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Appendix B - Surveys
B – 1: The BHP General Public Survey
INTRODUCTION
This survey made use of the same questionnaire that was used for the “special interest
group” or “Stake Holders” survey. A total of 102 personal interviews were conducted by
the consultants during the first week of August, 2006.
An attempt was made to conduct these interviews at the Lynden Park Mall on Wayne
Gretzky Parkway just north of Highway 403. However, permission was denied by the
Mall management to use any portion of their property, including the parking lot. The only
means by which permission could be granted was if one of the Partners were willing to
take out a booth space in the Mall which the consulting team would then staff in order to
approach members of the public with the questionnaire. However, none of the BHP
group was in a position to do this.
Permission was granted from the management of Market Square Mall in downtown
Brantford to use their facilities and a total of 25 surveys were completed in that area.
However, traffic flow was slow and appeared to attract one specific group from within the
demographics of the area. The team moved on into the area of Victoria Park in
downtown Brantford and completed the balance of the survey in that general location
over a three day period.
It should be noted that although somewhat random, there was no statistical basis for
who was asked to take part and who was not. In total the willing response rate to those
unwilling to take part tended to be at the ration of one-to-one. It was felt that a total of
100 responses were required to sample the community adequately and in total 102
responses were achieved.
The 57 survey responses from the stakeholders group were not included in this survey.
For the results of that smaller study group, please see the section The BHP
Stakeholders Survey in this report.

THE QUESTIONNAIRE
Respondents had no difficulties in understanding the questions and once the process
was started, there was a great willingness to express opinions on the heritage
preservation issues that the questionnaire touched on. Generally, it was interesting to
note that almost all respondents were impressed with the potential that both the County
and the City possessed in the area of local history and all expressed a sadness related
to the lack of support there appears to be in the protection of buildings, community
fabric and heritage infrastructure. It was recognized and commented on, that especially
in the City, local history is at considerable risk. In several cases, the respondents
became very emotional when they expanded on personal experience with wonderful
opportunities that had been “squandered” through the lack of a coordinated effort on the
part of both local politicians and members of the heritage community.
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THE RESPONSE SCALE
On a scale of 1 - 5 with 1 = Never or Not important to 5 = Always or very important.
Please answer the following questions.
1
Not important
Never / Hardly ever
Poorly done

2

3

4

5
Extremely Important
Always / Very frequently
Extremely well done

The response scale developed ranges from 1 to 5 with a low score indicating a negative
response to the statement made and a high score a positive response. The negative
should be seen as “it never happens”, “it is very poorly done”, “it is not important at all”
and “absolutely not”. The very positive (5) response is interpreted as “it always
happens”, “it is extremely well done”, “it is extremely important”, and “absolutely yes”. If
uncertainty was indicated in the answer, it was usually given a mid range grade (3). In
some cases the respondent would ask specific questions before answering. In all cases,
the interviewer was careful not to influence the response.

THE GRAPHS
In all cases, the graphs are based on 102 respondents and the vertical scale is set at
100. This will permit the interpretation of the graphs to be consistent from one question
to the next and will enable a true comparison of responses.
Each question is accompanied by a graph that compares the response to each question
on the same scale of 1 to 5.

SATISFACTION INDEX (SI)
A “Satisfaction Index” (SI) was calculated for each question in the analysis of the
tabulation of the results. This SI was calculated by giving each response level a value
equal to the degree of the response. For example, “1” (Not very well) was given a value
of 1 while “5” (Very well) was given a value of 5, etc. The total point value awarded to
each question, on tabulation of all the results, was then divided by the number of
respondents to that particular question.
The Satisfaction Index has been used to make general comments on the response to
particular questions.
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Question 1
How important is heritage preservation to members
of your community?
(SI – 4.3)

Question 1
100

The average response to this question was 4.3 or just
above “Very Important”.
The two top categories
represent over 80% of the total responses. The general
feeling of the respondents was that heritage preservation
is an important issue for the community. There were no
responses in the “not important at all” category and only
six thought that it was moderately unimportant. This
strong endorsement of the value of heritage preservation
is important to the future development of any heritage
project. It appears that the general public would be in
support of this initiative.
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Question 2
Does the City of Brantford support the heritage
community well?
(SI – 2.9)
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More than half of the respondents felt that the City’s
support for heritage was fair to poor. Only 12% felt it
was very good. Based on other questions within this
survey, this indicates that additional support would be
welcomed by the ratepayers. When compared with the
stakeholders’ responses to this same question, the City
support of heritage rated a full 20% lower with the vast
majority indicating that it was VERY POOR.
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Question 3
Does the County of Brant support the heritage
community well?
(SI – 2.9)
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5

More than 75% of the respondents indicated that
they felt that the County of Brant support heritage
“Adequately” to ”Very Well”. Generally the support
of heritage by the County is viewed as positive.
Compared to the response in reference to the city’s
support, this is a strong statement on behalf of the
County. The SI in both questions is 2.9 but it is
noted that while 75% respondents rated County
support of heritage at 3 and above, only 62% rated
the City’s support at 3 and above.
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Question 4

Question 4
Do you believe that the County of Brant and the City
of Brantford work well together on heritage issues?
(SI – 2.7)
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Question 5
Should more local tax dollars (County and City) be
spent on existing heritage preservation?
(SI – 3.9)

Question 5
100
90
80

No. of Resp.

With a low SI the respondents indicated that they do not
believe that the County and the City work well together.
It should be noted that this is in reference to heritage
issues and a number of councillors, both at the city and
at the County, have indicated that the two municipal
governments work closely together on issues such as
public health, housing and recreation. Respondents to
this survey felt strongly that a great deal of improvement
is needed in the area of cooperation in heritage
development.
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It was surprising to see the strong response to this
question with over 90% indicating a moderate yes to a
very definitely.
The response indicates a general
willingness to see public funds spent on the preservation
of the existing heritage infrastructure.
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Question 6
Do you believe it is important to support or visit
museums in your community?
(SI – 4.0)

Question 6
100
90

A strong statement by the respondents that there is not
only value in heritage preservation but also the need to
support the heritage community and, specifically, the
museums in Brant and Brantford by visits to these sites.
Well over half of all the respondents noted that not only
was it important to visit museums, but it was Very
Important.
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Question 7

Question 7
Are you satisfied with the quality of the local
museums and archives in this area?
(SI – 3.0)
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Even though it is considered to be very important to
support local museums/archives though visits (Q – 6),
there is a general disappointment with the quality of the
local museums. With the community willingness to
support, both through visits and through politically based
funding of these sites, it is clear that the existing
“product” has to be improved. The importance of the
area’s history and heritage is recognized by the public
The opportunity to tell the Brant/Brantford “story”
represents is greeted with general support.
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Questian 8

Question 8
How important is it for museums in this area to work
together and share resources? (SI – 4.5)
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Question 9

Question 9
If a new central museum facility was established in
this region should it be located in the City of
Brantford?
(SI – 4.6)
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One of the strongest responses within the 17 questions
of this survey – it is important for all heritage sites in
Brat/Brantford to work together. The respondents left no
room for doubt in this area. The community wants to
see the museums working together. Many comments on
this question indicated that without this cooperation,
funds would be wasted and opportunities missed. The
concept of the MMC was strongly supported by
members of the community. It should be noted that the
majority of the local politicians spoken with on this issue
also support this concept.
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1 - We don't Need One
5 - We Very Much Need One
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As noted above, the concept of a single museum serving
all the needs of the heritage community was strongly
supported. Over 95% of the respondents indicated that
support raged from 3 to 5 with 72% indicating “We very
Much Need One”! Like the question above, the response
to this question was one of the strongest in the entire
survey. The response to this question is consistent with
the need to spend more to develop the resource and the
need for museums in the community to work together.
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Question 10

Question 10
Are museums an important player in the economic
development of this region?
(SI – 3.6)
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Question 11

The general response to this question is that museums,
although somewhat significant, are not one of the
principal engines for economic growth within the
community. Less than half of the respondents suggested
them to be extremely important. The principal reason for
developing a facility such as the MMC would not only be
to promote economic development, but more importantly
to give the community a heritage focus that members of
the community can relate to and one that provides the
services the residents desire.

Question 11
Are the local museums and archives in your area
being marketed effectively?
(SI – 1.7)
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This was the lowest SI within the entire survey. 90% of
the respondents felt that marketing was either “Not Well
At All” or “Not Well”. Given the glossy advertising
produced locally for some of the sites this was a
surprise. However, the annual attendance numbers
appear to generally support this statement. Some
respondents indicated that there was some element of
“false advertising” of the facilities and an “over-promise
and under-delivery” of “products” was a major area of
concern.
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Question 12
Are the former industrial sites in the City of
Brantford a good place for a new museum
complex?
(SI – 3.5)

Question 12
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5

There was general, but not strong support for
locating a museum complex in the former industrial
area of the City of Brantford. The Cockshutt
building was noted as a possibility; however, the
general feeling was that the area is not accessible
enough and that it may not an appropriate zone for
a major new cultural facility.
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Question 13
How important is a strong volunteer base to the
heritage community in this area?
(SI – 4.6)
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With 97% of the respondents indicating that volunteer
support is “Very Important” or “Extremely Important”, it is
clear that the community sees heritage as something
worth spending their volunteer time in developing. The
response to this question, in combination with some of
the other very positive responses relevant to the support
of museums and the area’s heritage is extremely
encouraging for the concept of the MMC.
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5 - Extremely Important

Question 14
How well do the museums in this area work together
or interact?
(SI – 2.4)
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It is clear that the respondents feel that there is
considerable room for improvement in the area of
cooperation within the museum community in
Brant/Brantford. When considering the extremely strong
response to Q – 8 with an SI of 4.8, (Should they work
together?) the museums must work closer together and
in a more public manner in order to gain full public
support.
A duplication of efforts and a sense of
competition between the museums will be viewed by the
community as being a waste of scarce resources.

