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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At the request of Infrastructure Canada, the Canadian Arts Coalition conducted a survey of 

Canadian arts organizations to document the impact of the 60% matching requirement in the Direct 

Delivery Stream of the Building Canada Strong Fund (BCSF). Results gathered from 46 respondents 

representing 11 provinces and territories demonstrate that this requirement constitutes a 

structural barrier that undermines the program's objectives. 

Seven out of ten respondents (70%) do not have or cannot confirm that they have the required 

matching contribution. Among those who lack this matching contribution, 12 of 22 organizations 

have projects whose completion is explicitly conditional on the availability of matching funds. 

Removing this requirement would immediately unblock 22 additional projects ready to begin by 

2026 and 2027, in regions where no comparable provincial or territorial mechanism exists to 

address this barrier. 

 



The Canadian Arts Coalition recommends that Infrastructure Canada remove the 60% matching 

requirement for eligible projects under $25 million in the Direct Delivery Stream of the BCSF, to 

allow for equitable distribution of the program across all regions of the country. 

 

 

1. Context and Mandate 

At the request of Infrastructure Canada, which is currently reviewing the request submitted by the 

Canadian Arts Coalition, a survey was distributed in July 2026 to arts organizations that are members and 

partners of the Coalition. The objective was to produce empirical evidence to establish whether the 60% 

matching requirement constitutes, in practice, a real barrier to participation in the Direct Delivery 

Stream of the Building Canada Strong Fund (BCSF). 

The Canadian Arts Coalition is requesting the removal of this condition for cultural infrastructure projects 

with a total cost of less than $25 million. This request is grounded in the observation that the matching 

requirement generates structural inequities between regions: not all provinces and territories have 

access to comparable public funding sources for cultural infrastructure, nor do they have the same 

eligibility conditions with their respective provincial or territorial governments. 

While the survey was time-limited, the results are definitive and borne out by further narratives within 

the cultural community. We believe that the Building Canada Strong program can support a cultural 

renaissance in ridings from Coast to Coast to Coast, through investment in cultural infrastructure. 

Through this proposed change in the Building Canada Strong  program, the Liberal Government will be 

supporting a revitalisation of cultural spaces that serve Canadians in both rural and urban communities 

and allow for projects under $25M to move forward regardless of regional disparities. This change will 

ensure that Canadians have better access to and  can create our own culture, playing our own vital part 

in Building Canada Strong, through performance, creation, exhibition and engagement.  
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2. Respondent Profile 

The survey received 47 responses in total, of which 46 were valid (one already-completed project was 

excluded from the analysis). Respondents represent non-profit arts organizations from 11 provinces and 

territories, covering all regions of Canada. 

 

Indicator Result 

Total valid respondents 46 

Provinces  and Territories represented 11  

Territories represented 13 

Ridings Represented 33 

Organizations that have applied to the BCSF (Direct Delivery Stream) 10 

Organizations awaiting a response from the Direct Delivery Stream 9 

Projects with a total cost under $25M 38 (83%) 

Projects with a total cost over $25M 8 (17%) 

 

Geographically, responses are distributed as follows: Ontario (12), Quebec (10), Prince Edward Island (5), 

Nova Scotia (4), Alberta (4), Nunavut (3), Northwest Territories (3), Saskatchewan (2), British Columbia 

(2), Manitoba (1), and New Brunswick (1). The representation of northern territories, with six 

organizations from the Northwest Territories and Nunavut, is particularly significant within the scope of 

this analysis. 
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3. Results: Three Dimensions of a Structural Barrier 

3.1 The Matching Requirement: An Obstacle Confirmed by the Majority of Respondents 

The data gathered unambiguously establish that the 60% matching requirement constitutes a concrete 

obstacle for the vast majority of surveyed organizations. Forty-eight percent (48%) of respondents 

indicate that they do not have the required matching contribution, and an additional twenty-two 

percent (22%) report uncertainty. In total, seven out of ten organizations (70%) are unable to confirm 

that they have secured this matching contribution. 

