern were: no
reference to Canada in the trade show directory; visitors were not always sure of the
purpose of exhibits; lack of focus on Canadian innovation and technology; common
graphic promotional items not always used; some technology could have been better
promoted, with operating instructions; presentations were poorly-attended; and
promotional items were found lying on the ground or locked in a storage unit.

2.3.3 Canada’s Standing

Canada’s standing relative to competitors at trade shows also appears to have
benefited significantly from BC funding. At some shows, Canada was described by
stakeholders and visitors as the best or most visible exhibitor. Others were pleased to
see BC funding bring Canada up to the level of the rest of the countries exhibiting at
shows. In many cases, however, it would appear that there is still work to be done. 

Many respondents said that while BC funding made a definite improvement, Canada’s
pavilion still fell far short of the others. As one respondent put it,

“We’re the fourth largest country for (our industry), but we spend
about one quarter of what Belgium does, and 10 per cent of what
Italy does. We don’t even come close to the U.S. or the U.K. We
spend about $1.5 million when Germany spends $25 million. Other
countries, to be fair, do things differently. They have nationalized
companies that lend their goods and services such as technology
to these displays and therefore the displays are flashier. Many
nations consider (this industry) to be their touchstone for
technology, and so they invest a lot in branding. We don’t spend a
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lot at all, which is frustrating. Ministers who visit our pavilion ask
why it’s not as nice as those of the other countries.”

Results from the Environics survey of visitors indicate that, on average , almost all10

(90 per cent) visitors surveyed felt that the Canada pavilion at the show they attended
was as good as or better than the other pavilions. More than one quarter (27 per cent)
rated it “better than most of the others”.

2.3.4 Visitors to Canadian Pavilions

Increased visibility may be drawing more visitors to Canadian pavilions, and interesting
events may be having a similar effect. For example, one pavilion featured a live gaming
challenge, in which people from different countries played against each other. This
attracted many visitors, and helped make the pavilion interesting.

The results of the Environics visitor satisfaction surveys provide useful insight into the
pavilions’ impacts on visitors. For example, an average of nearly three quarters (73 per
cent) of visitors surveyed made a spontaneous decision to visit the pavilion after seeing
it. More than half (55 per cent) of visitors surveyed believed that their current business
relationship with Canada would “probably” or “definitely” be enhanced as a result of
their visit to the pavilion, while nearly one third (30 per cent) reported that new business
relationships would “probably” or “definitely” result from their visit. The highest
proportion of “definitely” responses to this question came from visitors to Americana
(22 per cent), OTC and BIO (both 17 per cent).

Canada pavilions also seem to be helping to change some visitors’ perceptions of
Canada. Survey respondents were asked to name which of a series of characteristics
best described their image of Canada both before and after seeing the pavilion. The
highest increase was observed among those who perceived Canada as “a modern and
dynamic industrial nation.” On average, there was a 12 per cent increase of people who
thought this best described their image of Canada from before viewing the pavilions to
after.

While the surveys provide some helpful illustrative data, they unfortunately did not
measure any incrementality, from before BC funding to after, and therefore it is unclear
whether these numbers suggest any increases in visitor impacts due specifically to BC
funding.
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2.3.5 Foreign Buyers and Decision-Makers

Impacts on foreign buyers and decision makers attending the shows were somewhat
more difficult to gauge. In general, a better presence seems to attract more people,
including buyers and decision-makers. The “Canada Chalet” meeting facilities at the
Paris and Farnborough air shows are also seen as a positive influence, particularly
when they showcased Canadian food and beverages, which seems to help establish a
Canadian image to the rest of the world. In countries where government is generally
regarded very favourably, seeing Canadian companies being supported by their
government makes a good impression.

Networking and cultural events also improve Canadian companies’ exposure to foreign
buyers; improved attendance at these events has been observed. The following quote
exemplifies some of the key impacts on foreign buyers and decision-makers:

“…it’s a real contest to get a person’s time for 15 minutes. We’ve
done a good job increasing our profile with these people; we’re
astute on the world stage, and not just about branding. These
people are hard-pressed to fit everyone in; you have to get their
attention. We hold a major evening reception, and send out 2500 to
3000 invitations, with 600 attending. We out-draw others who
spend more. This is partly because we are congenial and there are
no hard sales pitches at our functions.”