Question 15
How strong a presence do you think the First
Nations have in our community museums?
(SI – 3.2)
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With “Not Very Strong At all” to “Moderate” representing
almost 66% of the total sample it is clear that the
representation is not seen as being very large. A
number of respondents felt that this was a pity even with
the existing number of First Nations sites in the area.
Most of the respondents felt that the pre-history of the
region was extremely important and should be dealt with
in a fair and full manner by the MMC when established.
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Question 16
Do you believe knowledgeable volunteers are
essential for successful operation of our community
museums, historic sites or archives?
(SI – 4.7)

Question 16
100
90

No. of Resp.
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With just over 75% of the respondents believing that it is
“Extremely Important” to have good volunteers at
heritage sites, those sampled in the community clearly
support the notion that volunteers are important. When
coupled with question 17 below, it gives a good
indication that, although volunteers are important, to
operate a quality museum paid and professional staff are
equally important. Volunteer recruitments should have a
place of importance in the proposed MMC.
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Question 17
Do you believe that professional staff is important
for the successful operation of our community
museums, historic sites and archives?
(SI – 4.6)

Question 17
100
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As noted above, even with strong volunteers, it is
important to have a professional staff operating the
museums in the community. In addition to a strong SI, it
is noteworthy that most of the respondents indicated that
a small dedicated, paid, professional staff was not only
important, but absolutely vital in the supervision and
training of volunteers.
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BHP-External Survey - Question Index
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Question Number

Satisfaction Index (SI)
Any question with a SI of 4 and above is considered a very strong response in support
of the question being asked. Six for the 17 questions rank in this area with the lowest
response centering on the level of effectiveness of the marketing of the Museum.
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B-2: The BHP Stakeholders’ Survey
INTRODUCTION
This survey made use of exactly same questions as those used in the External Survey.
Although administered in a somewhat different way, the results produced a relatively
strong level of consistency in the responses. It should be noted that the Stakeholders’
survey, as one would expect, reflects a deeper understanding of the local heritage
community and the way in which it is operated, funded, and supported by its various
participants.
It is however, interesting to note some of the differences obtained in the responses. In
this part of the report we will highlight some of these differences or parallels as the case
may be. For a graphic illustration of the differences in response values, it is
recommended that the reader compare the table of SI responses for each of the two
surveys. These graphs can be found at the end of each section. For the ease of
comparison, the External Survey graph has been combined with that of the Stakeholders
survey in a separate graph at the end of this section.

THE STAKEHOLDERS’ SURVEY
This survey was distributed to all individuals interviewed and to a number of persons in
the community who expressed an interest in this study. In addition, it was made
available to all participants who attended the public information meeting held in Brantford
on 10 May 2006. The distribution of the questionnaire was not done in a scientific
manner but was send to the respondents who were sufficiently interested in the subject
matter to request to be included. Recognizing this bias, it is important to realize that the
respondents represent a significant and vocal segment of the community who generally
support the concept of heritage preservation at public expense.
A total of sixty-one questionnaires were tabulated over a four month period. Generally,
the extent of completion of the questionnaires was good with only a few of the
respondents not answering all the questions.
Each respondent was asked for the first three characters of their postal code. This was
done in order to determine the geographic spread of the respondents.
THE RESPONSE SCALE
On a scale of 1 - 5 with 1 = Never or Not important to 5 = Always or very important.
Please answer the following questions.
1
Not important
Never / Hardly ever
Poorly done

2

3

4

5
Extremely Important
Always / Very frequently
Extremely well done

Each response was made on a sliding scale with 1 being the low (negative) and 5 the
high (positive) reaction to the statement made. In some cases, where the question was
left unanswered, the respondent indicated that they did not know. This was usually done
with a question mark being placed in the response box.
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In addition to the seventeen questions posed, each respondent was encouraged to add
additional comments on the back of the questionnaire. Only two individuals took the
opportunity to do so. It should be noted, however, that almost half of the questionnaires
were used as a follow-up to a 45 - 60 minute one-on-one interview where views of the
respondent were recorded by extensive notes.
The respondents were also given the opportunity to leave their contact information if
they were interested in obtaining a copy of the results of this survey. Six individuals in
the sample did this.
A “Satisfaction Index” (SI) was calculated for each question in the analysis phase of the
tabulation of the results. This SI was calculated by giving each response level a value
equal to the degree of the response (1 – Not very well, was given a value of 1 while 5 –
Very well was given a value of 5, etc). The total point value awarded to each question
when all the results were tabulated was then divided by the number of respondents to
that particularquestion.
The Satisfaction Index has been used to make general comments on the response to a
particular question.
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Question 1
How important is heritage preservation to the
members of your community?
(SI – 3.6)

Question 1
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A strong response in favour of heritage preservation with
almost 90% (3, 4 and 5) indicating stakeholders feels
that some level of heritage preservation is viewed as
important. The largest group – 45% - indicated that it is
seen as “Very Important”. (The largest group in the
community survey, 57%, indicated that it is Extremely
Important to the community.) The Stakeholders are not
as firm in their belief that the community is strongly
behind them in heritage preservation.
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5 - Extremely Important

Question 2
Does the City of Brantford support the Heritage
Community Well ?
(SI – 2.0)
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Question 3
Does the County of Brant support the Heritage
Community Well?
(SI-3.7)

% of Resp.

Question 3
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
1

2

3

There is a great deal of discontent with the level of
support the city gives to heritage. Just over 70% of the
respondents felt it was “Not Very Well” to “Not Well”.
Only 5% felt that the level of support was “Somewhat”
well with no one indicating that it was “Very Well”.
Members of the public felt it could have been better with
an SI of 2.9. However, they scored it somewhat better
than the Stakeholders. A sense of frustration and
disappointment among the Stakeholders was clear in
response to this question.

4

5

The Stakeholders clearly think that the County of Brant
is far more generous to the heritage community than the
City. A relatively strong positive support is indicated here
and when compared with the external survey, the
stakeholders, with more knowledge than the public in
this area, feel the county is doing a good job. The
external survey rated this question with an SI of 2.9.

1 - Not Very Well
5 - Extremely Well
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Question 4
Do you believe that the County of Brant and the City
of Brantford work well together on Heritage issues?
(SI-1.9)

% of Resp.
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Question 5
Should more local tax dollars (County/City) be spent
on existing heritage properties?
(SI – 3.9)

% of Resp.
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The Satisfaction Index to this question is almost at Very
Important. It is clear from this response that it is
important for local politicians, both County and City, to
take a financial lead in the development of heritage
resources. The results of this question, in combination
with Question 6 (below), give a good indication of the
importance placed by this group of respondents on
heritage support at the local level. The public survey
supports this view with an SI also at 3.9.

Question 6
Do you believe it is important to support/visit
museums in your community?
(SI – 4.5)

Question 6

% of Resp.

The Stakeholders do not believe that there is very much
cooperation between City and County in the area of
heritage preservation. This question scored the lowest
SI of 17. During the interviews a great deal of frustration
was expressed on this issue and is reflected in the
response. The City was seen as unapproachable by
virtually all members of this group with only two City
Councillors being viewed as supportive of the museums
and archives within their municipality.
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The response to this question, not surprisingly, is very
strong in favour of supporting museums in the local
region. With that level of support it is also encouraging
to see such a strong response to question 5 above
which gives an indication of where the stakeholders see
most of the revenue coming from.
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1 - Not Very Important
5 - Extremely Important
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5

The public survey gave this question an SI of 4.0 – also
a strong response in support of museums and archives
within the Brant/Brantford area.
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Question 7
Are you satisfied with the quality of local museums
in this area?
(SI-2.8)

% Resp.
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The question scored relatively low indicating that many
of the Stakeholders felt that there was considerable
room for improvement. The reason for the low quality
“product” was blamed on lack of resources both physical
as well as financial. The public survey scored this
question with an SI of 3.0, only slightly higher that the
Stakeholders. General agreement between the two
surveys is that that the museums are not telling the local
story effectively and aggressively enough.
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5 - Extremely Satisfied

Question 8
How important is it for museums in this area to work
together and share resources?
(SI – 4.6)
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Question 9
If a new central museum facility was established in
this region should it be located in the City of
Brantford?
(SI – 3.7)

% of Resp.
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This SI was the highest (shared with Q 17) of all the
scores in the survey. Clearly the feeling for strong
cooperation among all the museums and archives in the
Brant/Brantford area is viewed as important. The public
survey concurred with this view that sharing of resources
is extremely important for the future growth of the
museum community in the region giving this question a n
even stronger SI than the Stakeholders, at 4.8.

5

There is some disagreement among Stakeholders as to
the direction and level of integration proposed for the
area’s heritage institutions. A fear of full integration is
reflected in the response with a relatively low SI when
compared to the strength of the response to Q - 8.
Some members of the museum community fear a loss of
autonomy if full integrations should take place.
Members of the public do not see this as a major issue
with a strong SI of 4.6.
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Question 10
Are museums an important player in the economic
development of this region?
(SI – 3.2)

% of Resp.
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Question 11
Are the local museums in your area being marketed
effectively?
(SI-2.2)
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There is a general lack of confidence in the marketing
efforts made, not only by the museums in the region, but
by the organizations that are responsible for the
development of new markets within Brant/Brantford.
The view was expressed several times that the
marketing needs to be broadened to include the whole
community not just targeted at the tourist industry. The
public survey supports this view with a very low SI of 1.7
for this question.

Question 12
Are the former industrial sites in the City of
Brantford a good place for a new museum complex?
(SI-3.0)

Question 12

1

The Stakeholders response is a guarded yes with one
quarter thinking it is not and with 40% seeing it as being
relatively neutral. Those interviewed indicated very
strongly that the museums in the region serve a vital role
in the “quality of life” for the residents of Brant/Brantford
although playing a role in the economic development of
the region is not the principle function of the museums.
The public survey gave a greater importance to
economic development and museums (SI – 3.6)

There is no clear indication for location of a museum
complex with the Stakeholders divided and no general
consensus. Some of the Partners lean strongly for a
location at the former industrial properties whereas
several individuals were adamant for a new purposebuilt facility readily accessible by both rural and urban
residents alike. Compromises will clearly have to be
made by up to 50% of respondents. The public survey
leaned somewhat towards the industrial sites (SI – 3.5).
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% of Resp.

Question 13

Question 13
How important is a strong volunteer base to the
heritage community in this area?
(SI - 4.5)
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Question 14

Question 14
How well do the museums in this area work
together/interact?
(SI - 2.8)
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Brant Heritage Partners

The Stakeholders felt that some sites work well together,
but overall there is a substantial amount of work to be
done in developing a closer relationship. In some cases,
during the interview phase, which is reflected in the
response to this question, it was noted that there is
considerable animosity among some factions within the
community. The public observed much the same thing
but found the level of cooperation less than the
Stakeholders (SI – 2.4).
Question 15
How strong a presence do you think the First
Nations have in our community museums?
(SI - 2.2)

Question 15

1

A strong volunteer base is seen by both groups as being
a vital element in the survivability of the heritage
community. The public survey gave this question an SI
of 4.6, almost exactly the same as the Stakeholders.
Only two dissenting responses indicated that volunteers
should not be used at all and both of these came from
the same site. However, it is worth noting that well over
90% indicated that volunteers are “Very Important” or
“Extremely Important”.

