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[bookmark: _Toc303159866]Introduction
In 1988, the federal government established the Canadian Non-Theatrical Film and Video Fund (CIFVF) to deliver financial assistance to independent film and television productions.  The CIFVF was unique in two ways: it focused on the non-theatrical market; and it did not require that filmmakers have a broadcast licence to apply for funding, a particularly important factor for first-time producers.  
The CIFVF provided non-recoupable funding in the of form grants up to 49% of an eligible project’s budget to a maximum of $50,000.  It was often an ‘early investor’, allowing a producer to secure the balance of the financing.  Its decision-making employed a jury-based peer-assessment process. Between 1991 and March 2009, the CIFVF reviewed over 3,600 applications and provided more than $17 million to about 850 independent Canadian productions, many of which have won awards in Canada and overseas.  
In 1991, the responsibility for the program was transferred to the newly formed Canadian Non-Theatrical Film and Video Corporation, a national non-profit organization.[footnoteRef:1]  The restructuring and ‘privatization’ of the program was intended to lead eventually to the program becoming fully independent of government, generating all its revenues from private sector sources.  Although the organization invested considerable energy in efforts to establish private sector funding, the goal of financial independence was not achieved. [1:   The Corporation’s objects are:
(1) To promote and foster film and video arts in Canada.  
(2) To provide the non-theatrical film and video production sector in Canada with a source of funding which will be available to private sector producers and production entities from all regions of Canada to assist in the initiation, completion and distribution of original productions that have a demonstrable market and viable distribution potential.  
(3) To conduct workshops, seminars and training programs aimed at improving the professional, technical and financial capacity of the Canadian private sector in order to improve their ability to develop, produce and distribute Canadian non-theatrical film and videotape productions.  
(4) To increase the amount of new Canadian non-theatrical film and videotape productions in Canadian markets including educational institutions, libraries, social agencies, industries, and other traditional non-theatrical markets.] 

In 2008, the federal government announced that it would no longer contribute $1.5 million to the CIFVF, with the result that program ended in March 2009.  At the same time, the government announced the termination of other cultural industry programs including the A-V Preservation Trust ($300,000), the National Training Schools Program ($2.5 million), Trade Routes ($1.5 million), and PromArt ($4.7 million).  Documentary filmmakers and others lobbied unsuccessfully to reverse the decision to cease funding the CIFVF.
In 2009-10, after wrapping up the funding program, the Canadian Non-Theatrical Film and Video Corporation’s Board of Directors began to investigate new opportunities and partnerships so that the organization could continue to be a significant supporter of independent documentary and educational media.  In its exploration of future options, the board concluded that any new direction should be one that added value without duplicating the existing or planned initiatives of other organizations working in this sector.  
[bookmark: _Toc292874463][bookmark: _Toc303159867]Purpose of Study
As part of its investigations, the organization commissioned J.  Coflin & Associates to conduct a study to provide the Board of Directors with some of the information it needs to support its deliberations and to help it identify ways in which it could continue to support independent documentary and educational production.  The study’s terms of reference require that J.  Coflin & Associates conduct research and prepare a report that includes the following:
An analysis of the current state of play for documentaries under the Canada Media Fund (CMF) criteria and funding available to documentary production, through development, production and post-production, and itemizing issues that have been identified by industry.  
An overview of documentary production levels in Canada and their availability to Canadian audiences and identification of problems related to financing documentaries, particularly non-broadcaster driven projects.  
An analysis of the status of documentary distribution, especially within the non-theatrical sector, that covers both traditional formats such as DVD and broadcast, as well as new media platforms.  
A projection of future trends in non-theatrical production resulting from convergence and multi-platform technologies.
An overview of current government (federal and provincial) policies on support for documentary production and non-theatrical product.  
An overview of other funding or fund-raising initiatives planned or under consideration by other organizations and industry.
A preliminary ranking by need and feasibility of possible next stage initiatives and direction identified in this work.
[bookmark: _Toc292874464][bookmark: _Toc303159868]Methods
The information and data used in the preparation of this report was gathered using the methods described below.  The descriptions include information about the team’s approach to, and experience with, each method.
Literature and Document Review: The team gathered and reviewed reports published by public and private organizations active in the cultural industries, particularly film, video and new media production.  The material was identified through online searches and during interviews.  A list of key documents is presented in Appendix F References.
Key Informant Interviews:  The team completed 25 interviews for the project.  About half (11) of the people interviewed were producers/ filmmakers from across the country.  The others were representatives of industry organisations, federal department and funding agencies, private funds, distributors, educational broadcasters, and digital media interests.
The interviews, which lasted about 30 minutes on average, were done via telephone with one in-person interview done in Toronto.  
Survey: The survey was conducted between April 26 and May 8, 2011, with a follow-up reminder delivered on May 3, 2011.  The invitation to participate in the online survey was distributed to just over 1,800 email addresses drawn from the CIFVF’s lists and the contact information published by industry associations, including the Independent Media Arts Alliance.  Five hundred of the email invitations bounced back, indicating that the addresses were no longer in use or contained an error.  
	[bookmark: _Ref293305893][bookmark: _Ref302473373]Figure 1: Years of Experience Producing Documentaries



In all 1,300 invitations were delivered and 202 individuals responded, a preliminary response rate of about 15%.  However, as 77 of the responders did not complete the questionnaire, the final response rate was about 10%.  
The sample was comprised of English (76%) and French (24%) respondents, the majority of whom (87%) identified themselves as producers/ filmmakers with considerable documentary experience (Figure 1).

  
The participating producers are located in all regions of the country (Figure 2).  They reported having made over 675 films and series episodes dealing with social issues and a range of other subjects (Table 1).   
[bookmark: _Ref293306732]Figure 2: Respondents by Province/Territory

[bookmark: _Ref293386567][bookmark: _Ref296599401]Table 1: Subject Matter of Productions
	Content Category 
	#
	%

	Social
	218
	32%

	Arts & Performing Arts
	90
	13%

	Politics Issues
	73
	11%

	History & Biography
	69
	10%

	Environmental
	53
	8%

	Ethnicity & Anthropology
	48
	7%

	Popular Science & Technology
	37
	5%

	Wildlife & Natural History
	28
	4%

	Investigative & Current Affairs
	28
	4%

	Sports
	20
	3%

	Other
	13
	2%


As there are no comprehensive data describing the Canadian documentary producers as a population, it is not possible to draw any conclusions about the degree to which the survey participants are representative of producers overall.  
Statistical Information: The statistical data for this report were drawn principally from these sources:
Profile 2010, published by the Canadian Media Production Association (CMPA) in collaboration with l’Association des producteurs de films et de télévision du Québec (APFTQ) and Canadian Heritage; 
Getting Real Vol.  IV, the triennial economic profile of the Canadian documentary production industry published by the Documentary Organization of Canada (DOC);
Statistics Canada’s Film, Television and Video Production Survey, which provides some information on production revenues from educational videos;
Canadian Television Fund (CTF) annual reports;
Canada Media Fund (CMF) 2010-11 quarterly results;
Canadian Audio Visual Certification Office (CAVCO) data on production through a special data run on all productions that had specified non-theatrical as its first or second window in an effort to obtain some data on the non-theatrical market; 
CIFVF’s project data from its Master List;
Provincial agencies through email requests for data and advice on policies; and 
Reviews of provincial tax credit guidelines and/or assistance programs.
[bookmark: _Toc292874465][bookmark: _Toc303159869]Organization of the Report
The report begins with an overview of the CIFVF, its methods and performance that is intended only to provide a general context, especially for readers not immediately familiar with the program.  The subsequent sections of the report are structured around the requirements identified in the study’s terms of reference.  Each of these sections begins with a statement of the requirement and concludes with summary observations.
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[bookmark: _Toc292874466][bookmark: _Toc303159870]CIFVF Profile
Over some eighteen years ending March 2009, the CIFVF provided funding for the development and/or production of 835 independently produced Canadian film, video and digital new media projects destined for the domestic educational/institutional or non-theatrical market. The total value of the projects was $121 million, of which CIFVF contributed about 13.2%. On average, CIFVF delivered $19,071 to each of the projects.
The CIFVF contribution – modest though it may have been – was crucial to these projects being realized, and being subsequently made available in the non-theatrical – educational/institutional market.
[bookmark: _Toc292874467][bookmark: _Toc303159871]Objectives
 The CIFVF’s stated objectives were:
To support the early careers of producers, directors and other creators by allowing them to gain filmmaking experience.  
To provide the educational/informational production sector with a source of funding that will assist the industry to realize original production ideas that have a demonstrable market.
To increase the amount of new Canadian educational/informational film and videotape productions in Canadian markets.
To promote and foster the development of Canada's regional educational/ informational film and video production sectors by ensuring that access to the Fund is guaranteed to private sector producers from all regions of Canada.
To encourage the development of Canadian educational/ informational film and video productions among visible minorities, women and aboriginal peoples by ensuring that visible minorities, women and aboriginal peoples from across Canada have access to the Fund.  [footnoteRef:2] [2:  Canadian Independent Film & Video Fund (2009) Final Activity Report to the Department of Canadian Heritage, CIFVF 2009.  ] 