Some respondents reported conducting surveys to this effect, and their results appear
to show that foreign buyers and decision makers are impressed with the shows. For
example, they have indicated that their perceptions of Canada improve after visiting the
display.

2.3.6 Canadian Companies

BC seems to have had a variety of positive impacts on the Canadian companies who
participate at trade shows. Although some respondents reported increases in sales,
most said it is still too soon to measure those types of concrete impacts. Many,
however, described impacts such as increased market intelligence, better networking
and contacts, and also increased confidence and pride in Canada’s “brand.”
Respondents frequently referred to the continued interest of companies in participating
as compelling evidence that they are happy with the results.

Many respondents, when asked about longer-term impacts, pointed out that companies
are frequently reluctant to give out information related to their success such as sales
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figures. Others said that while they are conducting studies, it might still take some time
before impacts can truly be observed. It was also suggested that market conditions
such as cyclical downturns can make it hard to distinguish impacts. Again, they pointed
out that the fact that companies come back year after year seems to suggest that they
consider the shows to be beneficial, especially, as one respondent pointed out, trade
shows are getting more expensive with time.

Nevertheless, contacts have been made, and according to respondents in at least
some industries, Canadian suppliers are approached by local industry and sometimes
potential clients even go to visit the companies in Canada. Interviewees sometimes
receive calls about companies and products, and even a few reports of actual sales.
According to the show reports, some participating companies did identify export sales,
established solid contacts and trade leads. Reporting of these figures was not
consistent, but among those show (project) managers who provided figures (26 out of
the 65 reports, or 40 per cent), the number of resulting sales leads reported ranges
from two to 881.  Around the same number reported on-site sales (27 reports or 42 per11

cent) and fewer presented findings on expected sales over the next 12 months
(15 reports or 23 per cent). Tremendous variability in reporting results (as well as
differences in magnitude as a function of sector) makes it difficult to present any figures
on these potential outcomes. It is impossible here, as well, to separate out the effect of
BC versus the show in general. As a result, these data could not be used in this
evaluation. This is an aspect of the post-event reports that will need to be addressed in
the future.

Key informants also identified the following additional positive impacts:

� Companies feel more confident in what they have to offer when they are in a
nice pavilion;

� More interest from Canadian industries than expected;

� More interest from provincial governments in getting involved, given the
greater federal backbone;

� More unity among Canadian companies and suppliers;

� Better morale and pride in being Canadian;

� Good local media coverage;
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� An invitation to be ‘country of the year’ in one industry, leading to publicity
around the world for at least a year;

� Increased visibility, leading to increased appreciation for opportunities
abroad, resulting in greater company participation;

� Improved dialogue between Canadian industry associations and associations
in other countries; and

� Closer interdepartmental coordination.

2.3.7 Impact of Absence of Program

Generally, if the BC Program were to be discontinued, the impact would most likely be
felt in terms of a greatly diminished Canadian presence at trade shows. Canada would
likely go back to a more bare-bones presentation, and would again look second-rate
compared to many of its competitors. This situation would likely lead to a number of
different negative impacts, as suggested by key informants:

� After seeing a BC-funded exhibit, people at trade shows now expect more
from Canada. So, if the funding were cut and Canada’s showing reduced to
what it was before BC, people would think that something was wrong with
Canada’s industry and might be reluctant to do business with Canada.

� There would be no money to do any advertising.

� Show organizers tend to treat people who take up larger spaces better, so
Canada would not get a good location.

� It would be very bad for the government’s image; they would be perceived as
not being supportive of industry, and the departments would have less control
over the Canadian presence at shows.

� Events such as receptions, luncheons and business meetings would not be
possible.

� While use of the common image has gone up since BC, if the funding was
cut people would revert back to the previous wide variety of images and
therefore reduce the impact of the ‘brand’.

� If you do not put on a good show every time, the message will be lost and
then the original funding will have been a waste of money anyway. There
must be repetition and commitment.

2.3.8 Suggestions for New Initiatives

Though many respondents still emphasized the importance of Canada’s presence at
key trade shows, to the point of clarifying that those should be funded first, a number of



E v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  B r a n d  C a n a d a  ( B C )  P r o g r a m

February 2005
23

Office of the Inspector General / Evaluation Division (SIE)

suggestions were made regarding future initiatives that may benefit from BC funding,
such as new shows to conquer new markets. Another common suggestion for funding
was trade missions, or, bringing foreign buyers in to visit Canada. Although this is
currently outside the scope of BC, a number of respondents suggested it as another
way to accomplish these objectives. Respondents also mentioned the need for more
media relations funding to improve publicity for Canada. Educational seminars were
also suggested, as was the possibility of funding provincial organizations. It was also
suggested that some funded shows are no longer the best-suited shows for the
Canadian industry, and that BC should explore the possibility of others.

