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I Background to the Cost-Sharing Initiative 

At the February 1985 meeting of the Canadian Parks 
Service Program Management Committee(P.M.C.), a paper was 
presented by the Historic Parks and Sites Branch which 
recommended a process of priority-setting for cost-sharing 
agreements. P.M.C. approved the criteria and requested that 
they be applied to a backlog of some 30 cost-shared 
agreements. Further, senior Canadian Parks Service (C.P.S.) 
officials resolved that the cost-sharing approach appeared 
to have potential as a means of heightening our heritage 
conservation profile in a time of constraint. In June 1985, 
P.M.C. decided to submit the cost-sharing initiative to 
Cabinet to request the establishment of an adequate annual 
funding reference level. 

That same month, C.P.S. officials met with the 
Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada to establish 
co-operatively priorities for cost-sharing agreements. A 
list of eight, and later ten, candidate priority sites were 
identified: 

1) Ninstints (Haida site on the Queen Charlotte Islands); 
2) Medalta Potteries, Medicine Hat, Alberta; 
3) Rainy River Mounds (Burial mounds near Fort Francis, 

Ontario) ; 
4) Aberdeen Pavilion, Ottawa, Ontario; 
5) Winter Garden Theatre, Toronto, Ontario; 
6) George Brown House, Toronto, Ontario; 
7) St. George's Church, Halifax, Nova Scotia; 
8) McCully House, Halifax, Nova Scotia; 
9) Saint John Market, Saint John, New Brunswick; 
10) St. Paul's Church, Halifax, Nova Scotia 

These sites became the focus of a February 1986 
Cabinet submission to establish an annual $3.0 million 
capital fund for cost-sharing. After first approving the 
proposal in principle in March 1986, the Cabinet 
sub-committee on Social Development in April proposed 
funding the cost-sharing initiative at a level of $1 million 
per annum. These funds were intended as part of an on-going 
program and were in addition to the C.P.S.'s A-Base. 

In March 1987, Treasury Board approved a $1 million 
per year cost-sharing program to assist in the acquisition, 
restoration and preservation of sites and structures of 
national historic and/or architectural significance. In 
contrast to past cost-sharing arrangements which were funded 
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out of both capital and O&M, the new program is an 
operational expenditure. The $1 million per annum is 
therefore considered a permanent on-going financial 
commitment for Parks and not part of the more variable 
capital expenditure. 

The approved program is subject to terms and 
conditions (see Appendix A) which accent nationally 
significant heritage resources, support 
preservation/restoration instead of reconstruction and/or 
modern development and exclude Parks from any long-range 
site involvement. 

II The Guidelines for Cost-Sharing 

2.1 Definition of Cost-Sharing 

Cost-sharing is a contribution program aimed at 
the preservation of nationally significant heritage 
resources. The Canadian Parks Service will pay up to 
50% of total restoration costs and its partners, who 
own the resource, will fund the other half. This 
partnership feature of the cost-sharing program 
encourages a coordinated approach to heritage 
conservation among federal, provincial and municipal 
governments, historical societies/heritage groups and 
non-profit organizations. 

Cost-sharing priorities are always recommended by 
the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada and 
never independently initiated by the Canadian Parks 
Service. In many ways cost-sharing can be seen as an 
intermediate step between commemoration by a plaque 
and full blown development and interpretation as a 
national historic park. It can be applied to 
nationally recognized sites that are not important 
enough to warrant park status, to those that have 
potential as national historic parks but need 
conservation in the interim and to those that merit 
national commemoration and yet are best cared for in 
private hands. Cost-sharing gives C.P.S. the 
flexibility to support outstanding heritage resources 
that are neither desirable, possible or practical 
candidates for federal ownership. 

The cost-sharing program emphasizes the 
preservation side of the C.P.S. mandate as defined in 
the 1979 policy. The C.P.S.'s share will therefore be 
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devoted exclusively to preservation/restoration works 
and will not be expended for 1) basic modern services 
(interpretation and visitor-use facilities and 
contemporary utilities such as electricity, heating 
and sewers) or 2) full period reconstruction. This 
does not mean that other partners should not be 
encouraged to develop interpretation, visitor use, 
security services, etc., merely that C.P.S. will not 
cost-share these expenditures. 