[bookmark: _Toc292874468][bookmark: _Toc303159872]Unique Roles
The CIFVF was unique in its support for non-theatrical educational sector and new and emerging filmmakers. 
Non-Theatrical Production: All projects assisted by the CIFVF were required to have commitments from Canadian distributors involved in the educational/institutional markets.  These were normally non-monetary distribution agreements. In addition, the program guidelines included provisions requiring applicants to demonstrate links with the end-users:
Intended audience: Applicants had to identify whether the proposed project was intended for distribution to educational institutions, specialty television channels, health, cultural or social services, community groups, businesses or other non-theatrical markets.
Research competing or analogous products: Because there were usually other products available in the market on the same subject as the proposed film/video, applicants were expected to undertake research to see what already existed, how their projects differed from them, and why there was a need for proposed production..
Assessment of end-users' audio-visual needs: Applicants were required to demonstrate how the intended viewers would use the production based on evidence from focus groups or interviews with prospective users/viewers.
Evidence of end-user support: Applicants had to provide up to five letters from representative end-users and/or subject matter experts that offered evidence that the project had the potential to be well-received by its intended market.
While the CIFVF put the non-theatrical market front and centre, its funding criteria did not preclude television broadcast licences. Indeed, 43% of the funded projects had the participation of an educational television broadcaster and 25 % of them had the involvement of conventional television.  In addition, the financing for 133 (16%) of the CIFVF’s projects included Canadian Television Fund (CTF) support.    
Emerging Producers: A strategy “to develop and retain talented creators by investing in screenwriting and professional development for filmmakers” was one of the key planks of the Canadian feature film policy, From Script to Screen, launched in October 2000.  At that time, the federal government linked its contribution to CIFVF to this policy objective on the grounds that the “investment will allow the [CIFVF] to continue its work in offering filmmakers opportunities to gain experience by working on non-theatrical productions.” [footnoteRef:3] [3:  Department of Canadian Heritage (2000) From Script to Screen: New Policy Directions for Canadian Feature Film.  Page 6.] 

In the 2005 Summative Evaluation of the Canadian Feature Film Policy undertaken by the Department of Canadian Heritage noted that: “The CIFVF has been able to allow entry of first time and emerging creators into the industry and assist them to gain real experience in filmmaking.  The range of experience includes business skills such as securing financing, hiring crews and negotiating distribution agreements.” [footnoteRef:4] As evidence of this success, the evaluators reported that from 2000 to 2004, the period under review, the CIFVF supported 301 emerging creators: 149 producers; 75 directors; and 77 writers.  In percentage terms, “34.1% of the successful CIFVF applications have been first-time or emerging producers, 17.2% have been first-time or emerging directors, and 17.6% have been first-time or emerging writers.  In total, 69% of all applications supported by the CIFVF involved emerging talent.” [4:  Department of Canadian Heritage (2005) Summative Evaluation of the Canadian Feature Film Policy, Evaluation Services, Corporate Review Branch. Page 12.] 

The CIFVF also supported emerging talent by encouraging mentoring relationships with experienced filmmakers.  To this end, the CIFVF recommended, but did not require, first-time producers to show that they: 
were associated with an experienced producer, and/or;
had become a member of a film/video cooperative that could provide them with assistance throughout the production process, and/or;
had taken steps to learn about the production process through educational courses or workshops.  
From time to time, the CIFVF would take the initiative to provide a mentor to a successful applicant when it deemed this would help secure the project’s successful completion.
[bookmark: _Toc303159873]CIFVF’s Project Funding Role
 (
Figure 
3
: 
Budgets of CIFVF-funded Projects ($K)
)Using the CIFVF master project list, verified against the list of projects provided to the Standing Committee by CIFVF in 2008, the study team identified the productions supported by CIFVF from 2004 through to the date of closure.  The analysis excluded projects for which CIFVF provided development funding.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  There maybe some slippage into development of very low budget production or post-production projects, but we estimate for the purposes of this analysis that those are minimal.] 

As illustrated in Figure 3, 54% of the 173 productions receiving CIFVF funding in the five-year period ending March 2009 were budgeted at under $200,000 and 46% at or above $200,000.  By comparison, the average budgets for CTF English language was $281,000 in 2005-06 and $346,000 in 2008-09, and the averages for French language productions were $153,000 in 2005-06 and $164,000 in 2008-09.[footnoteRef:6]   [6:  Canadian Television Fund (2010) Annual Report 2009-2010 Figure 45 page 37 for English- and Figure 70 page 50 for French- language documentaries.] 

CIFVF’s average contribution to the 173 productions was nearly $32,000.
The balance of the production financing for CIFVF-assisted productions was derived from a variety of sources (See Table 2).  
[bookmark: _Ref293303026][bookmark: _Ref293398352]Table 2: Financing of CIFVF Supported Projects
	Source of Financing
	Value ($K)
	#
	% of all projects
	% of all financing
	Average ($K)

	CIFVF
	5,525.9 
	173
	100%
	12.9%
	31.9 

	CTF
	5,097.4 
	66
	38.2%
	11.9%
	77.2 

	Telefilm
	1,332.1 
	22
	12.7%
	3.1%
	60.5 

	NFB
	685.5 
	35
	20.2%
	1.6%
	19.6 

	Provincial agencies
	2,349.4 
	61
	35.3%
	5.5%
	38.5 

	Other Government
	2,783.9 
	64
	37%
	6.5%
	43.5 

	Canada Council
	872.9 
	22
	12.7%
	2.0%
	39.7 

	Private Investors
	327.8 
	10
	5.8%
	0.8%
	32.8 

	Conventional TV
	2,535.8 
	46
	26.6%
	5.9%
	55.1 

	Educational TV
	6,704.6 
	101
	58.4%
	15.7%
	66.4 

	Corporations
	282.1 
	15
	8.7%
	0.7%
	18.8 

	Private Funds
	2,228.6 
	37
	21.4%
	5.2%
	60.2 

	Deferrals & Invest
	3,385.3 
	128
	74%
	7.9%
	26.4 

	Other
	1,648.1 
	68
	39.3%
	3.9%
	24.2 

	Tax Credits
	6,981.8 
	120
	69.4%
	16.3%
	58.2 

	TOTAL Budgets
	42,741.3 
	
	
	
	


What is notable about this analysis is that 34% of the production financing was derived from the domestic television market, primarily through educational broadcasters and through the CTF.  
Though CIFVF was not a broadcaster-driven fund[footnoteRef:7], the television market – especially educational television – was targeted by producers for 58% of all projects[footnoteRef:8].  The average contributions to production the budgets of CIFVF-assisted projects was $66,382 from educational television and $55,125 from conventional. CTF was accessed by producers in just over 38% of all projects, with an average contribution of just over $77,000. [7:  Projects designated for Star Choice were or have been excluded as far as possible from these calculations based on the CIFVF Master List.]  [8:  Conventional television was involved in 27% of all projects, though in some cases producers would have obtained licenses from both conventional and educational.] 

This suggests that the domestic television market was a key player for a significant portion of the CIFVF’s non-theatrical clientele, who were obtaining, on average, some healthy license fees and/or broadcaster-driven investment.
It is notable that in 74% of the projects, the production company used deferrals or self-investment with an average value of $26,447 to make up the production budget 
Development Projects: There are no comparative data available on how independent producers are financing development, outside of the estimated development profile extracted from the CIFVF data.
Between 2004 and 2009, CIFVF approved development funding for 87 projects (Table 3). The large majority of the projects (89%) had total budgets under $50,000. 
[bookmark: _Ref296598696]Table 3: Development Budget Ranges
	
	 #of Projects
	% of projects

	< $20,000
	22
	25%

	$20,000-$49,999
	56
	65%

	$50,000 - $99,999
	8 
	9%

	$100,000 - $199,999
	1 
	1%

	Total
	87
	 


The balance of the development funding came from diverse sources (Table 4).  In this breakdown, over 30% of the total value of the 87 development budgets was attributed to deferrals and self-investments, while only 13% was derived from the domestic television market and CTF. Educational broadcasters contributed a lower percentage for the development financing than conventional broadcasters, although they participated in the same number of projects.  
[bookmark: _Ref296598862]Table 4: Sources of Financing for Development Projects Approved by CIFVF
	Source  
	Value
	Number
	% of projects
	% of all financing
	Average

	CIFVF
	  640,850 
	87
	100%
	25.5%
	  7,366

	CTF
	    97,900 
	6
	6.9%
	3.9%
	 16,317

	Telefilm
	  113,453
	9
	10.3%
	4.5%
	 12,606

	NFB
	    72,125
	7
	8.0%
	2.9%
	 10,304 

	Provincial agencies
	  155,998
	24
	27.7%
	6.2%
	   6,500

	Other Government
	  237,334
	16
	18.4%
	9.4%
	 14,833

	Canada Council
	    28,000
	2
	2.3%
	1.1%
	 14,000

	Private Investors
	    18,865
	3
	3.4%
	0.7%
	   6,288

	Conventional TV
	  129,300
	15
	17.2%
	5.1%
	   8,620

	Educational TV
	  110,585
	15
	17.2%
	4.4%
	   7,372

	Corporations
	    19,700
	2
	2.3%
	0.8%
	   9,850

	Private Funds
	    50,000
	1
	1.1%
	2.0%
	 50,000 

	Deferrals & Invest
	  760,917
	74
	85.1%
	30.2%
	 10,283

	Other
	    62,406
	12
	13.8%
	2.5%
	   5,201

	Tax Credits
	    19,570
	2
	2.3%
	0.8%
	   9,785

	TOTAL Budgets
	 $2,517,003 
	
	
	
	


Other Government Agencies: Telefilm Canada, along with the NFB and Canada Council, were not significant players in CIFVF projects for either development or production.  The Getting Real Vol. 4 data suggest that these agencies play a less influential production financing role than do provincial agencies, especially for French language projects where the percentage of financing at 13% suggests the critical role being played by SODEC.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  See Table 20 on page 30 for details.] 