2.4 Lessons Learned

Interviews revealed a number of insights on what worked for BC projects and what did
not, as presented below.

Governance Structure

� The relatively low level of bureaucracy helps bring departments closer
together, and this encourages them to share ideas.

� Ensure that “experts” are on the committee.

� Communications around requests to submit proposals could be improved; the
criteria for proposals are not detailed enough when it comes to budgeting.
Those criteria could be tightened up and be more specific in the existing
template. This way, more suitable proposals would be received.

� Work as a team; federal and provincial representatives should work together. 

� Missions should have a clearer role in the Program; one of the criteria is to
involve the local embassy, and yet many representatives at trade missions
know nothing of BC and therefore do not take advantage of it.

Program Design

� It at times seems like a typical government process where it is decided how
much funding people get and that never changes from year to year, even
though applicants are expected to submit a new proposal every year. Longer-
range planning would be beneficial.

� Adding some sort of sectoral component that is more specific than larger
industries might be helpful. Working closely with industry at the design phase
to determine the best use of BC funds is critical, and you need to be flexible
and understand the unique requirements of each industry.



E v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  B r a n d  C a n a d a  ( B C )  P r o g r a m

February 2005
24

Office of the Inspector General / Evaluation Division (SIE)

Program Delivery

� Sometimes slogans developed in English do not translate well into other
languages.

� It would have been preferable for some if the money had been sent directly to
the relevant mission. The extra steps meant that some shows did not have
the money right when they needed it for some things.

� When there is a pool of money, there are many Canadian stakeholders who
want to “join the bandwagon.” The money helped bring people together.

� Consideration should be given to more involvement from Industry Canada,
and a lesser role for ITCan. It was felt that Industry Canada understands
better how industry works (e.g., deadlines). With ITCan, there are “endless
meetings and paperwork”.

� Sometimes there are ways to cost-share creatively with others at a show.
This may be difficult to figure out, but it is an option for stretching the funding.
Also, assuming that many shows use common core elements, the
Department could buy a cache of equipment such as plasma screens, and
loan them to each pavilion, so that they can stop renting. This would save
money in the long run.

� Common design elements should be available in multiple graphic formats.
There have been problems, particularly in other countries, with downloading
the files.

� There has been a lack of funding for certain sectors — the culture industry,
for example, has been split up.

� A challenge that is completely beyond anyone’s control is the fluctuations in
currency exchange. Because show organizers must stick to their participation
fee for companies, they must absorb themselves any costs incurred by
changes in the value of the Euro or any other currency.

Types of Initiatives that are most successful at “branding” Canada

� Trade shows are still the most economical, direct approach to penetrating
new markets and maintaining presence. Reinventing things may be a waste
of time and resources.

� Promotional materials that people will use (e.g., bags) help spread the word
around.

� Events where people can meet and mingle are effective.
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2.4.1 Overlap and Duplication

Generally, it appears that the BC program is not duplicating the efforts of any other
programs. Very few respondents were able to identify any alternatives for raising the
profile and improving the image of Canada internationally at key trade shows. There
were a few mentions of other initiatives, including the Program for Export Market
Development (PEMD), Trade Routes, and small amounts of funding from provinces and
NGOs; however, there was no comparison to be made as these resources were often
far smaller, and were more limited in their applications. There appears to be no
evidence of overlap or duplication either, as show (project) managers and other
organizers are careful to ensure that different funds are being invested into separate
functions. In other words, people are making sure that there is no duplication of effort.
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3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1 Conclusions

3.1.1 Program Rationale

There is a clear rationale and continuing need to enhance Canada’s profile at key
industry trade shows. Canada still needs BC funding to improve its image and present a
face that is both reflective of its considerable standing in many key industries, and to
stay competitive with the displays of other nations at shows. This need is as great as it
was when the Program was first established, if not greater.

Most of the concerns around the design of the Program involved the timing of BC
funding. The funding was sometimes not distributed far enough in advance of an event,
or the timing of funding around fiscal years created problems for certain shows.