Cost-sharing is a limited program with no 
long-range commitments. The Canadian Parks Service 
assists its partners in acquiring, conserving, 
stabilizing and/or restoring an outstanding heritage 
resource. It does not own the site and has no role in 
its continuing operation or maintenance. Moreover, 
such potential co-operative heritage projects as the 
operation of joint interpretation centres, joint land 
assembly for conservation, extensive research, 
planning and development co-ordination are well beyond 
the scope of cost-sharing. 

Cost-sharing candidates must submit a 
Conservation Report describing the restoration work to 
be undertaken. After functional review by Parks the 
approved report is appended to and forms part of the 
cost-sharing agreement. Its contents are discussed in 
a separate section below (ref. 5.2). 

Expenditures under the cost-sharing program are 
regulated by Treasury Board Guidelines on 
Contributions, by the recent Treasury Board review of 
the cost-sharing terms and conditions (see Appendix 
A) and by an earlier 1965 Treasury Board Minute which 
mandates C.P.S. to share up to 50% of the total costs 
of the acquisition of lands and the restoration of 
sites and structures. With few exceptions 
expenditures are reimbursements based on receipts. 
Thus restoration work must have been completed or land 
parcels acquired and paid for before C.P.S. will pay 
its cost-sharing portion. The only exception to this 
rule will be for heritage societies, smaller 
municipalities, and native organizations under 
conditions described below (ref. Appendix A.9). 

2.2 Scope and Purpose of the Cost-Sharing Guidelines 

The Guidelines are intended to apply to all 
cost-sharing agreements recommended as high or medium 
priority by the Historic Sites and Monuments 
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Board from the June 1985 meeting. This date in turn 
reflects the completion of Phase I of the Canadian 
Parks Service priority-setting exercise for 
cost-sharing agreements. All agreements in place 
before this date will not be regulated by the 
Guidelines. 

The purpose of the Guidelines is to provide 
direction on the implementation of the cost-sharing 
program. This direction will include central policy 
guidance, a review of roles and responsibilities, the 
description of the information needed for approval of 
each agreement and a summary of the approval process 
itself. 

Since the cost-sharing initiative is a new 
program for C.P.S., these Guidelines will be used on 
an interim basis for the next year and a half, then 
amended and refined into a formal program directive. 

Ill Roles and Responsibilities for Cost-Sharing Agreements 

3.1 The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada 

By virtue of the Historic Sites and Monuments Act 
(1953), the Minister of the Environment is authorized 
to "make agreements with any persons for marking or 
commemorating historic places pursuant to this Act and 
for the care and preservation of any places so marked 
or commemorated". The Minister acts on the advice of 
the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada who 
"shall advise the Minister in carrying out his powers 
under this Act". By tradition, the Board has 
recommended cost-sharing agreements for heritage sites 
of national significance which warrant more than a 
plaque but do not merit acquisition and development as 
national historic parks. The Board's recommendation 
and ranking of cost-sharing sites reflect its analysis 
of the relevant historic significance of a site or 
structure according to certain criteria (see Appendix 
B). 

A practice that has proven to be useful for the 
management of the Federal Heritage Buildings Policy 
has been the definition of the heritage character of a 
particular building. This statement allows FHBRO to 
determine critical facets of a structure that must be 
preserved or respected. This guidance will be equally 
important in the cost-sharing program, as one can 
assume that our partners will be more concerned than 
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Parks over such issues as public use and operational 
viability. Some level of compromise for a particular 
historic asset is inevitable and yet the historical 
and architectural integrity of the resource must be 
retained. Without requiring the detail of the FHBRO 
statements, the Board will be asked to identify 
significant aspects or features of a site that lead to 
its selection as a cost-sharing priority. In 
subsequent negotiations with its partner(s), C.P.S. 
will thus be in a position to respond rationally to 
proposals for adaptive uses to accommodate visitor 
facilities, etc. 

The example of the Aberdeen Pavilion in Ottawa is 
instructive regarding the use of heritage character 
statements. In this case the Board clearly and 
consciously focused on the buildings' exterior 
appearance as the basis for its significance. This 
definition will prove very useful in negotiations as 
many of the more expensive renovations are in the 
interior and are not therefore part of C.P.S.'s 
mandate for cost-sharing. C.P.S. has thus received a 
clear notion of its role in any agreement on the 
Pavilion. 