Private Broadcaster Funds: Private funds, such as Bell Funds, Rogers and others contributed to only one development project, but just over 21% of the production projects.  The total value of the private broadcaster fund contributions  accounted for only 5% of the total production financing, the average contribution of $60,234 for the projects they did support is substantial (Table 2, page 9).
[bookmark: _Toc292874469][bookmark: _Toc303159874]CIFVF’s Overall Contribution
Individuals within the production and distribution/market sectors who were interviewed for this study expressed regret that the CIFVF had been cancelled.   Their insights and remarks highlighted the following as the Fund’s strengths:
development financing that was not tied to a television broadcast license;
willingness to commit funding in advance of the applicant filmmaker having confirmed the balance of the financing;
commitment  to the non-theatrical market by requiring filmmakers to obtain letters of support and thereby connect to the audience; and
sensitivity to the challenges faced by filmmakers in the regions.
At the same time, several acknowledged that the CIFVF -funded projects did not, for the most part, help filmmakers build their business infrastructures.  They also suggested that the non-theatrical market is not large enough to serve as a base for a sustainable filmmaking business.  
Although not entirely germane to the questions addressed in this study, it must be noted that respondents singled out the CIFVF Executive Director, Robin Jackson, as key to the Fund’s success, supportive of filmmaker’s aspirations and an advocate for diversity within the independent production community.
[bookmark: _Toc303159875]Summary
There are several factors that made the CIFVF a unique asset for the Canadian film, television and new media industry in general and for independent producers in particular:
it was a private entity whose core activity was administering a public fund , although it did also administer some private broadcaster funds;
its funding was not television broadcaster driven;
its market focus was the non-theatrical educational, institutional, and informational market;
its development funding was particularly valuable for documentary filmmakers needing to research and develop a concept before taking it into the established theatrical or television markets; and
it encouraged applications from emerging producers, directors, writers.
The people who were interviewed and had experience with CIFVF funded projects expressed admiration for the program and regret that it was cancelled.  From their perspective an important funding option has been lost, making it that much more difficult for filmmakers to bring their ideas on to the screen. 
 


[bookmark: _Toc303159876][bookmark: _Toc292874477]Documentary Production 
The study’s terms of reference listed a requirement for “an overview of documentary production levels in Canada and their availability to Canadian audiences and identification of problems related to financing documentaries, particularly non-broadcaster driven projects.”  This section focuses on providing an overview of production levels within the Canadian production industry, focusing on documentary production and problems related to financing.  The availability of documentaries to Canadian audiences is considered in the Section 5 of the report, which deals with distribution.
* * * * * * * * * * * *
The project team examined published data to develop a profile of Canadian independent production with an emphasis on trends in the documentary genre and the current domestic production environment.  It also looked to identify the factors that may be contributing to those trends.  The analysis looked at a number of indices, including the production volumes (the total budgets of projects), the number of projects and, for television, the number of hours delivered. The results of this work are presented below looking first at overall Canadian production, then documentary production especially the results generated by the CTF, production for the non-theatrical market, and finally production budgets and financing trends.
[bookmark: _Toc303159877]Canadian Production Trends
Profile 2010 reports that annual Canadian production volumes, as measured by the total dollar value of project budgets, expanded significantly in 2004-05 and 2005-06, peaking at $2,429 million in 2006-07 (Figure 4, page 14).  The following year, however, production volumes fell back to $2,277 million and remained around that level with a slight increase to $2,296 million in 2009-10.[footnoteRef:10]    [10:  Canadian Media Producers Association (2011) Profile 2010: An Economic Report of the Screen-Based Production Industry in Canada. Exhibit 2-1 page 15.] 

Profile 2010 reports a 6% decline in the volume of television production from $2,131 million in 2006-07 to $1,989 million in 2009-2010.  Perhaps most significantly, the number of Canadian projects being produced for television has declined by just over 26% from 1,334 in 2006-07 to 982 in 2009-10 (Figure 5, 14).  The number of series has been declining steadily through the four year period, as have TV movies (productions longer than one commercial hour and ‘Other TV’ (single episode one-offs and pilots).  Only mini-series, which recorded declines in numbers from 45 in 2006-07 for two consecutive years to 2008-09, made a small rebound to 41 in 2009-10.
[bookmark: _Ref293044692][bookmark: _Ref296601034]Figure 4: Canadian Production Volumes ($ millions)


[bookmark: _Ref293299542][bookmark: _Ref296601055]Figure 5: Television Production Trends by Format (2006 to 2010) [footnoteRef:11] [11:  Ibid: Exhibits 2-30 & 2-31, page 35.] 


Note:  ‘Other TV’ includes single episode programs and pilots.
It must be noted that production trends differ between the English and French markets (Table 5, 15).   The most dramatic decrease in dollar volume has been experienced by ‘Other’ language production.  French language production, despite fluctuations, has remained relatively stable, while English language production has decreased by approximately 6% - the same percentage as noted previously for overall Canadian production.
[bookmark: _Ref293299245][bookmark: _Ref293299222]Table 5: Production Volume by Language ($M and % Annual Change) [footnoteRef:12] [12:  Ibid: Exhibit 2-4, page 17.] 

	
	English
	French
	Other

	2006-07
	1,730
	
	660
	
	29
	

	2007-08
	1,634
	-5.5%
	606
	-8%
	38
	+31%

	2008-09
	1,646
	0.7%
	602
	-0.6%
	27
	-29%

	2009-10
	1,621
	-1.5%
	659
	9.5%
	17
	-37%


As illustrated in Figure 6, the contribution of broadcaster licence fees to the financing of television productions declined after 2006-07. That decline, in part, was offset by increases on financing from tax credits and CTF funding.
[bookmark: _Ref293400966][bookmark: _Ref293401436]Figure 6: Financing of Television Production ($ millions)[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Ibid: Exhibit 2-41, page 44.] 


[bookmark: _Toc303159878]Documentary Production Trends
The production volumes for documentaries began rising in 2002-03, peaking at $384 million in 2006-07. However, the volume has since fallen each year to $293 million in 2009-10, declining by $91 million, almost 24%, over three years. As Table 6 (below) illustrates, all production genres but one have experienced declines since 2006-07.  The exception is “fiction” that rebounded in 2009-10.    
[bookmark: _Ref295987877][bookmark: _Ref296601486]Table 6: Production Volume ($M) by Genre [footnoteRef:14] [14:   Ibid: Data extracted from Fiction page 18, Children’s & Youth page 19, Documentary page 21, VAPA page 23, Magazine page 24, Animation page 26.] 

	
	Fiction
	Children
	VAPA
	Magazine
	Animation
	Doco

	2006-07
	1,233
	367
	142
	154
	255
	384

	2007-08
	1,176
	257
	124
	137
	165
	374

	2008-09
	1,154
	308
	130
	114
	170
	341

	2009-10
	1,253
	335
	123
	109
	188
	293


Note: these amounts include theatrical as well as television production for Fiction, Children and Documentary, though in the case of production for Children the theatrical amount is minimal.  
The 24% decline in documentary production volume is substantial, though it is not the only genre to have suffered: Children’s recorded a 9% drop overall (though that included a recovery from its 30% decrease in 2007-08); VAPA dropped by 13%; animation decreased by 26%; and, magazine by 29% over the same period. 
Getting Real Vol. 4 and Profile 2010 used somewhat different data sets and methodologies to estimate documentary production volumes, therefore the study team compared the two reports to see whether they arrived at different results. 
A straight-forward comparison of the data from the reports (Figure 7) confirms the downward trend in documentary production volumes beginning in 2007-08. 
[bookmark: _Ref293570014]Figure 7: Documentary Production Volumes ($ millions)

Given that the Getting Real methodology was intended, in part, to filter the data to isolate and remove the impacts of “factual” productions, its results suggest that broadcasters’ apparent growing reliance on this type of programming is not a major contributor to the decline in documentary volumes.  If it were, the Profile 2010 volumes and trend lines would be higher that the pattern revealed by Getting Real.
[bookmark: _Toc303159879]Employment Trends
Employment within the industry calculated by both Profile 2010 and Getting Real on the basis of direct and indirect FTEs generated by dollar volume of production offers another illustration of the overall decline. Between 2006-07 and 2009-10, total FTEs in the production sector decreased from 63,100 to 54,700: a drop of 13%.[footnoteRef:15]  The Getting Real employment report a decrease from 16,000 in 2006-07 to 13,400 total FTEs in 2008-09: a drop of 16%.[footnoteRef:16] However, based on these data sets, the direct and indirect employment being generated by the documentary sector as a percentage of employment within the overall production sector has remained relatively stable at 25% in 2006-07 and 24% in 2008-09.  [15:  Ibid: Exhibit 2-2 page 16.]  [16:  Documentary Organisation of Canada (2011) Getting Real: An Economic Profile of the Canadian Documentary Production Industry Vol.4 Fig 3-4 page 20. ] 

Getting Real also provides an estimate of the average FTE salary for the documentary sector has risen by 7% from $36,692 in 2006-07 to $39,229 in 2008-09.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Ibid: page 11. Salary estimate is based on assumption that the documentary sector is remunerated at 75% of overall film and television salaries.] 