Indicator Result 

Have the 60% matching contribution (Yes) 6 organizations (13%) 

Do not have the 60% matching contribution (No) 22 organizations (48%) 

Uncertain about the matching contribution (Maybe) 10 organizations (22%) 

Total without or uncertain about the matching contribution 32 organizations (70%) 

 

Among the six organizations that confirmed having the matching contribution, two indicate that 

meeting this requirement represents a significant financial strain on their organization. The 

requirement is therefore problematic not only for those who cannot meet it, but also for some of those 

who do, at the cost of considerable financial pressure on their operations. 

 

Representative testimonials 

"Sponsors want to know the federal involvement on the project before they commit. So each party 

requiring a match means we are stuck in limbo." 

Saskatoon Community Theatre Centre (Saskatchewan) 

"It's a feedback loop: partners want to know that the funding will be matched in some way before 

committing." 

The PEI Arts Guild Inc. (Prince Edward Island) 

 

3.2 Regional Inequities and Provincial and Territorial Constraints 

Among the 32 organizations that do not have or are uncertain about the required matching contribution, 

seven confirmed and five flagged as likely that the absence of matching funds is directly attributable to 

restrictions imposed by their provincial or territorial partners. This represents at least twelve 

organizations (37% of respondents without confirmed matching) facing structural rather than 

circumstantial barriers. 
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Regional analysis reveals that provincial and territorial restrictions disproportionately affect certain 

regions: Nova Scotia (3 organizations), Quebec (3), Alberta (2), the Northwest Territories (2), as well as 

British Columbia and Prince Edward Island (1 each). These regions lack provincial or territorial cultural 

infrastructure programs whose parameters are compatible with the BCSF's matching requirements. 

The situation in northern territories warrants particular attention. The six responding organizations 

from the Northwest Territories and Nunavut, including the Government of Nunavut itself (Department of 

Community Services), face a double constraint: the absence of comparable territorial programs, 

combined with reduced institutional and financial capacity. For these organizations, the 60% matching 

requirement is not simply one barrier among others; it is an effective condition of exclusion. 

 

Northern Organizations (Northwest Territories and Nunavut): Overview 

Among the 5 valid northern organizations that responded to the survey: 

●​ None confirmed having the 60% matching contribution. 

●​ 3 have projects whose launch is explicitly conditional on securing matching funds. 

●​ 2 flagged restrictions from territorial partners as a limiting factor. 

●​ Among them: the Government of Nunavut (Department of Community Services), whose 

project is blocked by the matching requirement, and the Fédération franco-ténoise (NWT), 

which does not have the matching funds due to the constraints of its territory. 

 

 

3.3 Impact on Project Delivery Capacity 

The argument that the matching requirement does not prevent projects from being completed but 

merely delays their execution is contradicted by the data. Twelve organizations indicate that the 

construction timeline of their project is explicitly conditional on the availability of matching funds: 

under current conditions, these projects will not be completed, due to a lack of start-up financing. 

The comparison between the number of projects ready to proceed with and without the matching 

requirement concretely illustrates the program's impact on its own objectives: 
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Indicator Result 

Projects ready to launch in 2026, with the current requirement 10 

Projects ready to launch in 2026, without the requirement 14 (+40%) 

Projects ready to launch in 2027, with the current requirement 5 

Projects ready to launch in 2027, without the requirement 8 (+60%) 

Projects currently blocked by the absence of matching funds 12 

Organizations awaiting a response from the Direct Delivery Stream 9 

 

These figures indicate that Infrastructure Canada has a direct lever to accelerate program deployment: 

removing the matching requirement would result in an immediate forty percent (40%) increase in the 

number of projects ready to launch in 2026, and a sixty percent (60%) increase for 2027. These are 

already-developed projects with proven execution capacity, whose only barrier is the inability to secure 

the required matching contribution. 