3.2 Headquarters, National Historic Parks and Sites 
Directorate 

3.2.1 Director-General, National Historic Parks and Sites 

The Director-General will be responsible for 
recommending cost-sharing agreements to the Minister, 
for approving the Conservation Report for each 
proposed agreement, for approving individual 
agreements, for ensuring that the necessary funds are 
allocated for the Canadian Parks Service's share of 
the agreement and for approval of all monitoring 
procedures for agreements in place. The rationale for 
this arrangement is that cost-sharing is a national 
program and one that must be carried out with full 
attention to national standards and in close liaison 
with the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. 
As functional head of the National Historic Parks and 
Sites program and as Secretary to the Board, the 
Director-General is the logical official in the C.P.S. 
program to carry out this function. 

3.2.2 Director, Policy and Planning Branch, Systems Planning 
Section 

Under the general supervision of the Director, 
Systems Planning will be responsible for priorizing 
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recoramended agreements using criteria formally 
approved by Parks Program Management Committee in 
February 1985 (see Appendix B). This work will be 
carried out in co-operation with the Historic Sites 
and Monuments Board and the Region in which the 
candidate agreement is located. The systems group 
will also be charged with administering the 
cost-sharing program, assisting in the negotiations of 
agreements and co-ordinating the review of the 
Conservation Report for each agreement, as well as 
subsequent documents arising out of the Conservation 
Report. This Section will ensure that national 
standards are maintained in terms of the priorization, 
cost-sharing agreement, conceptual approval and 
monitoring procedures for each agreement. Finally, 
Systems Planning will ensure that Headquarters reviews 
occur promptly, that the review sessions are properly 
recorded and that the results are distributed with 
dispatch. 

3.2.3 Director, Architectural History Branch (or, Director, 
Historic Resource Conservation Branch) 

This Branch (these Branches) will be responsible 
for preparing the professional paper on which a 
decision by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board 
will be made, for defining the heritage character of a 
site and for reviewing the Conservation Report for 
historical validity and technical appropriateness. 
Under normal circumstances the latter review should be 
completed within 20 working days of receipt of the 
Report. The 1979 Policy (Section 2.0 Protecting 
Heritage Resources) will serve as the basis for such 
an evaluation, though it will be noted that period 
reconstruction and similar developments are not 
acceptable under the cost-sharing program. 

3.2.4 Director, Historical Research Branch and/or Director, 
Archaeological Research Branch 

In certain circumstances, the Director of the 
Historical Research Branch or the Archaeological 
Research Branch may play or share the role of 
Architectural History or Historic Resource 
Conservation. 
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3.3 Architectural and Engineering Services (DOE 
Headquarters), Public Works Canada 

3.3.1 Director, Architecture and Engineering Services (POE 
Headquarters), Public Works Canada 

The Director of A&E will be responsible for 
providing restoration expertise for the cost-sharing 
program and for reviewing the Conservation Report from 
the vantage point of technical viability, philosophy 
and cost. Where Regions lack the restoration 
capability, Architecture and Engineering Services 
dedicated to the Headquarters Program will review 
working drawings, normally a Regional function. 

Any major concerns about the viability of the 
concept (contained in the Conservation Report) or 
variations from the approved restoration approach will 
be brought to the attention of the Director-General, 
National Historic Parks and Sites. Review of the 
report is normally to be completed within 20 working 
days of its receipt. Review of more detailed design 
material is to be completed within 5 days of receipt. 

3.4 Regional Offices 

3.4.1 Regional Director-General 

The Regional Director-General will be responsible 
for negotiating cost-sharing agreements, for seeking 
Headquarters approval of a draft agreement and for 
ensuring the preparation of a Conservation Report for 
each agreement. The Regional Director-General will be 
responsible for the administration of the agreement, 
for authorizing payment of funds in accordance with 
the approved schedule of payment, for confirming that 
the restoration work conforms with the approved report 
and other design documents and for periodically 
reviewing the maintenance procedures of restored 
sites. 

The Regional Director-General will also be 
responsible for the special assignment of regional or 
field personnel to assist in one facet or another of 
the development of a Conservation Report or working 
drawings. Such assistance may take the form of 
research, planning or design expertise. Any 
assistance in operating a site, of course, is 
prohibited in cost-sharing, though provision of advice 
for proper period maintenance is a perfectly valid 
function. 
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3.4.2 Regional Architecture and Engineering Services (DOE), 
Public Works Canada 

This group will be responsible for ensuring that 
the restoration concept is properly documented and in 
line with C.P.S.'s standards for historical 
structures. Where the situation warrants it, 
dedicated restoration units may assist in the 
preparation of the Conservation Report. In addition 
to this critical professional input, restoration staff 
will review design drawings and/or tender documents to 
ensure they conform to the approved concept and will 
recommend adjustments to designs, work schedules, 
etc., where there is a significant variance. Finally, 
Regional A&E will be charged with reviewing 
maintenance procedures on a periodic basis. 