[bookmark: _Toc303159880]Canadian Television Fund Production Trends
Based on the Profile 2010 data, the CTF’s contribution to independent television production increased by 22% from 2006-07 to 2009‑10 (Table 7), while maintaining the share of the funding allocated to each genre (Table 8).
[bookmark: _Ref292651221]  Table 7: Contributions to Television Production by Volume ($M). [footnoteRef:18] [18:  Profile 2010 Extract from Exhibit 2-50 page 51. ] 

	
	CTF 
	Other
	Total Value

	2006-07
	252.0
	628.0
	880.0

	2007-08
	242.0
	627.0
	 863.0

	2008-09
	275.0
	668.0
	   943.0

	2009-10
	307.0
	749.0
	1,056.0


[bookmark: _Ref293389166]
[bookmark: _Ref293570159]Table 8: CTF contributions by genre (% of total contributions) [footnoteRef:19] [19:  Ibid Exhibit 2-53 page 53.] 

	
	2006-07
	2009-10

	Documentary
	20.5%
	19.9% 

	Drama
	57.0%
	58.0%

	Children/Youth
	18.4% 
	17.9%

	VAPA
	4.1% 
	4.2%


CTF contributions over this period, measured by the number of hours supported, increased for all genres, except Children/Youth (Table 9).  While the growth in the number of documentary hours produced was modest (2.8%), documentaries still accounted for the largest proportion of hours in both years.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Ibid: Analysis and extracts from Exhibit 2-52 page 52.] 

[bookmark: _Ref292651567]Table 9: CTF-Supported Production by Genre (Hours)
	
	2006-07
	2009-10
	% Change 

	Documentary
	798.2
	821.0
	+2.8%

	Children/Youth
	680.7
	639.0
	-6.1%

	Drama
	548.5
	610.0
	+11.0%

	VAPA
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]270.0
	352.0
	+30.0%

	Total
	2,297.4
	2,422.0
	+5.4%


Interestingly, the hours of CTF-assisted documentary increased by 1% to 806 in 2007-08, then fell by 5.6% to 761 hours in 2008-09, before increasing by nearly 8% to 821 hours in 2009-10.  
The Profile 2010 data were examined to estimate how much CTF is contributing, on average, to generate one hour of each of the four program genres.  The analysis found that in 2006-07, CTF contributed $51.6 million to 798.2 hours of documentary programming: an average of $64,661 per hour.  By 2008-09, the CTF contribution had risen to $55 million for 761 hours of documentary programming for an average of $72,273 per hour.  And, in 2009-10, CTF contributed $61 million for 822 documentary hours for an average of $74,299 per hour.  Overall, the average CTF contribution per hour of documentary television rose 15% over three years ending 2009‑10.  
The CTF contributions per broadcast hour for other genres were: 
· Drama: CTF’s average contribution per hour of in 2006-07 was $262,044, rising to $279,310 in 2008-09 and $291,803 in 2009-10: an overall increase of 11%.
· Children/Youth: CTF’s average contribution per hour in 2006-07 was $67,988, $75,851 per hour in 2008-09 and $86,072 in 2009‑10: an overall increase of 27%.
· VAPA: The average CTF contribution per hour in 2006-07 was $37,778, $44,843 per hour in 2008-09 and dropping back to $36,932 per hour in 2009-10, for an overall net decrease of 2%.[footnoteRef:21] [21:   Ibid: Analysis from Exhibit 2-52 page 52 and Exhibit 2-53 page 53.  ] 

In summary, as CTF’s financial resources grew from $251.7 million in 2006‑07 to $307 million in 2009-10, it maintained stable levels of contributions to each genre while accommodating increases in costs per hour.  The data also indicated that CTF contributions to documentary production have tended to grow both in terms of the total value and the number of hours delivered.  
As a result, Profile 2010 reports that employment specifically within CTF productions has bucked the overall industry trend and generated an increase of 5% in 2008-09 and a further 10% in 2009-10.[footnoteRef:22]   [22:   Ibid: Exhibit 2-51 page 52. According to this data, employment generated by CTF in 2009-10 (10,300 direct and 15,900 indirect for total 26,200 FTEs) is the highest in the 10-year period for which data is provided.] 

[bookmark: _Toc303159881]CTF Production Trends by Language
According to its 2009-2010 annual report, CTF funding for English language documentary production has increased over five years, while development financing dropped significantly in 2006-07 and has not returned to previous levels (Table 10). [footnoteRef:23] [23:  Canadian Television Fund 2009-2010 Annual Report.  Variances between these figures and those provided in Profile 2010 are noted.  However, these Annual Report data are valuable for a further analysis of the CTF performance.] 

[bookmark: _Ref292653843]Table 10: Funding Commitment - English Language Documentaries ($M)
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Production
	26.4
	29.0
	28.6
	31.1
	32.7

	Development
	1.7  
	0.9
	0.9
	0.7
	0.8

	Total
	28.1
	29.9 
	29.5
	31.8
	33.5


CTF funding for French language documentary production has also increased; support for development began to increase in 2008/09 and by 2009-10 was virtually double that provided for English language documentary development (Table 11).
[bookmark: _Ref292654029]Table 11: Funding Commitment - French Language Documentaries ($M)
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Production
	20.1
	21.2
	23.1
	22.2
	25.8

	Development
	1.4  
	1.4
	1.4
	1.5
	1.6

	Total
	21.5
	22.6 
	24.5
	23.7
	27.4


[bookmark: _Ref292654901]When measured in terms of the number of hours and format delivered, the results for English and French language documentaries are substantially different.  Overall, English language documentaries recorded a drop in the number of hours produced, most notably in series (Table 12).[footnoteRef:24]  On the other hand, the hours for all formats of French language documentaries have increased in 2009-10 (Table 13).   [24:  Grouping of types of production by CTF in its Annual Report differs from the Profile 2010 approach.  And as noted previously, there are also variances in number of hours; however, based on the same formula employed earlier using the Profile 2010 data, CTF contribution per hour increased from $76,863 in 2006-07 to $99,406 in 2009-10 for English language documentaries and from $57,506 in 2006-07 to $61,851 in 2009-10 for French language documentaries.  ] 

[bookmark: _Ref296602778]Table 12: English Language Documentaries (Hours) 
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Feature
	13.0
	30.1
	13.5
	21.3
	35.8

	One-offs & Mini-series
	99.0
	115.0
	106.8
	133.5
	99.5

	Series
	255.0
	243.5
	261.0
	201.0
	201.5


[bookmark: _Ref292654911]Table 13: French Language Documentaries (Hours)
	Number of Hours
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Feature
	65.5
	95.0
	89.0
	96.5
	98.0

	One-offs & Mini-series
	10.5
	18.0
	21.8
	18.5
	19.0

	Series
	360.5
	279.5
	282.5
	263.5
	325.5


The CTF annual report also provides information on trends in French and English television broadcasters’ interest in licensing documentaries.  CTF data are based on broadcaster contributions as a percentage of the Canadian documentary budgets.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  CTF Annual Report 2009-2010: Figure 46a, page 37 for English language documentaries and Fig ure 71a, page 51 for French language documentaries.  ] 

Within the English market, broadcaster contributions have remained relatively stable, though a 3% drop was reported in 2009-2010 due primarily to Specialty services.
Table 14: English Language Broadcaster Contribution (% of budget)
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Educational
	1%
	2%
	2%
	1%
	2%

	Conventional
	3%
	5%
	2%
	2%
	2%

	CBC
	4%
	6%
	5%
	4%
	5%

	Specialty
	28%
	25%
	29%
	29%
	24%

	Total
	36%
	38%
	38%
	36%
	33%


Within the French market, broadcaster contributions also have been relatively stable though at a proportionately reduced level from those of their English language counterparts.

Table 15: French Language Broadcaster Contribution (% of budget)
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Educational
	4%
	4%
	7%
	5%
	5%

	Conventional
	5%
	1%
	1%
	3%
	2%

	Radio-Canada/CBC
	5%
	6%
	5%
	5%
	9%

	Specialty
	17%
	17%
	16%
	16%
	12%

	Total
	31%
	28%
	29%
	29%
	28%


Both French language educational television and Radio Canada are contributing proportionally more than their counterparts in the English market; conventional is about the same and speciality substantially lower than is reported for the English market.
However, the CTF reports significant differences in the production budgets by language of production. The production costs for French language documentaries were almost 50% lower than costs for English language documentaries (Table 16).[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Ibid Figure 45 page 37 for English and Figure 70 page 51 for French documentaries.  ] 

[bookmark: _Ref296603252]Table 16: Average Hourly Production Cost ($K)
	
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10

	English 
	281
	291
	275
	346
	351

	French 
	153
	156
	168
	164
	166


The CTF data allow a more in depth comparison of the average license fees the various broadcasters have been paying as a percentage of the average per hour budgets over the five year period (Table 17). 
[bookmark: _Ref296603377]Table 17: Average Hourly Licence Fee ($K) by Broadcaster Type and Language
	