5

The response indicates that there is much room for
improvement in representing the First Nations in the
museums and archives in the region. It is noteworthy
that the public response to this question was (SI) 3.2
which indicates a stronger presence than that
recognized by the Stakeholders. For the MMC to fully
gain support of the total community, it is vital that some
work be done to include the important and diverse
heritage represented by the First Nations.
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Question 16
Do you believe that knowledgeable volunteers are
essential for successful operation of our community
museums/historic sites?
(SI - 4.5)
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A strong positive response to this question indicated the
value the Stakeholders place on volunteer assistance in
operating museums and historic sites in the region. It is
recognized through the cultural community that the
volunteer sector is extremely important. The public
concur with this response having given Q 15 an SI of
4.7, higher than that give by the Stakeholders.

5

1 - Not Very Important
5 - Extremely Important

Question 17
Do you believe that a professional staff is important
for the successful operation of our community
museums/historic sites?
(SI - 4.6)
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The Stakeholders responded with an extremely strong
voice in support of the need for professional staff. It is
important to note that not only did this segment feel this
is important, but they also recognize the value of
volunteers and see the paid staff as partners in the
development of a strong heritage segment of the
community.
The public survey agrees with the
statement and gave Q 17 an SI of 4.6, exactly the same
value as that of the Stakeholders.
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1 - Not Very Important
5 - Extremely Important

Stakeholders Satisfaction Index (SI)
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Questions 1 to 17

Satisfaction Index (SI)
Any question with an SI of 4 and above is considered a very strong response in support
of the question being asked. Five of the 17 questions rank in this area with the lowest
response centering on the level of effectiveness of Marketing and cooperation with the
City of Brantford.
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Stakeholders / Public Survey - SI
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Questions 1 to 17

Stakeholders/Public Satisfaction Index (SI) comparison.
Generally, there is a level of consistency within the two surveys. The Stakeholders tend
to be a bit more negative on almost all the responses than the members of the public.
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B-3: The Brant Heritage Partners Questionnaire
The Questionnaire was developed in consultation with the Client. This questionnaire
was used for both the Stake Holders survey (67) and the external survey (102). The
external survey was done as a one-on-one interview with the Stake Holders responses
as an independent response

Brant Heritage Partners
Questionnaire

Please provide us with the first part of your postal code:

On a scale of 1 - 5 with 1 = Never or Not important to 5 = Always or very important.
Please answer the following questions.
1
Not important
Never / Hardly ever
Poorly done

2

3

4

5
Extremely Important
Always / Very frequently
Extremely well done

1 How important is heritage preservation to the members of your community?

1

2 Does the City of Brantford support the Heritage Community well?

2

3 Does the County of Brant support the Heritage Community well?

3

4 Do you believe that the County of Brant and the City of Brantford work well
together on Heritage issues?

4

5 Should more local tax dollars (County/City) be spent on existing heritage preservation?

5

6 Do you believe it is important to support/visit museums in your community?

6

7 Are you satisfied with the quality of local museums and archives in this area?

7

8 How important is it for museums in this area to work together and share resources?

8

9 If a new central museum facility was established in this region should it be
located in the City of Brantford?

9

10 Are museums an important player in the economic development of this region?

10

11 Are the local museums/archives in your area being marketed effectively?

11

12 Are the former industrial sites in the City of Brantford a good place for
a new museum complex?

12

13 How important is a strong volunteer base to the heritage community in this area?

13

14 How well do the museums in this area work together/interact?

14

15 How strong a presence do you think the First Nations have in our community
museums?

15

16 Do you believe knowledgeable volunteers are essential for successful operation
of our community museums/historic/archive sites?

16

17 Do you believe that a professional staff is important for the successful operation
of our community museums/historic/archive sites?

17

NOTE:

If you have any additional comments you would like to make, please feel free to
use the back of this questionnaire for such comments.
If you would like a copy of the results of this survey, please put your name and
address on the back of this form and we will send it to you when completed.
3 - CCRC Inc.
MAR 2006 (02)
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Appendix C - Demographics – Canadian Heritage Tourists
Gender, Age, Education & Income
In this report, demographic profiles of 3 activity segments are presented. Various characteristics are
compared among the 3 market segments, and are contrasted with the total Canadian population. As a
summary, a demographic profile of each activity market segment is provided.
Demographic Characteristics - Canadian Adults
ADULTS, 18+

TOTAL

ARTS
TOURISTS

HERITAGE
TOURISTS

ECOTOURISTS

ANY
SEGMENT

IN MILLIONS

23.3

1.6

3.0

2.2

4.9

UNWEIGHTED BASE
SIZE

(18,385)

(540)

(1,049)

(669)

(1,592)

MEN

49 %

43 %

48 %

44 %

47 %

WOMEN

51 %

57 %

52 %

56 %

53 %

18 - 24 YEARS

12 %

13 %

10 %

14 %

12 %

25 - 34 YEARS

19 %

20 %

16 %

25 %

20 %

35 - 44 YEARS

23 %

19 %

24 %

24 %

23 %

45 - 54 YEARS

18 %

18 %

22 %

19 %

20 %

55 - 64 YEARS

12 %

15 %

18 %

11 %

15 %

65+ YEARS

16 %

14 %

11 %

8%

12 %

AVERAGE AGE (18+)

45
YEARS

44 YEARS

45 YEARS

41 YEARS

44 YEARS

SOME SECONDARY

20 %

5%

8%

6%

7%

COMPLETED
SECONDARY

26 %

16 %

21 %

18 %

20 %

SOME POST
SECONDARY

36 %

41 %

44 %

43 %

43 %

UNIVERSITY
GRADUATE

18 %

38 %

27 %

33 %

30 %

UNDER $60,000

70 %

59 %

55 %

62 %

59 %

$60,000 - $99,999$

21 %

25 %

31 %

25 %

28 %

$100,000+

9%

16 %

14 %

13 %

14 %

GENDER:

AGE:

EDUCATION:

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME:
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AVERAGE
HOUSEHOLD INCOME $50,000
('98)

$59,000

$61,000

$56,000

$59,000

SOURCE: HERITAGE CANADA & TAMS. NOTE: TOTAL COLUMN IS BASED ON FULL SAMPLE OF CANADIAN ADULTS. MARKET
SEGMENT GROUPS ARE BASED ON A REDUCED SAMPLE OF THOSE WHO COMPLETED THE SURVEY.

The most salient differences in gender, age, education and income vis-à-vis the general public for
each activity market segment are highlighted below.
•

Arts tourists are over-represented among women (57%), university graduates (38%), and
those with household incomes of at least $100,000 (16%).

•

Possibly because it is the largest segment, Heritage tourists have more in common with the
Canadian population at large on key demographic characteristics than do members of the
arts and Ecotourist segments. Heritage tourists are almost evenly divided between men
and women. They are concentrated in the 45 to 65 year old age group (40%). These
Canadians have more formal education than does the general public.

•

Ecotourists are also likely to be women (56%) but unlike Arts tourists, those with a special
interest in the outdoors are concentrated at the young end of the age spectrum. Two-fifths of
them are between the ages of 18 and 34 years. Because of their relative youth, Ecotourists
are less apt than Arts tourists to have completed university.

Household Size & Composition
Both arts and Ecotourists are more likely to live in adult-only households than Canadians in general.
For Arts tourists, the explanation likely derives from their older ages - they may be empty nesters. In
the case of Ecotourists, the absence of children/teens in the household is likely a function of their
youth.
Household Composition - Canadian Adults
ADULTS, 18+

TOTAL

ARTS
TOURISTS

HERITAGE
TOURISTS

ECOTOURISTS

ANY
SEGMENT

IN MILLIONS

23.3

1.6

3.0

2.2

4.9

UNWEIGHTED BASE
SIZE

(18,385) (540)

(1,049)

(669)

(1,592)

AVERAGE HH SIZE

2.8

2.2

2.5

2.5

2.5

ALL HH MEMBERS 18+

66 %

79 %

68 %

73 %

71 %

ANY CHILDREN/TEENS 34 %

21 %

32 %

27 %

29 %

THOSE WITH ANY
CHILDREN:
13 - 17 YEARS

15 %

10 %

14 %

11 %

13 %

12 YEARS OR
YOUNGER

25 %

15 %

22 %

20 %

21 %

UNDER 3 YEARS

8%

4%

3%

5%

5%
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NOTE: TOTAL COLUMN IS BASED ON FULL SAMPLE OF CANADIAN ADULTS. MARKET SEGMENT GROUPS ARE BASED ON A
REDUCED SAMPLE OF THOSE WHO TRAVELLED AND COMPLETED THE SURVEY.

Heritage tourists closely resemble the Canadian population as a whole with respect to household
composition - 2-in-3 of them live in adult-only households and the remaining 1-in-3 have children
living at home. A sizeable minority of Heritage tourists will likely be sharing their heritage travel
experiences with young children - one-fifth have children under twelve years of age (22%).