Although many vital industry shows are being funded, concerns were expressed that
BC funding is not always going to the most appropriate shows. The criteria for eligible
shows are sometimes too restrictive, and some shows have somewhat ‘outgrown’ their
usefulness to Canadian industry.

3.1.2 Governance

The BC Program’s governance structure was praised for both its interdepartmental
collaboration and  transparency and accountability, and there is little doubt among key
informants that the Program has strengthened TCI. Concerns were raised, however,
about whether it is enabling the Program to be sufficiently flexible and responsive to the
needs of TCI members. Concerns about the timing of funding, and the rigidity of rules
around funding suggest that there is room for improvement in this respect.

Though the spirit of the performance measurement strategy for the BC Program is
appreciated, criticisms were made. In the context of the post-event evaluations, there
were concerns about the relevance of the questions and the lack of systematic follow-
up. Further, there are concerns about inconsistencies in how they are completed and
subsequently reported in the post-event reports. In the case of the visitor satisfaction
surveys, some felt that these were intrusive and bad for business.
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3.1.3 Outcomes and Objectives Achievement

Overall, the evaluation findings indicate that the BC Program is having an impact on at
least some of the expected areas. Most notably, the funding has contributed much to
Canada’s visibility, profile and image at key trade shows through larger pavilions, far
more technological and graphic enhancements, and special events. These
enhancements appear to have also positively influenced Canada’s standing at trade
shows relative to competitors. Though in some cases more work may be necessary to
raise Canada’s standard to that of other major countries, the improvement from BC
funding is evident.

It is more difficult to determine the results of the program on foreign buyers and
decision-makers, or visits to Canadian pavilions. Though it seems that Canada’s better
showing likely attracted more visitors, incremental data on quantity or quality of visits
was not available for most shows. Foreign buyers and decision-makers were, however,
often seen to be impressed with Canada’s improved pavilion and facilities. The
Program appears to be having a positive effect on companies; that the companies
return to the shows year after year is evidence to support this idea. More concrete
impacts included increased market intelligence, better networking and contacts, and
also increased confidence and pride in Canada’s “brand.” Apparently, however, it is too
soon to get any meaningful sense of increased sales from BC-funded shows.

It may also be too soon to describe many long-term impacts. Furthermore, companies
may be reluctant to give out information related to their success such as sales figures.
Still, some results have been observed, from contacts being made, to sales, to visits to
Canada from buyers. A variety of additional impacts, some unexpected, were
described. Many of these impacts pertained to confidence and morale, increased
interest and support, and better collaboration and communication.

Terminating the program, and thereby diminishing Canada’s presence at key industry
trade shows, has the potential to hurt Canada’s image and standing with world
entrepreneurs and industrialists. For example, BC has improved Canada’s image
greatly and brought it back to the forefront, so a step back to a less impressive pavilion
may raise flags among attendees about Canada’s business climate.

Though key informants are generally very pleased with Brand Canada’s support for
trade shows, some would like to see other initiatives funded by the program in the
future, including new shows and opportunities for foreign buyers to visit Canada.
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3.1.4 Lessons Learned

Key informants identified a variety of lessons learned, relating predominantly to
program governance, design, delivery and the types of initiatives that are most
successful at “branding” Canada. Most of the governance comments pertained to
greater collaboration and communication. Design issues raised included the need to
consider longer-term funding agreements and greater input from sectors. A variety of
suggestions were made regarding delivery, from reconsidering which department
delivers the program, to branding logistics such as graphic formats and language
barriers. Events, promotional items and, most importantly, the pavilions themselves,
were seen as the most effective tools to “brand” Canada.

The BC Program appears to be unique in its mission and approach. In the few cases
where limited funding or support might be available elsewhere, great care is taken to
ensure no duplication of efforts.

3.2 Recommendations

On the basis of the Brand Canada Program evaluation findings, the following
recommendations are made to TCI through International Trade Canada:

1. Reconsider the current funding delivery arrangement. A number of
concerns have been raised about the way in which BC funding is provided to
recipients. In many cases, the funding is not arriving well enough in advance
for people to book their services and equipment without having to borrow
from elsewhere in the meantime. Some shows that were funded in the past
have been denied funding because the following year’s show falls within the
same fiscal year as the one before. For reasons such as these, the Program
should examine whether funding can be delivered in a manner that is more
helpful to recipients, or perhaps consider the possibility of multi-year funding
agreements.