Furthermore, among the nine organizations currently awaiting a response from the Direct Delivery 

Stream of the BCSF, several do not have or are uncertain about the required matching contribution. The 

matching question is therefore not theoretical: it concerns active applications currently under review, 

whose outcome is uncertain precisely because of this requirement. 

The vast majority of targeted projects are modest in scale: thirty-eight organizations out of 46 (83%) 

estimate their project cost at under $25 million. These are precisely the projects, carried by mid-sized 

organizations in communities that are often distant from major urban centres, that are least well 

positioned to mobilize sufficient matching partnerships. 
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4. Recommendation 

Recommendation of the Canadian Arts Coalition 

Remove the 60% matching requirement for projects under $25 million in the Direct Delivery 

Stream of the Building Canada Strong Fund, either by replacing the current requirement or by 

establishing a waiver mechanism accessible to organizations through Direct Delivery and all 

provinces and territories for the community stream. 

 

This recommendation rests on three findings from the survey data, which directly address Infrastructure 

Canada's evaluation criteria: 

●​ The barrier is real and documented: seven out of ten organizations (70%) cannot confirm the 

availability of the required matching contribution, and the majority of those who cannot meet it 

face structural constraints tied to their provincial and territorial environments. 

●​ The barrier is regionally inequitable: the absence of comparable provincial or territorial 

programs in several regions of the country, and particularly in northern territories, creates a 

fundamental inequality of access to the federal program, contrary to its pan-Canadian mandate. 

●​ Removing the requirement is feasible and would have an immediate impact: the data show 

that Infrastructure Canada could immediately unblock approximately forty projects ready to 

launch in 2026 or 2027, carried by organizations with proven execution capacity whose only 

constraint is securing the matching contribution. 

 

If matching mechanisms were to be retained in a revised form, the Canadian Arts Coalition recommends 

exploring differentiated approaches that account for regional realities: a reduced matching threshold for 

projects under $25 M (between 20% and 30%) and full exemption for northern territories. These 

arrangements would preserve the cost-sharing intent of the program while ensuring equitable access for 

all regions of Canada.  
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5. Complementary Observations 

Removing the 60% matching requirement remains the central priority of the Canadian Arts 

Coalition and would, in and of itself, represent a major step forward for the accessibility of federal 

cultural infrastructure programs across all regions of the country. In addition to this request, the 

survey responses surface a number of secondary barriers that merit Infrastructure Canada's 

attention. These observations are not part of the Coalition's formal request, but they reflect 

realities documented by respondents themselves. We offer them to Infrastructure Canada in a 

spirit of ongoing dialogue and collaboration. 

 

Eligibility Windows and Processing Timelines 

Several responding organizations indicated that they did not submit an application because their 

project was considered too early-stage, or because the planned work fell outside the program's 

eligibility window. One organization in Quebec indicated that it had been deemed ineligible for 

the BCSF Direct Delivery Stream because its construction work was not scheduled to begin within 

one year of application. Another indicated that it was too early in the planning process to submit 

a request. These situations highlight a structural tension between the long-term planning logic 

that any cultural infrastructure project requires and the tight timelines imposed by current 

programs. 

Do the eligibility criteria of federal cultural infrastructure programs adequately reflect the real 

planning cycles of arts organizations? Would upstream support prior to formal application, or a 

broadened eligibility window, help accommodate transformative projects still in the 

development phase? 

Allowance for Multiplicities in Projects 

Under the GICB, the project scope was limited and for some organisations, nonsensical. Projects 

could only include new construction or renovations, unlike the previous Cultural Spaces Program. 

This means that an organisation which has two clearly defined components on a cultural campus, 

for example, risked being deemed ineligible. We believe this requirement is not reflective of the 

multiple ways that organisations need to respond to their communities, their identified 

challenges, and their infrastructure needs.  

Could the Building Canada Strong program consider eliminating the restriction on multi-faceted 

projects that was in place under the GICB? 
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The Mirror Effect in Multi-Partner Funding Assembly 

A recurring pattern in survey responses is what several respondents themselves describe as a 

feedback loop: private and municipal partners condition their commitment on the confirmation 

of federal funding, while the federal program's criteria require prior demonstration of a matching 

contribution. This dynamic creates an impasse in which each party waits for the other to commit 

first. 