Place of Birth & Ethnic Background
Most Canadians in the three segments were born in Canada and describe themselves as having either
a Canadian or British heritage. The proportion of new Canadians in the Arts tourists group (22%) is
comparable to the proportion of all adult Canadians born outside Canada (21%). These Arts tourists
are, however, more likely to be new immigrants than are Heritage (17%) or Ecotourists (14%).
Place of Birth & Ethnic Background - Canadian Adults
ADULTS, 18+

TOTAL

ARTS
TOURISTS

HERITAGE
TOURISTS

ECOTOURISTS

ANY
SEGMENT

IN MILLIONS

23.3

1.6

3.0

2.2

4.9

(1,049)

(669)

(1,592)

UNWEIGHTED BASE SIZE (18,385) (540)
PLACE OF BIRTH:
CANADA

79 %

78 %

83 %

86 %

84 %

ALL OTHER COUNTRIES

21 %

22 %

17 %

14 %

16 %

U.K./Europe

10 %

12 %

9%

7%

9%

Asia

5%

2%

2%

1%

2%

Central/South America

3%

2%

1%

1%

1%

CANADIAN

47 %

45 %

45 %

53 %

48 %

BRITISH

23 %

28 %

32 %

26 %

29 %

FRENCH

14 %

17 %

12 %

16 %

14 %

OTHER EUROPE

15 %

17 %

18 %

16 %

17 %

SOUTH ASIA

2%

1%

*

1%

1%

AFRICAN
ANCESTRY/BLACK

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

MIDDLE EAST/WEST
ASIA/NORTH AFRICA

2%

*

1%

*

1%

EAST ASIA/SOUTHEAST
ASIA

3%

3%

3%

2%

2%

ETHNIC BACKGROUND:

SOURCE: TAMS CANADA. NOTE: TOTAL COLUMN IS BASED ON FULL SAMPLE OF CANADIAN ADULTS. MARKET SEGMENT
GROUPS ARE BASED ON A REDUCED SAMPLE OF THOSE WHO TRAVELLED AND COMPLETED THE SURVEY.
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The fact that a substantial minority of Arts tourists are new Canadians helps explain their greater
tendency to travel abroad. As noted previously, about half of these arts travellers claim to have taken
trips to countries other than Canada and the USA in the past couple of years (49%) - a proportion that
is significantly higher than those found among Heritage (37%) or Ecotourists (38%).
Place of birth - in or outside Canada - also seems to have a substantive impact on travel activity
preferences among members of each market segment.

Place of Residence
Essentially, each of the market segments examined mimics the regional distribution of Canada's adult
population as a whole. Nonetheless, Ecotourists are over-represented in British Columbia (18%) and
under-represented in Ontario (32%). Heritage tourists, on the other hand, are less likely to live in
Quebec (17%) than would be expected based on the proportion of all adult Canadians who live in this
that province (25%).
Place of Residence - Canadian Adults
ADULTS, 18+

TOTAL

ARTS
TOURISTS

HERITAGE
TOURISTS

ECOTOURISTS

ANY
SEGMENT

IN MILLIONS

23.3

1.6

3.0

2.2

4.9

UNWEIGHTED
BASE SIZE

(18,385)

(540)

(1,049

(669)

(1,592)

ATLANTIC CANADA 8 %

6%

7%

6%

7%

QUEBEC

25 %

26 %

17 %

26 %

22 %

ONTARIO

38 %

41 %

43 %

32 %

39 %

PRAIRIES

7%

7%

11 %

9%

10 %

ALBERTA

9%

5%

8%

9%

8%

15 %

14 %

18 %

15 %

BRITISH COLUMBIA 13 %

SOURCE: TAMS CANADA. NOTE: TOTAL COLUMN IS BASED ON FULL SAMPLE OF CANADIAN ADULTS. MARKET SEGMENT
GROUPS ARE BASED ON A REDUCED SAMPLE OF THOSE WHO TRAVELLED AND COMPLETED THE SURVEY.

Summary of Demographic & Destination Characteristics
Arts Tourists
Arts tourists are comparatively affluent, well-educated men and, more commonly, women. They
span the age spectrum although are somewhat concentrated at the older end. They are likely to be
empty nesters, because about one-third of them are at least 55 years of age. Arts tourists are spread
across the country in the same proportions as are all Canadian adults but are more likely to declare
themselves to be of British or other European cultural heritage. Arts tourists are also more likely to
be new Canadians (22%) than are those in the heritage (17%) or Ecotourist groups (14%).
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Heritage Tourists
Heritage tourists - the largest of the three segments -- are almost a microcosm of the Canadian
population at large from a demographic perspective. These heritage travellers are evenly divided
between men and women, represent all age groups with some concentration in the 45 to 64 year age
cohort. They are somewhat more affluent and have more formal education than does the Canadian
population at large. This group of travellers is especially apt to be Canadian-born. While they take
leisure trips to the USA and other countries, they are particularly likely to travel within Canada and
show special interest in the western provinces as a destination.

Ecotourists
Ecotourists are younger than members of other segments, likely because of the physical stamina
required for many of the outdoor activities that were used to define this segment. These Canadians are
41 years of age, on average. Somewhat more women than men fall within the ecotourist segment.
Compared to Canadians as a whole, they have more formal education and are more affluent. They
tend to live in adult-only households across Canada with a particular concentration in British
Columbia. Ecotourists are primarily Canadian-born, likely explaining their propensity to travel
within Canada on leisure trips.
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Appendix D - The Role of the Community Museum
by

Claus Breede
Museums are frequently placed in the category of the “nice to have” but to some, not an essential
service. With this view, museum boards and their staff must begin to look to a different strategy
of promoting museum facilities, services and access to heritage collections. Many museums
relied too heavily on the hope of becoming the springboard for local economic development. The
time has now come where community museums must change their focus and concentrate more
on serving their local constituents by providing them with a sense of belonging that will foster the
essential emotional security needed in an ever, and rapidly changing world. This is particularly
the case when viewed against the backdrop of the most significant changes we have seen the
area of local government in Ontario since the early 1800’s.
As a result of actions taken by senior governments during the last ten years, municipalities have
become victims of “down loading” to the point where services that traditionally have rested with
senior levels of government are now a considerable burden on local governments. This move
towards pushing much of the social burden down the line, has placed additional strains on local
government both from the viewpoint of staffing needs and more importantly from the point of view
of the financial burden that this down loading has caused.
During the mid-sixties, Canada experienced a remarkable period of resurgence in all matters
relating to our heritage. This was highlighted by the celebration of our one-hundredth birthday as
a nation. The event was marked in all communities throughout the nation and many celebrations
took the form of the creation of permanent shrines to our heritage. Museums proliferated with
huge investments of capital dollars and little thought to the ongoing cost of operating these
facilities.
This phenomenon was not unlike the celebrations experienced in the 1920’s and 30’s as the
economic future began to look more and more uncertain, with the construction of symbols to our
nationhood through the development of war memorials in every community in the land. It is often
said that Canada became a nation at the Battle for Vimy Ridge in 1917 and the memorials were
erected as a testament to that nationhood. As icons of stability began to erode in the late 1960’s
this push to create centennial projects that were more than simply a party with hotdogs and
balloons, swept across the nation and museums, historic houses, art galleries and the
reconstruction of forts and other historic sites flourished.
As these projects were completed and began operating, the realization hit that, unlike a war
memorial, a museum needs an operating budget in order to sustain the collection, the museum’s
programs and the building. As the profession of museum studies matures, the understanding of
what a museum is all about changes. It was not just an abandoned school filled to the rafters
with the community patrimony, but a living, breathing organization that needed constant care and
vigilance. The concept of object conservation and curatorial concerns became important.
During the 1970’s economic growth was sustained at a relatively steady rate and by the early
1980’s with interest rates hitting 20%, all of the soft sectors of the economy were in big trouble.
The shrines to our recent struggles for a sense of community were threatened. Chronic under
funding and a general neglect of our community museums became a major concern of many
individuals working within the cultural sector, especially in the smaller communities across
Canada.
The economic cycle of growth and restraint has been repeated several times since the 80’s.
What has changed for the small museum has been the fact that with changing governments and
their policies over the past fifteen years and with only very few exceptions, the community
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museum has not had the opportunity to emerge from the periods of belt tightening that has
traditionally been followed by a period of significant capital investments and institutional growth.
As pointed out by Charles Taylor in his book, Malaise of Modernity, people have assumed the
right to determine the way in which we live. This right is manifested in the manner in which our
legal system, government and other social structures operate. In response to this right there
must be some form of assurance that when we wake up in the morning there will be some reason
to think that the planning that was done yesterday will still fit the circumstances of today.
As we move into the globalized world, community decision-making is moved further and further
away from the "grass roots”. Assurance of some uniformity of our local universe begins to look
less certain and have the appearance of becoming somewhat shaky. Our ability to rely on
preconceived notions of the future might hold becomes less evident. Constraints are placed on
our behavior and we must begin to conform to a set of rules which frequently are not of our own
choosing and indeed, rules that we do not even understand.
We can all name the current Prime Minister of Canada and the President of the United States, but
how many of us can name the President of Imperial Oil or the CEO of Union Carbide? Many of
the decisions that effect everyday life in Canada are just as likely to come from the corporate
board room of some multinational than from the floor of the House of Commons in Ottawa.
There is enormous pressure to harmonize policies from one country to another in order to
facilitate the application of policies as they are applied across international borders. It is at that
point where a level of individual helplessness manifests itself. As pointed out by Taylor, this
harmonizing of global policies is a "fundamental threat to the traditional nation-state”. This is a
huge understatement. When removed from the international stage (in this case the nation- state
referred to is Canada) it becomes a statement of utter frustration and brings into danger the
concept of "the determination of the right in which we live".
The trickle-down effect of
globalization on the local community, and the county and city government, is frightening to the
person who looks for the basic security of having some control over their own destiny.
During the late 1980s and up to the mid 1990s, the success of many community museums rested
on the perception that they could assist the local government in economic development. The role
of the museum, art gallery or historic site was seen as a catalyst in tourist promotion and the
creation of a destination for the visitor. Museums were actively involved in travel and trade
shows, advertising campaigns and the providers of those culturally elusive concepts expressed
as a “community with a difference” and yet, as one tours community museums in Ontario, and
indeed in Canada, there is a frequent and consistent thread or sameness about them. The time
period that these institutions depict is frequently a relatively short span of time where the
technology was universal. The inventions, with some exceptions, were centralized to the
industrial areas and the ingredients for development had common elements such as the need for
water, steam power, transportation and hard work. Brant County and the City of Brantford have
the tremendous advantage of being in a position to interpret all of this in addition to the
fascinating history central to the industrial development of Ontario and indeed Canada.
In the broader context of Canadian history, to distinguish Belleville from Brockville or Goderich
from Guelph, during the 150 years just past is a difficult chore. Where the true differences come
in and where many of our community museums have failed, is in the specific details of what make
these communities unique. What are the specific qualities which make Belleville different from
Brockville? And perhaps more to the point, to whom is that difference really important? Brant
County and the City of Brantford have a unique history that is indeed different from the other
communities both in its diversity but also in its importance to the larger picture.
To make the argument that major capital investments in the area of historical interpretation and
preservation should be made in the City of Brantford / County of Brant may, on surface be based
on the wish to capture a fair market share of the tourist industry in the region. This argument,
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however, is not sustainable. A community museum complex must be viewed first as a “quality of
life” issue for the citizens of the community, those persons who will ultimately pay for the facility
and therefore be the ones to recover the largest benefit from its existence.
There are communities much smaller than Brant/Brantford that have successfully provided this
quality of life facility and produced a “value added” factor to their community. One of the truly
outstanding resent heritage investments is that of Bruce County who, in 1955 established the
Bruce County Museum, reworked in the early 1970s and following a community investment of
over $10M cut the ribbon on a state of the art facility just one year ago. Bruce County is a
predominantly rural community with a permanent population of some 62,000 inhabitants.
Brantford and the County of Brant has a strong urban/rural mix and totals some 125,000 more
than double of Bruce County.
The investment in the community’s heritage in Bruce is characterized by the desire of that
particular municipality to maintain the "icons" of the past and the view that that is as important to
the residents in the local community as health care or schools.
It is in the maintenance of these “icons” of our past where the “Malaise of Modernity” can best be
fought out. It is here where the community values are established and it is here where the
citizens of Brant County and the City of Brantford need to insist on a strong heritage voice and
the understanding by their municipal leaders that the preservation of the local heritage is
important.
Through the preservation of our material culture, we receive the confirmation and assurances
that when we wake up tomorrow morning, the plans that we made today will be implemented
tomorrow and, therefore, we can have a restful sleep tonight.