2. Review and reassess the criteria for funding shows. It appears that many
potentially worthwhile industry shows are missing out on the benefits of the
Brand Canada Program because they do not meet certain funding criteria,
such as being a show in which Canada participated in the past. In the interest
of conquering potentially lucrative new markets and, through reconsidering
shows that may not be the best use of funds anymore, it is advisable for the
Program to open up its criteria, and possibly create a process by which new,
but potentially valuable shows can be nominated for BC funding.
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3. Explore options for saving costs. In the interest of cost-effectiveness,
Brand Canada may want to consider different ways to alleviate the costs of
things such as equipment rentals. Options to contemplate may include cost-
sharing with other departments or private-sector companies, or buying a
reserve of often-needed equipment that can be loaned to various industries
instead of renting every time.

4. Consider increasing the involvement of industry in the design and
delivery of the Program. In some ways, many of the issues around flexibility
and timing of funding could be resolved by encouraging greater involvement
in the Program on the part of industry representatives. Needs vary from
industry to industry, and are often dynamic. Greater involvement from people
who are more ‘on the ground’ in the various industries could help the BC
Program to remain current and responsive.

5. Improve the standardized reporting template for show (project)
managers. This evaluation encountered considerable difficulty in determining
any concrete impacts of the BC Program on things such as attendance and
sales. Part of this is due to the inconsistent format and quality of show
reports. For more informative evaluations in the future, it is advisable for
Brand Canada to enforce more strictly the use of the report template by show
(project) managers. Furthermore, the template should be improved to allow
quantitative data to be provided on number of visitors, and the template
should have clearly-marked spaces for number of companies in the Canadian
pavilion, in the entire show, and so on, so there is no confusion regarding
what numbers are required. There should also be room for explaining any
incremental impacts; presumably if this report is required at every show every
year, it will be possible to determine incrementality after a few shows. Finally,
the on-site reports provided a more objective assessment. However,
improvements should be made to the , standardized template for these
reviews.

3.2.1 Preamble to Management Responses

The Brand Canada (BC) program was a pilot initiative of Team Canada Inc (TCI)
introduced in 2001 to raise the quality and profile of Canadian pavilions at international
trade shows. On many levels, the pilot has been a success and achieved its objectives
as the findings of the evaluation show. In particular the evaluation noted that:

- There is a clear rationale and continuing need to enhance Canada’s profile at
key industry trade shows and to remain competitive with the displays of other
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nations. This has been a consistent message heard during recent consultations
with industry on Emerging Markets.

- The program funding has contributed much to Canada’s visibility, profile and
image at key trade shows through larger pavilions, technological and graphic
enhancements and special events. These enhancements appear to have also
positively influenced Canada’s standing at trade shows relative to competitors.

- Increased visibility may be drawing more visitors to Canadian pavilions. An
independent survey of foreign visitors at Brand Canada supported pavilions
show that an average of  nearly three quarters of visitors made a spontaneous
decision to visit the pavilion after seeing it. More than half of visitors surveyed
believed that their current business relationship with Canada would “probably” or
“definitely” be enhanced as a result of their visit to the pavilion, while nearly one
third reported that new business relationships would “probably” or “definitely”
result from their visit. This clearly demonstrates the impact of an attractive and
high profile Canadian pavilion as a tool in creating new business opportunities for
Canadian exhibitors.

- Exhibiting Canadian companies reported a variety of positive impacts from
higher profile Canadian pavilions including increased market intelligence, better
networking and contacts and increased confidence and pride in Canada’s
“brand”.

- Thanks to its governance structure which emphasized interdepartmental
collaboration, transparency and accountability, the Brand Canada program
strengthened Team Canada Inc.

The evaluation made five recommendations to improve the program. The Brand
Canada initiative terminated on March 31  2005 and no new funding has yet beenst

allocated to extend it. Should the government decide to allocate funding to the program
in the future, these recommendations as well as the lessons learned during the pilot will
be considered in designing the governance, allocation process and funding criteria of a
more permanent program. Meanwhile, the management response laid out below  must
be considered in this context.
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3.2.2 Management Responses