	Educational
	Conventional
	CBC/RC
	Specialty

	
	English
	French
	English
	French
	English
	French
	English
	French

	2009/10
	7.02
	8.30
	7.02
	3.32
	17.55
	14.94
	84.24
	19.92

	2008/09
	3.46
	8.20
	6.92
	4.92
	13.84
	8.20
	100.34
	26.24

	2007/08
	5.50
	11.76
	5.50
	1.68
	13.75
	8.40
	79.75
	26.88

	2006/07
	5.82
	6.24
	14.55
	1.56
	17.46
	9.36
	72.75
	26.52

	2005/06
	2.81
	6.12
	8.43
	7.65
	11.24
	7.65
	78.68
	26.01



This comparison contains too many variations to draw any firm conclusions about trends.  However, it does shine some light on television broadcaster market-driven decision-making over the period which includes the impact of the global financial crisis and the recession in Canada on television advertising revenue.  
By way of comparison, the analysis of the 173 productions assisted by the CIFVF from 2004 through to its final round in 2008/09, found that educational broadcasters contributed $6.7 million to 101 productions for an average of $66,382 per project. [footnoteRef:27] CIFVF also tracked data on ‘conventional TV’ which presumably included all non-educational television services: those contributed $2.5 million to 46 projects for an average of $51,125.  CIFVF data could not be broken out by language of production. [27:  CIFVF Master List. ] 

Based on this, it appears that CIFVF projects were within the CTF range including the higher end for license fees paid by speciality channels within the years for which a comparison is possible. While the CIFVF average for educational broadcaster license fees is substantially higher than the CTF average, this variance may be accounted for by a select number of projects with significant educational broadcaster licenses alongside many others at a much reduced license fee.
[bookmark: _Toc292874481][bookmark: _Toc303159882]Production for the Non-Theatrical Market
Neither Profile 2010 nor Getting Real provides any data on production for the non-theatrical market.  In fact, outside of data for the theatrical market and periodic Statistics Canada reports there are no reliable data on production that does not access broadcaster-driven financing. 
In an effort to identify production volume trends in the non-theatrical or educational/informational market,  the Canadian Audio Visual Certification Office (CAVCO) was asked to provide data on productions irrespective of genre that had received certification for the Canadian Production Tax Credit (CPTC) and had identified ‘non-theatrical’ as either first or second window for the required commercial distribution market. 
As a benchmark for this data, the only recent figure for the volume by dollars of production in Canada within the non-theatrical sector is found within the Statistics Canada data for production in 2008 where the value for ‘Educational videos’ is identified as $27.41 million. [footnoteRef:28] [28:  Statistics Canada Service (2010) Film, Television and Video Production 2008 Catalogue no.  87-010-X.  Table 2, page 3.] 

Table 18: Productions for Non-theatrical Market by # and Budget ($M): CAVCO[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  See Methodological Notes Appendix G on CAVCO data. Data for 2008-09 and 2009-10 are preliminary and not necessarily representative especially for the 2nd window data.] 

	
	1st Window
	2nd Window

	
	Projects
	Budgets
	Projects
	Budgets

	2005-06
	18
	28.3
	270
	403.7

	2006-07
	27
	46.9
	281
	474.0

	2007-08
	29
	36.0
	243
	429.9

	2008-09*
	23
	27.7
	146
	232.5

	2009-10*
	25
	33.9
	  18
	18.5


* Preliminary data.
The data supplied by CAVCO for CPTC productions specifying non-theatrical as first or second window suggest that the true picture lies much closer to the 1st window figures than the broader 2nd window which would include DVD home entertainment releases of all genres, particularly drama.  
On balance, the 1st window data appear more relevant, but likely include ‘home video’ or straight-to-DVD productions that would not normally be considered ‘educational or informational’.  
CAVCO also split the data by language and by regions.  Of the 122 productions with a non-theatrical 1st window, 102 were English, 16 French, 3 bilingual and 1 other language.[footnoteRef:30] Regional breakdowns for projects are the Atlantic 4, BC 23, Ontario 46, the Prairies 13 and Quebec 36. [30:  The productions reporting non-theatrical as 2nd window totalled 958.  This confirms our opinion that 2nd   window data is not relevant.] 

Though CIFVF-assisted projects have included theatrical and television markets as supplementary to the non-theatrical exploitation targeted by the Fund, it is difficult to conclude from the available data that the Fund’s cancellation has had any tangible impact on the production volumes for the industry as a whole, and the documentary sector in particular.  It seems more likely that the global economic crisis that emerged in 2008, especially its consequences in terms of broadcaster revenues, was the primary cause of the downturn in documentary production volumes.
The study team asked provincial agencies to provide data on documentaries and non-theatrical market.  Not all responded and those that did highlighted the difficulty that this market presents in terms of gathering consistent and comparable data.  Details on the information that was provided or otherwise available for each province is contained in Appendix B.  Only SaskFilm was able to provide data on documentary productions benefitting from the provincial tax credit and SaskFilm’s development program and equity investment in production and intended for the non-theatrical educational market.    
Provincial tax credit policies and relevant provincial agency programs are discussed in more detail in Section 7.  They reveal that the educational/ informational market rests on the margins of tax credit programs.  Provincial investment funding guidelines either exclude curriculum-based productions or otherwise require television broadcaster (or theatrical distribution) licensing agreements as a tangible demonstration of commercial value.
In summary, outside of Statistics Canada’s production data collection, there appears to be no reliable source of data that relates specifically to the non-theatrical market.  CAVCO advises that it is no longer collecting data on 2nd window, so the CPTC application must identify ‘non-theatrical (e.g., educational)’ as its 1st window for future analyses to be viable. This has been the case also during the life of the CIFVF itself. As a funder, CIFVF provided its support as a grant and did not collect data on performance. Further, given the size of its fund, the CIFVF was not and did not claim to be the primary driver of independent production available in the non-theatrical market. CIFVF was a significant contributor operating from a relatively modest funding base.
[bookmark: _Toc292874480][bookmark: _Toc303159883]Summary of Production Trends
Since 2006-07, when data suggest the Canadian film and television production industry was at its most robust, there has been a very noticeable contraction in overall Canadian production volumes and employment, despite the gains being generated by CTF production.  More specifically:
Documentary employment has declined but not to a greater extent than has been the experience of the production sector generally;
Documentary salary levels, based on the Getting Real assumptions, appear to be increasing;
All other indicators point to a downswing within the Canadian production industry despite some variations between the English and French language markets;
All genres, with the exception of fiction (including feature films), have declined in dollar value or volume.
Television formats, including one-off episodes, TV movies and series, are all experienced declines in both volume and number of projects, with only mini-series increasing in volume, although dropping in terms of the number of projects.
In television production, only drama has risen, with all other genres including documentaries suffering declines in production volumes.
Through its contribution, the CTF, in 2009-10, has increased the total number of hours, increased for the most part its share of costs on a per hour basis, and maintained stability in dividing its contribution among the four eligible genres, including documentary.
In the absence of any solid data specifically for non-theatrical market, it is assumed that it too has been subject to the general industry downward trends. However, productions that have succeeded in attaching broadcaster interest should have benefitted from the CTF trends.  
[bookmark: _Toc292874483][bookmark: _Toc303159884]Production Budgets & Financing
Getting Real provides information about the financing sources for English and French language ‘long form,’ single and series documentaries.  The 2008-09 data are presented as a percentage of production financing (Table 19):
[bookmark: _Ref296600536]Table 19: Sources of Documentary Production Financing (%)[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Getting Real pages 38-40 English long form data extracted from Figure 4.5; French long form data from Figure 4.6; Single and series data extracted from Figure 4.12 ] 

	
	Long Form
	Single
	Series

	
	English
	French
	English
	French
	English
	French

	Private TV Licence
	30
	16
	23
	13
	34
	18

	Public TV Licence
	4
	17
	7
	17
	2
	19

	CTF
	13
	27
	21
	14
	7
	21

	Federal tax credit
	10
	10
	10
	9
	10
	10

	Provincial tax credit
	16
	17
	17
	19
	15
	15

	Canadian distributor
	6
	1
	6
	0
	6
	1

	Foreign
	14
	0
	10
	17
	0
	0

	Production company
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2

	Public Funding
	1
	4
	1
	13
	1
	5

	Private funds
	4
	5
	2
	14
	2
	8


These figures confirm that the financing structures for documentary productions are heavily dependent on the television market, with substantial differences between the language markets: 47% for long form English vs. 60% for long form French documentaries; 51% for English vs. 44% for French single documentaries; 43% for English vs. 58% for French documentary series.
Since 2006-07, there has been a significant decline in the amount of financing for documentaries that is derived from broadcast licences and tax credits, while CTF contributions have very gradually increased since 2004-05 (Figure 8).  This pattern is similar to the pattern for television productions overall (see Figure 6, page 15).  
[bookmark: _Ref293399404]Figure 8: Total Financing by Source ($ millions)