Bibliography.
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Appendix E
Organizational Evolution and the Community Museum
by

Claus Breede
“There’s nothing wrong with change, as long as it’s in the right direction”
Churchill

Introduction
For the past two decades considerable effort has been placed on the understanding of the growth
patterns of the Not-for-Profit cultural organizations in the province of Ontario. Much of this has
focused on the growth and periods of upheaval experienced by the development of organizations.
The literature currently available draws largely on examples from business and industry. Here we
will review two of the concepts put forward by a number of writers on the topic and we will attempt
to “overlay” these theories on four municipally owned and operated museums.
Particular attention will be placed on slow growth municipal organizations in an effort to establish
whether or not some of the phases of development discussed by the authors concentrating on the
business model can in fact be repeated in any of the not-for-profit museums in this province. In
other words, does “de-evolution” fit into this picture and can it be illustrated that such a concept
exists when exploring the slow growth organization.
The four examples are chosen from the museum community in Ontario and have been selected
based on the common denominator of size and complexity of the organization. For the purposes
of not compromising some of the confidential information shared by the museum in the
preparation of this article, I have chosen not to name the museums included here.
Information regarding the cited museums comes from several sources, including interviews
conducted with various staff members over the past five or six years which form an important
component of the primary source of information. Published material from the various sites has
also been consulted. These sources include items such as annual reports, institutional histories
and other publicly available information. In addition, one of the principal data sources comes
from planning and feasibility studies conducted at these sites during the past ten years by a
variety of consulting teams. All four community museums are also clients of the Ministry of
Culture and as such, file annual reports for the Community Museum Operating Grant (CMOG)
program.
The CMOG grant application process requests information on annual income and expenditures
broken down into nine primary expense categories and in some cases sub groups of eight
additional components. Other information requested pertains to the museum’s operations such
as total attendance by the month, hours open to the public by the month and days open to the
public by the month. In addition information such as programming initiatives, conservation
activities, collections acquisition and other museological data are collected. These grant
applications were freely shared by the museums under study here and proved to be a vital source
of information.
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Incremental Growth
Until recently the theory of organizational evolution was one based on incremental growth,
1
Greiner has identified five discrete phases of relatively stable growth and attached to each one
of them, a brief period of “revolution”, or a period of crisis, in order to set the stage for the next
growth phase. This basic concept appears to have had its genesis in an article eight years
2
before , at least as far as Greiner is concerned, where management styles are broken down to
reflect the size and age of the organization. Greiner describes the five phases of growth based
on size of the organization and its level of maturity. He goes on to chart a series of growth
scenarios and illustrates where conflict in management style will “punctuate” the end of each
growth phase. The assumption is made (not stated) that the growth through each phase is
incremental.
3

Five specific elements are identified as having an impact on the manner in which the
organization develops:
1. The age of the organization determines the development of the management styles in order to
achieve specific goals at specific points in the history of the organization (horizontal axis).
2. The size of organization will have a determining factor on how it is managed and to what
degree there may be a variety of management styles present at any one time within the
organization (vertical axis).
3. The stages of evolution are a factor of the two above, the size and the age, of the
organization. It is here where one of the key elements in the application of Greiner’s model will
apply to the slow growth, not-for-profit organization. The organizational growth is frequently very
slow. It is frequently marked with set-backs or periods of “de-evolution” caused by a variety of
factors ranging from change in key personnel or perhaps by the decision of a Board not to
proceed with a major capital project.
4. The stages of revolution are identified through a period of “turbulent times” within the
organization. These periods of revolution are at the end of each of the phases of growth and thus
rooted in the concept of incrementalism within that phase of growth.
5. The rate of growth of any industry or organization is seen as a major contributing factor to the
speed with which an organization may progress through the five phases. In the area of cultural
industries, this growth, although present, is frequently so slow that it does not create a significant
contributing element in the application of this model.

1

Greiner, Larry E., “Evolution and revolution as organizations grow” Harvard Business Review, JulyAugust, 1972.
2

Blake, R.R., Mouton, J.S., Barnes, L.B., and Greiner, L.E., “Breakthrough in organization development”,
Harvard Business Review, November-December, 1964.
3

Greiner, Larry E., (1). These five elements are identified here with some interpretation by the author of this
paper.
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Fig. 1
Greiner’s five phases of evolution and revolution. Following each phase of growth is a period of
revolution as the growth curb moves from one phase to the next.

Phases
I

II

III

IV

V

LARGE

SIZE
OF THE
ORG.

SMALL
YOUNG

AGE OF THE
ORGANIZATION

OLD

Phase I
Growth through creativity / crisis of leadership.
In this phase the founder has a great idea and s/he puts it into practice. In so doing this
becomes a personal mission with all aspects of the young operation in the hands of the founder.
No one knows better than s/he does any area of the organization. As growth occurs the need to
expand both as far as staff and facilities are concerned, takes place. Eventually, more and more
staff “buy into” the enterprise and they will want to take part in the decision making.
In most cases the staff that “buy into” the enterprise are frequently not paid but tend, in the early
stages of the institutional development of the not-for-profit, to be volunteers that not only work
directly with the founder (or Director) but may also be part of the policy making body, that is the
Board or Committee of Management. This is further confused by the fact that many of the Board
members, in the formative stage of development, may also be reporting to the founder as unpaid
employees to do some of the “real work” or “hands on” task that characterize community
museums in their early stages of growth.
An additional component of confusion emerges as the Founder may have some or all of the
board members appointed by him. This “stacking” of the board with individuals sympathetic to
his/her objectives and management style frequently solidifies the founder’s control on the
organization.
The founder, typically, has difficulties in releasing control. The nature and personality of the
individuals who start a successful organizations attest to this. In the not-for -profit, there are
many examples of such individuals who, through their own hard work, assume total “ownership”
of the enterprise. In that position they will frequently prevent competent staff or volunteers, from
contributing to the decision making process. A revolution centring on the question of leadership
will eventually emerge as others want to be heard.
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In addition to these issues a more difficult one frequently emerges during the waning years of the
founder phase of the organization. It is not uncommon through the success of the organization to
be able to attract some level of public funding. With this, comes a new level of financial
accountability to groups outside the Board. Tension will, most likely, centre on this need for
financial accountability as well.
The offended or ignored volunteer may also be a sitting member of board, which may hasten the
onset of the period of crisis. There are examples in Ontario museums where, because of such a
move, a member of the board has replaced the founding director. This resolution frequently
results in a “de-evolution” whereby the growth of the organization is arrested in favour of a step
back and what may simply be a move towards the re-establishment of the Founder Mentality
within the organization. This is simply a postponement of the first organizational revolution and
results in growth in a downward direction.

Fig. 2
Frequency of revolutionary activity is a function of institutional growth over time.
The faster the growth the more frequent the revolutions.
MEDIUM-GROWTH

HIGH-GROWTH

Phases

Phases
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II

I

II

III

IV

V

I

II

III

IV

V

I

II

TIME

III

IV

V

III

IV

V

TIME

Phase II
Growth through direction / crisis of autonomy.
Having passed through the crisis of leadership, a period of calm can be expected that will lead
the organization through additional growth. This growth period is characterized by stable and
professional leadership and sound business management (whether for profit or not-for-profit).
Communication is formalized and business systems are put in to place. In the cultural sector this
4
phase is characterized by the development of policy documents and job descriptions that most
likely did not exist in the Phase I growth period. Frequently mission statements are revised and
overall objectives are broadened to accommodate wider interest areas by senior staff.
One of the several measures that can be used in determining the degree to which this phase of
development is underway in a museum is to examine the cost per visitor figures. For young
4 In the early 1980s the then Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Recreation (now The Ministry of Culture) developed a series of policy statements for museums in
Ontario in order to accommodate the growth in museums and to promote the level of professionalism of these museum. In the museum community this was seen as
a move from the visionary founder to the professionally operated museum.
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organizations, not particularly occupied with managerial issues of museum work, the cost per
visitor ratio tends to be low, in the range of $1.40 to $2.50 per visitor. The organization is almost
capable of funding its operational needs though the admissions charges made at the door (typical
of a Phase I organization). Once the issue of policy writing, conservation measures, etc. become
part of the organizational mandate, and eventually evolve as part of the institutional culture, the
cost per visitor will increase dramatically. Following the crisis of leadership it is not uncommon to
see such costs in the range from $10.00 to $16.00 and is some cases, museums in Canada have
topped the scale at over $100.00 per visitor.
Over time, the senior staff will begin to compete for control over specific issues within the
operation. This may cause a shift in focus away from the values of the overall organization and
may eventually lead to the point where the central elements of the mandate of the museum
become secondary. This will lead to the crisis of autonomy.
In two of the examples used here, one of the possible areas of conflict is having an archival
operation embedded within the mandate of the museum. These two interests, museums /
archives, although seen as both heritage preservation related, are different in the way they meet
their mandates and in the manner in which the user perceives the resource. The museum
focuses on its audience largely as a group while the archival operation focuses on the individual
user. To compare the visitor/user counts of these two interests would be highly unfair in
developing a statement of community relevance or perceived value to the community.
The competition for scarce resources may appear to the person placed in charge of the archives
as seeming unfair when compared to those assets consumed by the museum.
The addition of an archival function to a museum mandate may lead to competition for funds
between the individual charged with that responsibility and the director of the museum.
The knowledge that the next crisis level is approaching is usually indicated by a formalization of
communication and the need to create additional policies to deal with more and more issues.
Issues that previously, during this phase of growth, were dealt with through open and frequent
communication are now dealt with in writing.