3.4.3 Regional Historical and Archaeological Research 
Divisions 

Given their experience in research associated 
with the development of national historic parks and 
sites, the Historical and Archaeological Research 
Divisions may well have advice and expertise to offer 
C.P.S.'s potential cost-sharing partners in assembling 
the data needed to substantiate the Conservation 
Report. 

3.4.4 Regional Historical Resource Conservation 

For the preservation of historic resources 
associated with native history sites and for other 
types of heritage works, the Regional Historical 
Resource Conservation Division may carry out a role 
similar to that described above for Regional 
Restoration Services. 

3.4.5 Regional Planning Divisions 

Under normal circumstances, the applicant will be 
provided with an outline of the requirements for a 
satisfactory Conservation Report and must prepare (or 
have prepared) the required documentation. In such a 
case, Planning's role may be limited to editing and to 
initiating Regional and Headquarters reviews so that 
each discipline relevant to the development of the 
Conservation Report receives a proper opportunity for 
review. 
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In cases where C.P.S. is to develop the 
Conservation Report, Planning will prepare the 
requisite information based on inputs from Restoration 
Services, Historic Resource Conservation, Archaeology, 
etc. The Conservation Report is described in detail 
below (refer to 5.2). 

Planning will also develop the negotiation 
strategy, will co-ordinate the reviews of detailed 
design documents, and, where appropriate, will arrange 
for Headquarters review of the above-cited products. 

3.4.6 Other Regional (Field) Units 

The Regional Director-General may designate other 
appropriate divisions or field units to fulfill some 
or all of the functions suggested above. 

IV Process for Approval of Cost-Sharing Agreements 

The sequence of activities associated with the 
approval of each cost-sharing agreement is illustrated in 
Figure l(p.9A). This chart demonstrates the pivotal role 
played by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada 
in cost-sharing and the interplay between Regions and 
Headquarters in the approval of individual agreements. It 
will be noted that funds for cost-sharing will be 
provisionally allocated from Headquarters on the basis of 
national priority, at stage 6 in the process. The overall 
priority of an individual agreement will be influenced by 
such considerations as theme, geographic balance and budget 
(see Appendix B). A detailed funding schedule will follow 
approval of the Conservation Report in stages 10 and 11. It 
will be important, therefore, to offer a reasonable 
projection of costs at a fairly early stage. 

V The Conservation Report 

5.1 Introduction 

The nature of the Canadian Parks Service's 
participation in each agreement will be elucidated in 
the Conservation Report. This pivotal document will 
state the rationale for C.P.S.'s participation in the 
preservation of a site or structure, describe the 
nature, timing and costs of all projects to be 
cost-shared, and outline the partnership arrangements 
under which the agreement is to be administered. The 
Conservation Report will be a management tool for 
evaluating project quality, adequacy of 
cost-estimates, etc. It will be appended to and form 
part of the cost-sharing agreement. 



FIGURE 1 
APPROVAL PROCESS, COST SHARING AGREEMENTS 
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Roles: Applicant HSMBC Parks (H.Q.) Parks (Region) 

la) Applicant Proposes 
Agreement 

lb) Secretariat Requests 
Assessment 

la) Region is Informed 
of Application 

2) Research Branch 
Prepares Agenda Paper 

3) HSMBC Considers 
and Recommends 

14b) Applicant Begins Work 

2a) Region is Kept 
Informed of Progress 

Region has in-put 

5) Minister Accepts 
Agreement Proposal 

6) D.G. (NHPSD) Authorizes 
Negotiations and 
Specifies General Scope 

6a) Region has in-put 

7) Region Negotiates 

Region Drafts Report' 

9) Region Reviews 
and Recommends 

' 

4) Assesses as to 
Programme Priority 

8) Applicant Drafts 
Conservation Report 

10) D.G. (NHPSD) Reviews 

11) D.G. (NHPSD) Accepts 
I I »-!•• M - • . - ••• .—• III. I I ••••Ml 

12) Region Drafts 
Agreement 

13) D.G. (NHPSD) Approves 
Agreement and 
Transfers Funds 

14a) Project Begins 