Response to recommendation # 1

This recommendation reflects a measure of misunderstanding of the
program on the part of some of those interviewed for the evaluation. At
the outset of the program, a core group of 26 global trade shows was
approved by Treasury Board for funding during the life of the program.
The actual funding allocation was done every fiscal year based on
specific branding proposals for the pre–identified shows. The
proposals were assessed against a set of criteria pertaining to the
history of the show and its importance to the industry. It was agreed at
the beginning of the program that expenditures would be managed on
a single as well as a multi–year basis. That approach was in
recognition of the particular requirements of the trade show industry
and to enable TCI members to properly plan their level of participation
at the shows. For example, it is common practice at major international
trade shows to reserve and pay for space one or more years before
the event actually takes place. The BC program was flexible enough to
provide the required funding to the organizing departments/agencies to
enable them to reserve and pay for the space for the future Canada
pavilions according to the time frame imposed by the organizers of the
show. Notwithstanding, it is possible that at times trade show (project)
managers had to cash manage expenditures following the inevitable
delays sometimes encountered in an allocation and funding
disbursement process involving 23 federal partners. Should this pilot
initiative ever become a permanent program, improvements will be
introduced to the governance, allocation and disbursement process to
further increase the flexibility of trade show (project) managers
commensurate with the requirements of the trade show industry.

Response to recommendation # 2

We agree with the recommendation. When the BC pilot initiative was
launched more than four years ago, it was determined that the best
way to select shows was on the basis of past attendance, given that
shows which had not previously been attended were not high priority.
In the intervening time, the world trading landscape has evolved.
Canadian exporters are interested in new markets. For example,
China, Brazil and India are now hosting major trade shows in key
sectors where Canadian expertise is second to none. Should BC ever
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become a permanent initiative, funding criteria will be revamped for the
program to be more responsive to the needs of Canadian companies
and the evolution of international markets. For example, funding would
be provided for a wider array of shows in more industrial sectors,
including in new and emerging markets where Canada has not
necessarily participated in the past. In addition, a renewed program
may determine that some shows previously funded are no longer as
critical to industry as they were at the outset of the pilot.

Response to recommendation # 3

What is recommended has to a large measure been implemented in
the pilot BC program. First of all, the BC program is a cost–shared
program among federal government departments, the provinces,
industry associations and private companies. Typically, a Canada
pavilion has already been planned (with costing) by a sectoral federal
department/agency in cooperation with a number of partners including
provinces, industry associations and Canadian companies (which pay
the full cost of the space they occupy within the pavilion). BC funding
is incremental to the funding allocated by the partners. In addition, as
shown in Exhibit 2.3 of the evaluation, in the first three years of the
program, over $700,000 of the BC funding were allocated to
“horizontal” initiatives such as the development of common graphics to
be used at any BC funded trade show. Promotional items with the BC
common identifiers (pens, kit folders, plastic shopping bags, business
card holders, etc.) were also produced and widely used at both BC
funded shows and other shows. BC pop up displays were purchased
for use as backdrop for booths at trade shows, conferences, seminars
at embassies, consulates or local hotels in various parts of the world.
BC funding was also allocated to the purchase and storage of flat
screen televisions sets and DVD players for use at trade shows in
Europe. Copies of the “Over Canada” video were purchased for
showing at shows and as gifts to key foreign visitors.

Response to recommendation # 4

Canadian industry, both companies and their associations, are already
involved in the design and delivery of the BC program. In a number of
cases, such as in the mining, automotive, plastic, biotechnology and
wood product sectors, the proposals submitted by TCI members for
BC funding were developed in cooperation with the provinces and
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industry associations. A renewed BC program would certainly seek to
further increase the involvement of industry in the delivery of the
program.

Response to recommendation # 5

We agree in part with the recommendation. Standard reporting
templates were developed as part of the BC Performance
Measurement Framework to enable show (project) managers to
systematically evaluate the show and to report on: 1) client
satisfaction; and 2) the number of leads, on–site sales and forecast
sales over time. However, there were significant inconsistencies in
their use by trade show (project) managers. A future program would be
accompanied by a more comprehensive and enforced performance
measurement framework and tools. A Results–Based Management
and Accountability Framework (RMAF) would be developed to provide
a measurement strategy and methodology for each show. The
measures and indicators would be both quantitative and qualitative
and would include such items as: visitors to our pavilions, sales leads
(to the extent companies are willing to provide this information), level
of satisfaction of participants. We agree that the on–site evaluation
reports by a third party proved to be a very effective tool to evaluate
the effectiveness of the BC funding to enhance the image and profile
of Canada at trade shows. However, these were conducted on an ad
hoc basis. In a future BC program, we intend to systematize these
on–site evaluations with a more precise reporting template.
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