In all cases, the percentage of television-driven financing is higher than was found in for CIFVF-assisted projects.  CIFVF productions, however, garnered a much higher percentage of their budgets from other ‘public’ sources, and from the private sector including funds, corporations and sponsors (see Table 2, page 9).
During the interviews, several producers/filmmakers reported that production financing is being squeezed and, as a consequence, they are being forced to work within substantially reduced budgets. 
[bookmark: _Toc292874484][bookmark: _Toc303159885]Summary Observations
The available data suggest that documentary production levels along with those of most other genres are fluctuating.  
The industry as a whole has experienced a decline in employment since 2006-07 when Canadian production activity was at its highest.  For what it is worth, the documentary sector has not suffered a disproportionate loss of employment.
All indicators suggest that market pressures across the Canadian production industry are in a state of flux. The recession and its impact on the domestic television environment have clearly played a greater role than the cancellation of the CIFVF.   The CTF, with substantial resources from public and broadcasting distribution undertaking (BDU) funds, has maintained some degree of stability within the genres its supports. The fluctuations within formats, especially declines in one-off productions, are being driven by market demands.   
There is no reliable data on non-broadcast driven documentaries and funding for these is limited.  Telefilm Canada’s theatrical documentary fund is fully-subscribed and, given it is co-funded by Rogers, also requires a television broadcast license.  Provincial funding either through tax credits or direct assistance programs generally require distribution and/or evidence of commercial return.  Television broadcast license remains the primary trigger.  
Data on production for the non-theatrical market are virtually non-existent. 
Interviews suggested that producers are now working with smaller budgets; however, any evaluation of this reported impact on average budgets for documentary productions will have to wait until data are reported in the CMF 2010-11 Annual Report and Profile 2011.
The non-theatrical distributors that the team interviewed report a decline in the availability of productions suitable for the educational/ informational market.  The ‘genre-creep’ reality series are not suited to educational consumers. The prospects for this particular market segment are discussed further in Section 5.
[bookmark: _Toc292874470][bookmark: _Ref296951965][bookmark: _Toc303159886]Canada Media Fund 
The  study’s terms of reference asked for “an analysis of the current state of play for documentaries under the Canada Media Fund (CMF) criteria and funding available to documentary production, through development, production and post-production, and itemizing issues that have been identified by industry.” 
* * * * * * * * * * * *
In April 2010, the federal government replaced the Canadian Television Fund (CTF) and the Canada New Media Fund, which had been managed by Telefilm Canada, with the CMF, assigning it a mandate to bring traditional television programming into a marriage with digital media. 
The Department of Canadian Heritage’s Cultural Affairs Sector 2008-09 Annual Report described new program in these terms:
The [Canada Media] Fund is a program that reforms, combines and rebrands the Canadian Television Fund (CTF) and the Canada New Media Fund (CNMF).  Built on a renewed partnership with industry, the Fund will assist in the creation of convergent digital content in both official languages, and leading-edge non-linear content and applications for distribution on multiple platforms.  The Fund will receive $114.3 million in 2010-2011 as part of Canada’s Economic Action Plan; the same amount was allocated to the CTF and the CNMF in 2009-2010.  This commitment, in addition to the $20.4 million in funding from Canadian Heritage, will bring the total federal investment in the Fund to $134.7 million annually. [footnoteRef:32]   [32:   Department of Canadian Heritage (2010). Intersections: Updates from the Cultural Landscape Cultural Affairs Sector 2008-09 Annual Report.] 

The Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages, in a March 2009 speech, highlighted the four key changes that the CMF introduced: 
A new governance and accountability structure headed by a smaller, fully independent board consisting of people nominated by the government and the five largest private funders; 
Criteria that reward success and require innovation by, among other things, favouring projects that demonstrate the most potential to be successful, and by requiring projects have a minimum of one digital component, as well as a the television component; 
An emphasis on drama, including comedy and children's programming, with support for documentaries, and variety and performing arts projects if they demonstrate that the market alone would not support their creation; and
Funding for broadcaster-affiliated production and broadcaster in-house production, while removing the guaranteed envelopes for provincial educational broadcasters and CBC/Radio-Canada. [footnoteRef:33] [33:   The Honourable James Moore, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages, Canada Media Fund, Toronto, Ontario, March 9, 2009.  www.pch.gc.ca/pc-ch/minstr/moore/disc-spch/20090309-eng.cfm ] 

Filmmakers and others involved in documentary production and distribution were concerned that these policies would make it more difficult for independent filmmakers to develop, finance, and make documentaries. Two particular issues of concern centered on the convergent requirements for digital media components and on the increases to the broadcasters’ ‘flex’ allocations through which performance envelope funding can be directed to other genres of programming.
[bookmark: _Toc292874472][bookmark: _Toc303159887]Convergent Funding Program Trends
Since 2010-11 program performance data will not be publically available for some months yet, it is difficult to say with any confidence what impact the CMF program reforms will have for documentary production and distribution.  In fact, a reliable assessment of those impacts will not be possible until the data for 2011-12 is released in 12-18 months.  What our team can report has been drawn from the CMF’s quarterly reports, a review of the 2011-12 Convergent Funding guidelines, and the information gathered through the interviews and survey done as part of this study.
The Convergent Funding criteria require that funded projects consist of a television component and at least one of these ‘convergent’ components:
one or more digital media components;
distribution of  the television component by a CRTC-licensed video-on-demand service; or 
distribution of the television component by a Canadian entity via non-simulcast digital distribution.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Note: The CMF guidelines define digital distribution as “any form of electronic distribution over a digital network to an end user, including internet-VOD, digital download, electronic sell-through, digital rental, and wireless/mobile distribution, but, for greater clarity, does not include distribution of physical media, such as mail-order DVD rentals/sales.”] 

It must be noted that the CMF rules give some measure of priority to the digital media component as a second platform. Specifically, the guidelines require that each broadcaster commit at least 50% of its Performance Envelope to projects that include that option.
 In 2010-11, CMF recognized two types of digital media component:
Basic content such as rudimentary “Web 1.0” applications, simple “pamphlet” websites, and analogous content/applications); and 
Rich and substantial content including “Web 2.0” and higher applications, highly immersive or highly interactive websites, mobile applications/content, content or applications that met or exceeded current market standards for richness, or analogous content/applications.  
The 2011-12 guidelines, however, are stricter. Specifically, the “basic content” alternative no longer qualifies as a digital media component and is not eligible for CMF funding.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Canada Media Fund (April 2011) Performance Envelope Program Guidelines 2011-2012 Section 3.2, pages 16 & 17:
A Digital Media Component must be an audiovisual, multimedia, or interactive project that: 
a) is associated with the Television Component that is funded by the CMF; 
b) is made available to the Canadian public by way of a digital network, including internet and mobile; and 
c) is rich and substantial.  
For greater clarity, in these Guidelines “Digital Media Component” refers to original content that is separate and distinct from the Television Component.
Broadcasters must commit at least 50% of their Performance Envelope to Eligible Projects that include a rich and substantial Digital Media Component.  ] 

The CMF 3rd quarter Convergent Funding results report for 2010-11 indicates that broadcasters were most likely to have digital media components as the second platform for children and youth programming (Figure 9). [footnoteRef:36] As can be seen a relatively small proportion, less than 25%, of the documentary projects used digital media components as the second platform.  [36:   3rd Quarter Program Results 2010-11 CMF published PDF http://www.cmf-fmc.ca/downloads/innovate/Q3-funding-results-2010-2011.pdf.] 

[bookmark: _Ref292797766]Figure 9: Projects (%) with a Digital Media Component as Second Platform.

As seen in Table 20, digital distribution was the preferred second platform for documentaries funded through the French and the English performance and production incentive envelopes.   
[bookmark: _Ref292788571][bookmark: _Ref302467770]Table 20: Digital Components of CMF-funded Documentaries (Q3:2010-11)
	[bookmark: _Hlk292785570]
	English
	French
	Aboriginal
	Francophone Minority
	Total

	Rich & substantial
	7
	5
	6
	1
	19

	Digital Distribution
	17
	16
	1
	9
	43

	VOD
	9
	5
	--
	--
	14

	Basic
	2
	--
	1
	--
	3

	Not reported
	1
	--
	--
	--
	1

	Total Projects
	36
	26
	8
	10
	80

	CMF Contributions
	$13.42M
	$3.64M
	$2.59M
	$2.01M
	$21.66M


Development Funding 
The 2010-11 CMF Development Program comprises the English Development Envelope, French Development Envelope (Selective), French Regional Development, Francophone Minority Development and Aboriginal Development programs. While the guidelines for the sub-programs vary in several respects, all require that projects have a broadcaster commitment, a television component and a ‘rich and substantial’ digital media component. VOD or digital distribution strategies do not qualify as the second platform. 
The report on CMF results for first three quarters of 2010-11 reveals that a total of 46 documentary projects had been awarded development funding. All but a few of the digital media components of these projects were identified as being “Websites.” 
Broadcaster Performance Envelope Allocations
Documentary production received a total allocation in 2010-11 of $25.34 million: $15.46 million to English and $9.88 million to French language broadcasters in 2010-11.  Broadcaster’s ‘flex’ allocation represents an additional 50% for total performance envelopes.     
CMF reported that during the first 6 months of 2010-11, some transfers from the ‘flex’ allocations for English language television broadcasters had been made that affected documentary allocations.  For example, CBC added about $1.5 million to its conventional network, though there were some offsets through a decrease for CBC Newsworld and an increase for the documentary channel.  CTV also added some to Discovery, but offset this with decreases within its family of Discovery and Travel channels.  Within the allocations for French language television broadcasters, only TFO used its ‘flex’ allocation to increase its envelope for documentaries. 
Overall, fears that broadcasters would abuse their ‘flex’ powers to reduce documentary allocations appear unfounded, based on the information available.  
English POV Productions
For some time, filmmakers and representative organizations such as DOC have registered concern about a long-term decline in the number of and budgets for one-off point-of-view (POV) documentaries.  To help address the decline, the CMF introduced the English POV Program.  POV projects, like all projects seeking Convergence Funding, must have a digital media component as a second platform. However, the program differs from the others in at least two respects: 
It is not necessary to have a broadcast commitment to submit an application. Instead, successful applicants are given what might be called a ‘pre-approval’ and have some months to confirm such a commitment; and 
Applications are subject to a selective process that involves the evaluation of the proposed project’s creative elements, market demand, project feasibility, and production team.
In 2010-11, CMF approved funding for 21 projects, eight of which had already obtained a broadcaster agreement.  The Fund also reported twelve of the projects had included a ‘rich and substantial’ digital media component to meet the requirement for a second platform, while others relied on VOD or digital distribution and basic content components as second platforms.  The approved projects had combined CMF commitments of $2.6M to television components and $0.9M to the digital media components. In its 3rd quarter report, CMF noted that only one of these documentaries had confirmed financing including broadcast license by December 31, 2010.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  3rd Quarter Program Results 2010-11 CMF published PDF http://www.cmf-fmc.ca/downloads/innovate/Q3-funding-results-2010-2011.pdf.] 