Phase III
Growth through delegation / crisis of control
This period of growth is characterized by the sub-units of the organization having their own “life”.
Communication is infrequent and, generally, from the top down and many of the policy decisions
as well as virtually all of the day-to-day operational issues are settled at the departmental or
branch level.
The organization is a collection of independent (yet dependent) groups that, if not controlled, will
have difficulties sharing a common goal. This is certainly the case with larger cultural
organizations, such as professional theatres and ballet companies where the conflicts between
the Artistic Director and the Managing Director are frequently punctuated with fights over
autonomy and budgets.
Large museums with curatorial departments also fall into the trap of permitting their senior
curators (department heads) to move their department forward with a strong personal bias in
areas of artifact priorities and collections management.
Eventually such “branch plant” autonomy of the organization will lead to a crisis of control. When
it is recognized by management that the broader goals of the institution are no longer obtainable
because of the divisive nature of the “branch plant” mentality, an attempt will be made to curb the
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power held within the individual departments or “branches”. In several cultural institutions, both
large and small, this has led to major conflicts identifiable as the Phase III revolution of control.

Phase IV
Growth through coordination / crisis of red tape
Lessons learned in Phase III and following the crises of control, management emerges strong
and will be perceived as having gathered power in a centralized manner. However, in order to
maintain control in this phase of development it is necessary to institute a greater degree of
accountability of the branches to the central management. This is done by formalizing still
further, the reporting relationships of the various branches or divisions. The danger in doing this
is the danger that will result in the crisis of red tape.
The process becomes more important than the product manufactured or the service performed or
provided. The patron or customer is in danger of becoming marginalized.
Organizations such as governments (at all levels) and their agencies are typical of institutions that
have reached this phase of development. There are large museums in this country where this
stage of development has caused an alienation of visitors and researchers alike. As resources
become more scarce, especially in the area of municipal governments, the need to provide
greater accountability to the central authority becomes the overall objective, neglecting the
services provided by those departments and agencies being controlled. The professionalism of
the departments is questioned and decision-making will rest with individuals at the centre of
control who frequently do not understand the nature and importance of the services provided by
the sub-unit. One of the central pitfalls in this phase is when the process becomes more
important than the original objectives established by the mandate of the organization.
The danger in this phase is that of the coordination process costing more than the original service
is worth. The crisis of red-tape is characterized by the lack of confidence between staff and
management, rate payer and politician, cultural director and his/her clients, and the
marginalization of museum programs and exhibits.

Phase V
Growth through collaboration / crisis of ?
As a result of the red-tape crisis, emphasis is placed on getting back on track with a manageable
operation. This phase emphasizes spontaneity in management, team work, skilful manipulation
of problems and self-discipline.
The crisis associated with this phase has, according to Greiner, not yet been identified and
therefore is anyone’s guess as to what it will involve and what comes next.

Brant Heritage Partners

GBCA + CCRC Inc

A Ribbon Through Time

E-7

Fig. 3
The five phases of growth and their periods of crisis.
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Greiner, Larry E. "Evolution and revolution as organizations grow."
Harvard Business Review

Most museums that are managed and operated by a volunteer staff are in Phase I of
development. Once the first professional paid staff member is hired, usually followed by the
Crisis of Leadership, the museum moves to Phase II. The initiatives of the Ministry of Culture in
Ontario, in the development of museum standards for the community museums that are members
of the CMOG program have attempted to push museum growth from Phase I to Phase II
How the organization handles each of these various crises as it moves forward on the growth
curve will determine the demise or growth of the organization. At the end of each phase, there is
always a risk of decline and the total demoralization and dissolution of the members of the
organization.
5

The concept, however, of the “Calm Waters” Metaphor as described by Robbins , where each of
these phases are typified by relatively smooth sailing only to be interrupted by periods of stormy
weather is somewhat oversimplifying the reality. In fact, as we shall see when Greiner’s model is
applied to some real examples, it is anything but smooth. In fact it can be argued, it is not at all
6
incremental in nature. To use a phrase introduced by Connie Gersick , Greiner’s model can be
described as a simplistic form of the “punctuated equilibrium paradigm”. Simplistic, because,
unlike Gersick, Greiner does not attempt to explain the “trigger” for revolution. He merely
describes the conditions that are the warning signs of an impending period of upheaval. For the
explanation on what the “trigger” is we must turn to Gersick.

Punctuated Equilibrium Paradigm
7

Gerisck’s article is far more detailed but follows the basic premise that we have already
discussed. There are common areas of agreement but where Greiner tends to be superficial,
Gersick draws a number of evolutionary theories together to make her point.

5

Robbins, S.P., Essentials of Organizational Behavior, Prentice Hall, 1992, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.(p.277)

6

Gersick, C.J.G., Revolutionary change theories: A multilevel exploration of the punctuated equilibrium
paradigm”. Academy of Management Review. January, 1991.
7

Ibid.
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Here, three conditions are needed for the punctuated equilibrium paradigm to exist:
1- Within an organization, its deep structure, or core values, are seen as its reason for its
existence. In the case of a not-for-profit this would best equate to its mission statement or
statement of purpose. To use Gersick’s analogy, the rules of the game and the description of the
playing field must be consistent with the deep structure of the organization. The aspects of the
organization, or core values, are considered to be unchangeable without the destruction of the
organization itself.
2- The periods of equilibrium are described by Greiner as “prolonged periods of growth where no
8
major upheavals occur”. This same period is described by Gersick (and others ) as “the
refinements and incremental steps human systems take during equilibrium periods, as they work
to achieve goals built into their deep structures”.
3- The revolutionary period is the final and perhaps the most interesting of the three conditions.
This model and the explanations for what triggers the revolution and to what degree it must occur
is one area where Greiner is superficial and where Gersick’s work becomes fascinating.
However, as a word or caution with most of the community museums in Ontario, it is important to
note that although the revolutionary period will lead to change, where Gersick would put forth the
argument that the rules of the game would have to be changed when one emerges with the new
paradigm. In the case of museums, the primary role is still the preservation, interpretation and
collection of the material culture of a particular area. What changes is the style, type and means
of managing that mission. The mission tends not to change, what changes is how the mission is
achieved.

Revolution
9

Gersick identifies internal and external causes as the two principal elements behind what
creates a revolution.
As the organization’s deep structure goes through incremental changes to accommodate the dayto-day changes in the environment, outside forces may be going through changes that are
equally incremental but in a different direction. Eventually this external force, be it market
demands or client driven demands will eventually, if not parallel in development, require the
organization to change. The paradigm on which the deep structure is based will have failed.
The introduction of a formal set of museum policies and procedures imposed “from the top down”
by the Ministry of Culture in the 1980 have produced such an external change that the individual
community museums have had to adapt to and have led to paradigm shifts within the smaller
museums in Ontario. Regrettably some of the resources that originally were promised (the carrot
at the end of the stick) never materialized leaving a degree of chaos within some of the smaller
institutions that were still emerging from the Founders Phase of development.
It is this area where, as noted above, some tempering of the impact of the paradigm shift and its
effect on the institutions deep structure must be maintained in order that the permanent assets of
the organization, in this case the collections of the museum, are maintained.
8

Levinson, D.J., The Seasons of a Man’s Life, New York, Knopf (1978), Tushman, M, and Romanelli, E,
Organizational evolution: “A metamorphosis model of convergence and reorientation”, In L.L. Cummings
and B.M. Staw (Eds), Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol 7, pp. 171-224, Greenwich CT: JAI Press
(1985) and Kuhn, T.S., The structure of scientific revolution (2nd ed.) CIHCago, University of CIHCago
Press (1970). References taken from Gersick’s article cited above.
9

Ibid
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This external failure must be responded to by the operators of the organization, the human
element, with all of the emotions and personal ambitions such individual elements possess.
These staff members may have such issues as self-imposed challenges and ambitions, temporal
milestones such as age, maturity, and professional development which need to be resolved.
In addition there may also be senior staff who have attempted to respond to some of the
observed external changes by bringing in new people who, when adding the elements just
mentioned, will break the grip of the old management structures.
The ingredients of the revolution are now present. The values of the deep structure will be
challenged. Mission statements will be drastically altered. Confusion and doubt will emerge as
the changes are implemented and with this will come an element of optimism that will eventually
lead to the clarity of goals and new mission statements, which in turn, will promote a new deep
structure and result in a change of direction for the organization. A revolution will have taken
place and a new period of stability and growth emerge. Punctuated equilibrium has been
achieved.
In the case of the model being put forth here, the revolution that Gersick describes is viewed as
somewhat drastic. The Grenier revolution need not in fact lead to a full paradigm shift but merely
a change in direction and operational procedure. There may be some degree of policy change
but the “baby is not thrown out with the bath water”, as may be interpreted by the Gersick
revolution. Museums, by there very nature are conservative and frequently resist change. When
major change does occur it is painful, frequently requiring special skill sets that are brought in to
manage that change.
It is not uncommon to see changes that should produce higher morale within the workplace
backfire when staff, even after years of working in substandard conditions, move into new and
vastly improved facilities, to do so with resistance and a deep regret of leaving the old ways
behind. Clearly a deep-rooted fear and insecurity must be overcome through sympathetic
management practices and by giving staff ample help and time to adjust to the new facility.
Figure 4 on the following page provides a graphic representation of the elements of institutional
revolution.