The phenomenon is amplified in communities where private donors and municipal partners are 

fewer in number or less capitalized, significantly extending the time needed to assemble a 

complete funding package. 

Are there mechanisms that could break this impasse, for example by recognizing conditional 

partner commitments as sufficient proof of matching at the time of application? Does the 

application assessment framework account for the reality of regional philanthropic markets, 

which do not offer the same mobilization capacity in every part of the country? 

 

Accessibility for Tenant Organizations and Very Small Organizations 

Some responding organizations indicated that they are ineligible for infrastructure programs 

because they do not own their space. This includes organizations that occupy shared premises or 

rent in buildings owned by other organizations. Several respondents also mentioned capital needs 

of very small scale, under $10,000 or $50,000, notably for ventilation, lighting, or accessibility 

systems, that fall below the eligibility thresholds of current programs. These organizations note 

the absence of any federal mechanism to address modest capital needs that fall outside 

programming funding. 

Are federal cultural infrastructure programs designed to reach the full breadth of the arts 

ecosystem, including organizations that do not own their space and those with small-scale 

capital needs? Is there a reflection underway on complementary mechanisms suited to these 

realities? 

GST/HST Costs for Non-Profit Organizations 

One respondent in British Columbia identified the ability to absorb the non-refundable portion of 

the GST/HST as the primary barrier to completing their project. For non-profit organizations, the 

tax applicable to construction and equipment represents a real cost added to the project's total 

budget, and is only partially recoverable. In a context where every dollar counts toward 

assembling a matching contribution, this cost can represent a non-negligible additional barrier. 

Do federal infrastructure programs account for the impact of non-recoverable GST/HST on the 

financial capacity of non-profit organizations? Would enhanced support or flexibility in the 

calculation of eligible costs allow this reality to be addressed? 
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Five-Year-Plus Project Horizons: Transformative Projects That Have Yet to Find a Program 

Six responding organizations indicated that their project would be ready to launch within a 

horizon of five years or more, rather than within current program timelines. These organizations 

are not inactive: many have feasibility studies, architectural plans, or documented institutional 

mandates in hand. Their projects are often transformative interventions for their communities, 

whose realization requires a multi-year planning process that exceeds current program cycles. 

Among these situations, one organization in the Northwest Territories noted that it has been 

waiting for more than twenty-five years for the conditions needed to create a cultural centre in its 

city, which remains one of the only provincial or territorial capitals in the country without such 

infrastructure. 

Do federal cultural infrastructure programs include mechanisms to support projects with long 

planning horizons? Would a pre-development or planning support program help prepare these 

projects to be shovel-ready for future funding cycles? 

 

6. Conclusion 

The survey conducted by the Canadian Arts Coalition provides Infrastructure Canada with the empirical 

evidence needed to proceed with an informed review of the 60% matching requirement. The data speak 

for themselves: this requirement is not an equitable cost-sharing tool, but a filter that effectively 

excludes organizations that are least well positioned geographically and institutionally, precisely those 

that most need federal support for their cultural infrastructure. 

The Direct Delivery Stream of the Building Canada Strong Fund will not achieve its objectives of 

territorial coverage and cultural infrastructure development as long as this requirement remains in its 

current form. The Canadian Arts Coalition remains available to provide any additional information 

deemed useful in the context of the current review. 

For any inquiries, please contact the Canadian Arts Coalition representatives: 

●​ Chris O’Neill, Executive Director, Ross Creek Centre for the Arts, chris@artscentre.ca  

●​ Rachel Billet, Director, Théâtres associés (TAI), tai@theatresassocies.ca  

 

Canadian Arts Coalition 

https://canadianartscoalition.com/en/ 

Document prepared by Théâtres associés (TAI) with the assistance of AI in support of the Canadian Arts Coalition 
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