CMF’s 2011-12 guidelines reflect the fact that “basic content” is no longer acceptable as a second platform. They also confirm that projects will be able to combine funds from the English POV Program and the Performance Envelope Program.  When the English POV Program was launched projects were not able to receive funding from both the POV Program and the Performance Envelope Program, a policy that CMF reversed during the fiscal year. The guidelines also lower the required level of broadcaster license fee from 20% to 15%. The 2011-12 deadlines for the English POV Program are May 2, 2011 for applications and December 31, 2011, for confirming broadcast license.
The Non-Theatrical Market
As the CMF is the major source of public financing for documentary development and production, the study team examined the Convergent Funding guidelines to see how projects aimed at the educational and informational market are treated.  That examination identified two relevant policies. 
First, the guidelines specify that curriculum-based projects are not eligible for financing.  This does not preclude access to the non-theatrical market, but it does means that the costs for any digital components intended to enhance a production’s value in the educational market must be financed separately.
Second, the CMF defines and requires separate value for all rights including distribution of the television component to educational institutions, airlines and others non-theatrical users. If these or other rights are not acquired by the broadcaster or VOD service, the producer cannot be restricted from exploiting such rights for longer than 12 months from first broadcast/premiere.  Given that CMF acknowledges that there is difference between completion/delivery and first broadcast, the ‘hold-back’ period for non-theatrical could be up to 18 months or more.  
So while CMF closes the door to funding productions or associated digital media components of particular relevance to the educational market, it does recognize value within the non-theatrical market and is providing some protection for the independent producer to exploit it.
[bookmark: _Toc292874476][bookmark: _Toc303159888]Summary Observations
The issues faced by the documentary production industry within the current television broadcast environment are significant, although not unique to the genre.  Although broadcaster mergers and competition from non-regulated online services and social media are fragmenting audiences, television remains the dominant delivery system for Canadian content to reach its market.
Though the television market for documentaries has been in decline, most particularly in the English market, CTF data for 2009-10 presented in the previous section indicate that the dollar value of the fund’s contribution to documentary production had increased, as had the number of hours of CTF-supported documentaries produced.  
With only nine months of information available, the new CMF convergent funding criteria for 2010-11 are being met, primarily through digital distribution; only 24% of the funded documentary productions include a ‘rich and substantial’ digital media component.  Producers interviewed identified the CMF requirements as a cost of doing business.  There is wide acknowledgement among clients and administrators and television broadcasters that the digital media components within that convergent requirement are not appropriate for every production; however, policy change is unlikely before the completion of the planned CMF evaluation in two or three years’ time. 
At this time there is no evidence that broadcasters are making major use of their ‘flex’ allocation to reduce their commitment to documentary as a Program of National Interest (PNI) genre. 
The trend within the television market towards reality-type programming that may employ the documentary style – ‘genre creep’ – is real and is replacing broadcast opportunities for one-off, especially POV, documentaries.  This trend, however, is not unique to Canada. It appears to reflect shifts in audience tastes, albeit encouraged by the programmers themselves in response to the economics of television broadcasting and the growth of online services.  Measures being taken by the CRTC to tighten the definition of ‘documentary’ should go some way to limiting the future ‘creep’ within the genre. And, in September, the major English language players in Canadian television (CTV, Shaw Media, Rogers, Corus Entertainment) will face the CRTC’s expenditure requirement for Programs of National Interest that should have a positive impact for documentaries. 
CMF, for its part, has been attempting to stem the tide.  Its initiative for English POV so far has not proven particularly successful with only one of the 21 that received the CMF commitment in advance of broadcast license confirmed as of 31 December 2010. 
The CMF, however, is operating in an evolving fragile environment. The industry – both producers and broadcasters – are concerned that the growth of ‘over-the-top’ online services that are not regulated by the CRTC may threaten further the business model on which the CMF is based. A report released in May 2011 illustrates the rapid growth of such services: Netflix subscribers in North America now total 23.9 million (800,000 in Canada). Streaming of Netflix movies and TV shows now account for nearly 30% of traffic into homes during peak evening hours, compared with less than 17% for Web browsing.[footnoteRef:38]  By contrast, YouTube, which had been driving overall internet traffic growth, now accounts for only 11% of traffic. [38:  Peter Svensson, The Associated Press: Netflix streaming overtakes surfing as biggest driver of Web traffic Published May 17, 2011 The Globe & Mail.] 

Canada’s independent production industry has been built on the foundation of a regulated television market that requires broadcasters to both program in prime time and contribute to the production costs of Canadian content. The development and rapid growth of online services that are not required to either carry or contribute financially to Canadian content may have longer-term impacts on the future stability of that environment as we know it. 

[bookmark: _Toc292874485][bookmark: _Ref293679719][bookmark: _Toc303159889]Documentary Distribution in Non-Theatrical Market
The project’s terms of reference asked for “an analysis of the status of documentary distribution, especially within the non-theatrical sector, that covers both traditional formats such as DVD and broadcast, as well as new media platforms.”  And, as noted in Section 3, the study was also asked to report on the “availability to Canadian audiences” of Canadian documentaries. 
Just as there are limited reliable data on the value of production targeted at the Canadian non-theatrical market, there is little information on the revenues that are generated within that market.  The CIFVF delivered its financial assistance in the form of grants, and so was not involved in monitoring returns on investment.
This study examined what data are available to scope out the size of the non-theatrical market in Canada, with a particular look at information available on revenue prospects and audience trends.  
[bookmark: _Toc292532480][bookmark: _Toc292874486][bookmark: _Toc303159890]Revenue Capacity
In Getting Real, for the first time, there is a section devoted to the non-theatrical market for documentaries that provides some estimates of revenue within this market.  These figures were compiled from surveys undertaken by DOC: [footnoteRef:39] [39:  Getting Real Vol.  4: Table 6.1 page 80.  The report notes that the data is based on information provided by 6 out of the 20 distributors receiving the survey.  ] 

Table 21: Estimated Revenues ($M)
	
	Domestic
	International
	Total

	2008-09
	3.13
	 0.84
	3.97

	2007-08
	3.38
	  0.95
	4.33

	2006-07
	3.64
	  0.86
	4.50

	2005-06
	3.60
	 0.91
	4.51

	2004-05
	2.95
	1.05
	4.00


The numbers indicate a decrease of approximately 14% in domestic market revenues over the most recent three year period.  
Getting Real reports that self-distribution is not currently a significant source of revenue for filmmakers.  By way of illustration, a survey done for that report found that a sample of seven producers reported total revenues from self-distribution of about $83,000 in 2008-09.  The report’s authors, however, thought it likely that this revenue stream will become more important as more filmmakers go the self-distribution route.[footnoteRef:40]  In this regard, 52% of the 124 producers participating in the survey conducted for this study reported that they market their films directly to consumers, largely using websites, social media, blogs and other online services.  The survey did not ask about revenues generated from self-distribution. [40:  Ibid: Table 6.3 page 82.  Response rate on this self-distribution survey was 7 of an estimated 20 to 25.] 

In its examination of non-theatrical market revenues based on the results of its distributor survey, Getting Real found that two groups were playing increasing important roles:
“Building level” or what it describes as “individual educational institutions” such as government offices, post-secondary institutions and museums where the market share rose from 34% in 2004-05 to 45% in 2008-09; and
“District level” or what it terms as district/regional licenses purchased by libraries, regional, municipal and provincial school boards, where the market share has also increased from 23% in 2004-05 to 31% in 2008-09.
This trend, according to Getting Real, is the result of declines in individual home-video and small or large group sales.
NFB is also earning revenues. In its 2009-10 performance report to the Minister of Canadian Heritage, it identified revenues totalling $5.2 million, a 7% increase over the previous year.  The most significant market segment remains the educational and institutional markets at $1.9 million (a minor drop of 3% from the previous year).[footnoteRef:41] [41:  National Film Board of Canada  Departmental Performance Report, 2009-10 . Revenues from television and theatrical releases declined.  ] 

An estimate of the revenue currently being generated within Canada’s education market was recently reported in The Red Oasis, a study that deals with Canadian feature films, consistent with Reel Canada’s mandate as a national initiative — a traveling film festival designed to bring Canadian films into Canadian classrooms.[footnoteRef:42]  While the research primarily used Ontario sources, its authors did attempt to project their findings nationally.  The report estimates that the average school spends approximately $6,212 a year on its collection and discretionary budgets for acquisitions of materials including books.  Of that amount, 16% of the average school’s collection development budget and 9% of its discretionary budget is used on film and video purchases, only 10% of which are for Canadian content.  Based on these estimates, The Red Oasis estimates that 15,500 schools in Canada spend about $13.3 million per year on the acquisition of Canadian film material.[footnoteRef:43] [42:  Visit Reel Canada website: http://www.reelcanada.com/aboutus.aspx  Films available through the service include documentaries.  Reel Canada is a registered charity and offers tax receipts for donations over $10.]  [43:  Pauline Couture & Associates . The Red Oasis: A Report on Canadian Films in Canadian Schools Published by Reel Canada.  December 2010. Pages 10-11.] 