Fig 4
Schematic of the
elements of
institutional
revolution
indicating the
causes of
discontent with the
deep structure
leading to a
paradigm shift and
with the change to
the organizational
“New Deep
Structure”.
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Appendix F – Potential and Lost Collections
Collections Available to the Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre
Without a strong central facility, many objects have been lost to the community over the years.
The list given here is only a small part of what is still available and potential donors have
indicated that, should the CIHC be in a position to start collecting, these items, and “many more”
will be donated in order to keep them in the Brant/Brantford area.
•

Various copies of the Brantford Expositor dating from 1885 to 1978

•

Mounted and un-mounted photographs of industrial sites in the City of Brantford

•

Examples of sales literature/ brochures and Advertising as well as selected products
made by these firms are available as donations to a new facility from area collectors
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

S.C. Johnson & Son Ltd
Brantford Cordage Company
A. G. Spalding Sports Goods
Hussmann Store Equipment (Factory sign)
Goold, Shapley & Muir (Fanning Mill)
Patterson’s / Weston’s Candy (Store displays)
Brantford Plow Works (Hand seeders)
Canadian Blue Bird Coach
Cockshutt Plow Company
Massey Harris / Ferguson
Watson’s Underwear
Penman’s Hosiery
White Farm Equipment
Brantford Coach and Body Ltd.
Canada Carriage and Body Ltd
Waterous Engine Works
Harding Carpets
Gunther Mele Ltd

As a result of the lack of a facility the following collections have been lost by the area:
The Hillier Papers
These papers were considered by the CIHC but were declined
because of the lack of proper facilities to house archival
collections. Although the Hillier microscope is held by the Brant
Museum & Archives, it is regrettable that this important object is
separated from its archival context.
Conklin Shows
A strong family connection with Brantford.
archival materials as well as objects.

Collection includes

Bell Canada Collection
Parts of this collection were originally destined for the Icomm
Centre and may still be available should space suitable for the
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collection be developed.
accommodate this collection.

The

Bell

Homestead

cannot

University of Guelph
The Agricultural College holds a large quantity of artifacts
centering on the Cockshutt Company and approach, once a
facility is in place, should be made to repatriate this collection. In
addition, the University also holds some significant objects from
the Brant/Brantford area originally from the former Ministry of
Food, Ontario Agricultural Museum in Milton. These objects
should also be considered for return to the area.
The Adlam Collection
The Adlam Collecton of S.C. Johnson and other local industrial
Collections
Waterous Collection
Through connections with the owners thorough the executive of
the CIHC
Brantford Roofing
Corporate archives that relate to successor companies.
Brantford Pottery
In the late 1960s the Royal Ontario Museum’s Canadiana Dept.
did extensive archaeological excavations at the Brantford Pottery.
Materials for this excavation should be available to the CIHC for
both research and exhibit.

Specific Objects Available to CIHC
The following is a partial list of objects that have been identified and are ready for inclusion in the
collection once the CIHC is established on a permanent basis with the facilities to curate and
exhibit the collection.
•

Cast iron seat, bearing the wording JGC “RIDING PLOW” made before 1908.

•

Three original Cockshutt Plow Company watch fobs.

•

Engraved Gold Key presented to Lt. Governor Henry Cockshutt .

•

One Sterling silver Employee lapel pin with the letters “CPC”. Originally
presented to Ivan MacRae, designer of the Cockshutt 30 tractor.

•

Cockshutt toy implement set in original box, as used by junior members of the
Cockshutt family.

•

A small collection of high quality British wood working tools.

•

A wooden bench plane made by the J.P. Millener company, of Kingston, Ont.
and sold by Ignatius Cockshutt from the Merchants Exchange sometime prior to
1882. A copy of a page from the letterbook of Ignatius Cockshutt lists his
purchase order for similar planes from Millener.
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•

A very important three-furrow plow with the cast in name J.G. Cockshutt and the
patent date of 1877, the year James G. Cockshutt entered into business as the
Brantford Plow works. This plow has already been given to the Canadian
Industrial Heritage Centre, and is in the possession of Donna Stewart but no
official receipt has yet been issued.

•

Framed photo of Edmonton Brench

•

Colour Photo-Christmas Party (notes on back)

•

Complete White Farm Procedure Manual

•

Model Tractors-White Farm 1- 2-135, 1-2-155

•

Glasses 1-WM, 2-Triple Colour logo

•

4 Mugs with stems-Cockshutt/oliver logo

•

Plastic Cockshutt tractor

•

Metal Toy wagon

•

Paper cups with rain hat cover inside

•

Hard Hat –triple colour logo

•

Conference tags 1959

•

8 packages of matches various

•

White farm coffee mug

•

2 Belt buckles 1. Field Base, 1 White belt

•

Box 4 glasses WM

•

Boxed white target arrow game

•

Box with old hats-paper cups-2 B&W photos of Edmonton branch-various
conference note pads.

•

File Folder-Cockshutt Company Christmas cards

•

570 Cockshutt Lighter-Edmonton

•

Telephone memo pad (white)

•

5-570 tie clips

•

2 White triple colour tie pins

•

White farm cart

•

2 sets of cufflinks –Cockshutt
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•

Cockshutt tie pin

•

Pair 540 Cockshutt cufflinks

•

1 Tie clip 540

•

17 Cockshutt Binders

•

2 Tri Colour Cockshutt/white/moline

•

2 Coasters 1-White Combine Red, 1-White tractor blue

•

Cockshutt key holder/gold

•

Ford 2N Tractor running but unrestored SN9N210127 c. 1946 one of 59,773
tractors built that year by Ford

•

Hay knife

•

Broad axe for squaring timber

•

Railroad track spike hammer

•

One only end dump 24” gauge metal underground ore car, 2 lengths of railroad
track, 3 steel ties.

•

Ingersoll rock drill, several lengths of drill steel

•

Collection of road drill bits, underground lighting items, several examples of drill
steel.

•

Collection of mining stock certificates

•

Collection of mining history books (80 volumes)

•

Collection of mining postcards

•

Cockshutt 18 pull type combine

•

Cockshutt 40 gas-tractor – red

•

Cockshutt seed drill 110

•

Cockshutt walking plow

DOCUMENTS
•

An original manuscript of the memoirs of William Ashton Cockshutt titled “My
Life”

•

Two bound booklets of the speeches made by William Foster Cockshutt to the
parliament of Canada. (Copies of Hansard)

•

An original copy of the memoirs of Ignatius Cockshutt.
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•

The original presentation document dedicating the stained glass windows in the
Head Office of the Cockshutt Plow Company circa 1903.

•

A full colour copy of the original Illuminated Address presented to Ignatius
Cockshutt by the Citizens of Brantford on the occasion of his retirement from
business in 1882. A photograph of the sterling silver box in which the scroll was
presented is attached.

•

A copy of the will of Ignatius Cockshutt.

•

A 19th century hand written copy of the Cockshutt family tree dating back to
1705.

•

Copies of numerous patents issued to Cockshutt Plow Company

•

Computer files, boxes of research material, and illustrations used by William
Henry Cockshutt to write the History of the Cockshutt Plow Company titled
“About COCKSHUTT” .

•

A full set of original financial statements of the Cockshutt Plow Company from
1911 to 1962.

•

An original Cockshutt advertising page from the Brantford Expositor dated
August 7th , 1937.

•

Copy of a small original hand written book used as background for the memoirs
of Ignatius Cockshutt, and presumed to be written by his son E.L. Cockshutt.

•

An original copy of a Plant tour booklet written by William H. Cockshutt in his first
year with the company.

MISCELLANEOUS ARCHIVES
•

Framed colour picture taken from an original Cockshutt Calendar circa 1930
showing a green Cockshutt plow and an Allis Chalmers tractor.

•

9 original Cockshutt sales catalogs plus copies of many more.

•

Colour copies of about forty covers from Cockshutt and Frost & Wood sales
catalogues.

•

An original copy of the Brantford Expositor special commemorative book dated
1927.

•

Original Cockshutt “Plant News”, plus six issues of the Frost & Wood “Link”.

•

A box of original Cockshutt Plow Company financial documents including Woods
Gordon Management report, budgets, analysis, Forecasts, etc.

•

Box of tractor books.

•

Box of Cockshutt family portraits, letters, profiles, family tree information.

•

Box of Parts manuals, dealer manuals.
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Appendix G – Letters of Support
We include on the following pages letters and mentions in published documents of
support for the Brant Heritage Partners project.
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Appendix H – Interviews
The consulting team conducted approximately 30 interviews with the following list some of those
interviewed:
Larry Tansley, City Solicitor – Legal & Real Estate Dept., Corporate Services, City of Brantford
Marguerite Ceschi-Smith, Brantford City Councillor
Susan Sager, Manager, Tourism and Marketing, Brantford Economic Development and Tourism
Department
Donna Stewart, Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre, Brantford
Matt Reniers, Manager Policy Planning & Heritage Planning, City of Brantford
Amos Keye, Six Nations Tourism and Director, Woodland Cultural Centre, Brantford
Cindy MacDonald Kreuger, Chair of the City of Brantford Heritage Committee (part-time at
Brant Museum)
Bill Cockshutt, London, Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre
Gregory Dworak, Current Development Planner, City of Brantford Planning Department,
Brantford Community Development
Astero Kalogeropoulos, Co-ordinator, Brant Cultural Network
Bob DeBoer, Brant Historical Society (former board member) and BHS newsletter writer
Helen Mulligan, County of Brant Councillor
Alice Pope, Secretary, Brant Chapter, OGS
Delia O’Byrne, Vice President, Brant Historical Society
Jean Farquharson, Member of Brant Historical Society; co-chair of Brant Chapter of the OGS
Ron Eddy, Mayor, County of Brant
Mike Hancock, Mayor, City of Brantford
Bill Quinn, City of Brantford Planning Department
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Appendix I – Source Materials & Bibliography

1.

Proposal: Brant Museum and Cultural Study; Goldsmith Borgal & Company Ltd.
Architects, issued 20 January 2005

2.

Study: Canadian Fire Fighters Museum (Port Hope); outlines future expansion and new
capital campaign proposed fiscal timeline 2005-2015.

3.

Tourism Brantford: Marketing Plan (2005); blueprint of goals and synopsis of local special
events, festivals, travel markets, sport tourism, plus mission statement and staff identifiers.

4.

Tourism Brantford: Annual Report (2004); highlights of attractions, conferences, statistical
review.

5.

Discovery Guide: Brantford/Brant County, Six Nations/New Credit; 42-page regional
advertising publication, detailing (maps) all 12-month festivals, events, cultural sites,
tourist accommodations.

6.

Proposed Growth Plan: Places to Grow (Nov. 2005), Ministry of Public Infrastructure
Renewal; detailed vision of the Government of Ontario on infrastructure, population,
values for the entire ‘Greater Golden Horseshoe’ region, includes employment,
transportation, land use, demographics.

7.

Cultural Plan (2005): City of Brantford (Brantford Cultural Network); contains 6 strategic
goals, from the creation of a public art and cultural facilities development programs to the
creation of a full-time Brantford cultural network coordinator staff ,appendices contain
facility statistics & authors.

8.

Overview: Telecommunications Hall of Fame (2005); proposes launch and timeline for
funding campaign supporting telecom laureate awards, website, exhibits, scholarships,
and site (2007).

9.

Museum Planning Study (1994): The County of Brant – Final Report; extensive 200+
pages analysis on the County of Brant Museum facility, including collections, proposed
new site, initial marketing plan (if site changes occurs), and staff/management structure.
Consultant team comprised Weston Larkin, Cooper & Lybrand, Little & Associates, and
Stone Kohn McQuire Vogt.

10.

The Expositor (newspaper article): December 18, 2003 by Elizabeth Yates. Paris
performer’s group wants new Arts Centre for Brant by converting ag society’s ‘Heritage
Hall’ on fair grounds.
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11.

The Expositor (newspaper article): April 4, 2005 by Tim Philp, political observer in
Brantford; theme…‘Confrontation not the best way to save heritage’.

12.

The Globe and Mail (newspaper article): April 2, 2005 by Christina Vardanis, restoration of
deserted TTC streetcar repair barns on Wynchwood Avenue, pro and con discussion.
[Expositor FRONT Page Article: Features Gabriel Kirchberger’s love of old buildings and
the fact that his company G K York Management has invested $35 M in downtown
Brantford.

13.

The Expositor (newspaper article): November 24, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion,
Brantford’s Brownfields committee support continuation of Massey-Harris site as Military
Museum facility. Canadian Industrial Heritage Museum to assume ownership of 347
Greenwich St.; Rick Shaver is ‘new’ Military Museum chairman: Anne Westaway of
citizen’s committee supports ‘museum district concept’ in Greenwich-Mohawk area, as did
Tom Oldham (Brownfields committee chair).

14.

The Expositor (newspaper article): November 15, 2004 editorial; title ‘What price for
heritage’, opinion piece on book “About Cockshutt’ and the establishment of a new
museum in the Mohawk Street site by the Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre. Details
failed Bell museum concept – ICOMM (International Telecommunications Centre) which is
now site of Brantford Charity Casino.
[The Expositor (newspaper feature): Museum in the Square thank you piece by Donna
Stewart, CIHC on Nov. 14, 2004. Open house at the downtown site, with Bill Cockshutt’s
book launch.]
[The Expositor (newspaper article): Nov. 27, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘Lots of
talk about promote study ($50K) for heritage landscape downtown (south side of
Colborne.]

15.

Expositor (newspaper article): Dec. 11, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘Military
Museum gaining allies at City Hall’, bid to stay at the converted industrial building at 347
Greenwich St supported by Community Development Committee, including Mayor Mike
Hancock; museum’s seeking same status as the Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre
group (plans to turn old Cockshutt office & timekeeper’s building into an industrial
museum. Rick Shaver is chairman.

16.

The Expositor (newspaper article): September 25, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title
‘Museum group eyes 66 Mohawk’, group called Brant Heritage Partners (comprising Brant
Historical Society/Brant Museum & Archives, the Canadian Industrial Heritage
Centre, Canadian Military Heritage Museum and Brant branch of the Ontario
Genealogical Society) plan to occupy the former Cockshutt office and timekeepers
building. Good ability to work together (ref. Con. Ceschi-Smith).
[Expositor article, Nov. 11, 2004. Continuation of debate and statement from Donna
Stewart of Industrial Heritage Group regarding business plan (in the works) and co-op with
others (see above).

17.

The Expositor (newspaper article): November 15, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title
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‘Brownfields group ready for next step’, Coun. Marguerite Ceschi-Smith reports of
accomplishments of community advisory committee on brownfields renewal progress in
2003-2004.

18.

The Expositor (newspaper article): November 8, 2004 by Tim Philp; title ‘Councillors get
on with Mohawk St. demolition’, spirited debate in council on cost of demolition at 66
Mohawk (by Belko Contracting), fire at 17 Sydenham St, local group’s wish to save a
building, council’s scepticism about group’s ability to manager a project at 66 Mohawk
since fund raising & plans are unknown.

19.

The Expositor (newspaper article): December 11, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘A
Nod to Holmedale’s Heritage’, King & Benton’s President, Steve Charest, and Stacey
McKellar, director at Brant Museum & Archives announced future opening of a heritage
room in the former Harding Carpets complex. Cindy Macdonald-Krueger, chair of the
Heritage Committee supports plan.

20.

The Expositor (newspaper article): December 13, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title
‘Ottawa get ready to help city clean up big brownfield’, Coun. Marguerite Ceschi-Smith’s
50 page brownfield remediation proposal for the 52-acre, 3-property Greenwich-Mohawk
area, endorsed by Mayor Mike Hancock, is sent to Ottawa (both Ministers of Env. Stephan
Dion, and Commun. & Infrastructure John Godfrey), estimated cost $11M for all 3 (22/66
Mohawk, 347 Greenwich).

21.

The Expositor (newspaper article): June 15, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘City’s
Heritage seen as Asset’, continued development of downtown brownfields approved at
public meeting; need for long-term, community driven strategic plan also identified, as was
more tourism development. Business exec. Colleen Armstrong stressed the Provincial
‘Places to Grow’ document as important.

22.

The Expositor (newspaper article): June 27, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘City
studies tax breaks for brownfield cleanups’, through business plan submission, applicants
can apply for a city-province ‘property tax reduction program’ including 347 Greenwich, 22
Mohawk, 66 Mohawk. Work by Coun. Marguerite Ceschi-Smith authored the program - it
will partner with Prov. Regulations.

23.

The Expositor (newspaper article): July 6, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘ Frustration
grows over sluggish Sternson talks’, brownfield community advisory committee discuss
inaction about acquiring the Sternson property at 22 Mohawk; due to contamination flow
from 347 Greenwich to 22 Mohawk, the Sternson site must be acquired as part of ant
redevelopment proposal.

24.

The Expositor (newspaper article): July 11, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘The last
piece of the puzzle’, debate with Cowan Group –owners of the Sternson property at 22
Mohawk – continues.

25.

The Expositor (newspaper article): January 20, 2005 by Elizabeth Yates; title ‘Opening
Nights, two new arts centres proposed for Brant’, the Friends of Paris want to build a $1M
Brant Cultural Centre in downtown Paris, and the a $11M Woodland Cultural Centre is
proposed by an First Nations group called Northern Thunder for its Mohawk St. property.
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Fundraising and market studies begin.

26.

The Expositor (newspaper article): January 26, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title
‘Beginning of better day’, FRONT PAGE photo (politicians) and story on start of demolition
at 66 Mohawk; Coun. Marguerite Ceschi-Smith praised the effort …it took her 10 years to
get action in the city.

27.

The Expositor (newspaper article): January 19, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘City
hall to celebrate razing of brownfield’, $400 K project at 66 Mohawk begins (Belko
Contracting).

28.

The Expositor (newspaper article): February 28, 2005 by Michael-Allan Marion; title
‘Ontario setting priorities for urban growth’, sense of purpose discussion between
Brantford and Brant County councils on strategic growth and boundary adjustments
imposed by Prov. Gov.’s “Greenbelt Protection Act’, Places to Grow’ document and
expansion of ‘Greater Golden Horseshoe’ document stipulations and growth intention
plan, which may conflict with Prov. policy statements.

29.

The Expositor (newspaper article): December 16, 2004 by Michael-Allan Marion; title ‘Old
Cockshutt office under the microscope’, Coun. Marguerite Ceschi-Smith asks Brantford
city council for $10 K for eng. study on the heritage Cockshutt office to assist the
Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre group (wants 66 Mohawk for a museum); Brant
Heritage Partners also wants site.

30.

The Globe & Mail (newspaper Feature Article): January 8, 2005 by Charlotte Gray; title
‘Under wraps’, critique of Canada’s confusing and inadequate approach to supporting
museums throughout the country. Ms Gray is the author of book ‘The Museum Called
Canada’.

31.

The Toronto Star (newspaper Feature Article): January 22, 2005; title ‘Buried treasures’,
illustrates the myriad of 100 K artifacts in storage at in a Toronto storehouse (called
Humanitas collection); reference to Carl Benn chief curator, Rita Davis director and
cultural division and Gail Lord’s 17 month report. Beginning of York, ref. to Lord Simcoe,
Margaret Atwood, David Crombie.
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Appendix J – Public Meeting
On May 10 a public meeting was conducted in the City of Brantford with over 50
persons in attendance including local politicians form both the City of Brantford
and the County of Brant as well as one MPP.
The following Press Release was issued though the BHP Study Team.

PRESS RELEASE
Contact Information:
Brant Heritage Partners
Contact Person: Karen Richardson
519-458-8392
519-448-1130
Cell: 905-975-6679
Email: princetonmuseum@ocl.net
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
BRANT HERITAGE PARTNERS
INVITE MEMERS OF THE COMMUNITY
TO A TOWN MEETING
MAY 10, 2006
7 TO 9 PM.
BEST WESTERN BRANT PARK INN
PAULINE JOHNSON ROOM
Brantford, Ontario –The Brant Heritage Partners would like to invite you to
attend a Town Hall Meeting on May 10th, at the Best Western Brant Park Inn,
Pauline Johnson Room, 7 to 9 pm to meet with the consulting team who are
working on the Feasibility/Planning Study for the proposed Museum and
Heritage Centre for Brantford and Brant County. In 2004 the Brant Heritage
Partners Collaborative was formed from three heritage organizations in Brant
(The County of Brant and Brantford) -- the Brant Historical Society/Brant
Museum & Archives, the Canadian Industrial Heritage Centre, and the Brant
County Branch of the Ontario Genealogical Society -- with the intention of
developing together an experiential centre for research, interpretation and
preservation of our social, cultural, and industrial history. The proposed centre
will serve both the City of Brantford and the municipality of the County of Brant.
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The firms of Goldsmith Borgal & Company Ltd. Architects and Canadian Cultural
Resource Consultants Inc. were hired in February to carry out the study. The
team has visited several of the proposed sites and have interviewed some
members of the community. More interviews are planned and should be
concluded by the end of May. Two Town Hall Meetings are scheduled for this
project and we encourage all interested parties to attend these meetings to meet
the consultants, partners and to share your thoughts, comments and ideas, your
input is important and crucial to this project.
We welcome everyone and look forward to seeing you at the meeting. If you
require any further information our spokesperson for this project is Karen
Richardson, should you have any questions or require any further information
please contact Karen at 519-458-8392 or 519-448-1130, email:
princetonmuseum@ocl.net. The partners welcome comments or suggestions
from the community and will be glad to answer any questions pertaining to this
project.
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