The report underlined that curriculum tie-in and teacher awareness are the dominant factors in Canadian films getting into the classroom. This is consistent with the feedback provided through interviews with distributors working in the educational market. 
Interestingly, The Red Oasis recommends that Reel Canada along with the Canadian Association of Film Distributors and Exporters (CAFDE) undertake a pilot project to explore ways to expand distribution of Canadian films into Canadian schools.[footnoteRef:44]  It does not address the need for Canadian authored broader curriculum based audio-visual material.   [44:  The Red Oasis: the recommendation identifies potential funding for this pilot project from Ontario’s Entertainment and Creative Clusters Partnerships Fund, Telefilm Canada, provincial funders and others unnamed. Page 47.  ] 

[bookmark: _Toc292532481][bookmark: _Toc292874487][bookmark: _Toc303159891]Non-Theatrical Audiences 
There are no data collection techniques that directly measure non-theatrical audiences, although there is a general consensus that the numbers are significant.  Getting Real, for example, using the NFB-authored audience multiplier calculation and data from its distributor survey, estimated the non-theatrical audience for the number of units of independently produced documentaries moved in 2008-09 exceeded 12 million viewers.[footnoteRef:45]  For its part, NFB reports that its non-theatrical views (educational and institutional users) in 2009-10 was 13.7 million, a decline of approximately 5% from 2008-09.[footnoteRef:46]  [45:  Getting Real, Table 6.1 page 81.]  [46:  National Film Board Departmental Performance Report 2009-10.] 

By contrast, the growth in Canadian viewers online is significant.  NFB.ca – the Screening Room - recorded nearly 2.5 million views in its first full year of operation (total views including international was 4.4 million).  Online partners YouTube and Dailymotion also increased views in Canada by 23% to 340,000.  NFB launched its iPhone application in October 2009: 700,000 global views were enabled by 220,000 downloads of the app.
The NFB also provides an online educational resource for teachers and students: the first phase of a Web destination with exclusive content was launched in 2009-10.  The site includes study guides and playlists arranged by age and grade.  Schools, colleges, universities and government departments can take out yearly subscriptions at competitive rates.  The NFB has signed several agreements in Canadian provinces, including Ontario, Quebec, British Columbia, Alberta and New Brunswick that allow individual teachers to access product at no additional cost. As a result of these subscriptions, the NFB is reaching 3.6 million students in Canada.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  A teacher can subscribe to the NFB online screening room for $19.95 per year, according to The Red Oasis.  Provincial subscription agreements allow teachers to access at no cost.] 

Audiences for documentaries are growing as is evident in both the Getting Real report and more recently at the Hot Docs Festival which drew an a record high of an estimated 151,000 cinema-goers to its just-concluded 18th edition, up 11% from last year’s attendance.[footnoteRef:48] [48:   Hot Docs media release (undated) Hot Docs’ Largest Ever Festival Sees Audiences of Over 150,000 http://www.hotdocs.ca/media/ .] 

[bookmark: _Toc292532482][bookmark: _Toc292874488][bookmark: _Toc303159892]Accessing the Non-Theatrical Market  
The CIFVF maintained strong links with Canadian distribution companies servicing the non-theatrical market.  And, despite trends towards self-distribution among producers, those distributors continue to actively market Canadian independent productions within the various niches that make up the non-theatrical sector.  
Getting Real expands on how digital technology is creating efficiencies from marketing catalogues through to streaming and online billing.[footnoteRef:49] The interviews done for this report identified that the challenges facing distributors include school boards with limited bandwidth to accommodate streaming and the fact that NFB product that is available for free or sold at lower than industry standard rates. The Red Oasis underlines what is perhaps the greatest challenge for this market: the perception among youthful viewers accustomed to YouTube and Facebook who expect that entertainment should be free. [49:  Getting Real pages 85-86.] 

Within the educational market, provincial government decisions are having an impact on how non-theatrical distributors operate.  For example, the Ontario Ministry of Education has signed a three-year deal with Learn 360, a US-based commercial streaming and downloading service for schools that allows teachers to download and retain material for 48 hours, thereby solving bandwidth problems caused by streaming.[footnoteRef:50]    [50:  The Red Oasis page 42. Learn 360 has been acquired by the Canadian owners of Criterion Pictures. Page 28.] 

Learn 360 offers very limited Canadian content within its portfolio of over 8,000 items. While it is offering to place product currently being marketed by Canadian non-theatrical distributors, it remains to be seen whether there will be an uptake on this offer. The feedback during interviews suggested that direct sales remains the non-theatrical distributors’ preferred option.  
And, as noted, the internet and social media are offering more opportunities for filmmakers themselves to promote sales directly through their websites and other online vehicles. 
[bookmark: _Toc292532483][bookmark: _Toc292874489][bookmark: _Toc303159893]Conclusion
Commercial revenues from the Canadian non-theatrical market are modest but not insignificant considering that independent productions licensed to domestic television networks are unlikely to generate further income from that market until the original license eventually expires.  NFB revenues of $1.9 million from non-theatrical out-performed its television revenues of only $1.2 million, and it does not have a highly commercial business model.
The educational market is complex but has been an important component of the CIFVF’s non-theatrical focus.  Aside from Reel Canada’s aim of getting more Canadian films into classrooms, there remain the more specific curriculum-based needs that all distributors we have spoken with state are clearly needed and desired by teachers.[footnoteRef:51]   [51:  This need is echoed in The Red Oasis which reports that some participants in its survey and focus groups suggested that public funds should be made available “if filmmakers could tap into the educational market by producing the kinds of films that are needed in the classroom and tied to curriculum”.  Page 32. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc292874490][bookmark: _Toc303159894]Summary Observations
Estimates collected by DOC indicate that the revenues being generated by the Canadian non-theatrical market have been declining.  Based on the interviews, distribution in the non-theatrical market tends to rely on the DVD format, although streaming and downloads are gaining traction.  Within the educational market, the NFB is facilitating access to its online streaming service through arrangements with provincial ministries of education.  The Ontario Government is also strengthening its services to schools through its agreement with Learn 360.  Yet opportunities for non-theatrical distributors to make direct sales have not been cut off entirely; indeed Getting Real reports that the educational market is expanding.
Filmmakers themselves are making use of social media and digital distribution opportunities to get involved in direct sales.  Self-distribution in this digital age is now being embraced gradually through innovative use of digital components and as a supplementary business.



[bookmark: _Toc292874491][bookmark: _Toc303159895]Convergence and Non-theatrical Production
The study’s terms of reference requested “a projection of future trends in non-theatrical production resulting from convergence and multi-platform technologies.”
Section 4 has examined how convergent funding within the television market has been performing. The paucity of data on the non-theatrical market – both production and revenues – makes it difficult to evaluate performance or, therefore, project any trends. This section looks more closely at feedback obtained through the interviews and survey. 
[bookmark: _Toc303159896]Feedback on Convergence
Individual producers and filmmakers interviewed during the preparation of this report expressed a variety of opinions about new convergent requirements.  
Some complained that the CMF paperwork is onerous and, further, that the convergent requirements are difficult, especially for filmmakers focussed on linear storytelling.  One described the digital media challenge as a “new guest who walked into the room and took it over”.  Another observed that digital media places the audience in charge of storytelling, the opposite of POV documentaries.  Indeed, as another interviewee commented, social media appears to have overwhelmed the disciplined construction of POV documentary content that provokes discussion.
These negative views may reflect filmmakers’ limited experience with the production of digital media. In this regard, the survey found that only 19.8% of 116 filmmakers reported they had produced associated digital media for the original release of documentaries completed since 2006.  At the same time, the survey participants tended to have positive opinions about the impacts of the internet: 88% of respondents, for example, agreed or strongly agreed with the proposition that social media are essential marketing/audience awareness tools and 69% agreed or strongly agreed that ability to download or stream documentaries means more and more people are watching documentaries. 
Although producers generally may have limited experience with digital media content, most of those interviewed embraced the challenge.  As one put it, “change is part of life.”  Documentary research produces a substantial body of material that can be employed as add-ons through interactive websites and DVD.  Social media offers huge potential to engage audiences.  Building a fan base for an planned documentary through social media could help finance its production, suggested one producer, through advance pre-buys of the DVD or demonstrating to a distributor that there is an audience for the finished production.
All agreed that digital media is a reality and that it is time for documentary filmmakers to “adopt and adapt.”  Said one: The church of the documentary [is not] unchangeable.
That noted, many were already actively using websites and social media as sales tools.  Another interviewee suggested selling downloads via iTunes where, at a dollar per download, the commercial prospects for a great story being told as a popular documentary attracting thousands of downloads could suddenly look very positive.
Several producers commented that there seems to be a disconnect between the CMF Convergent Fund requirements for digital media components and federal tax credit system where there is not a specific credit for digital  creation as there are within some provincial tax credit programs.
[bookmark: _Toc303159897]Challenges for Business Growth
As producers, most bemoaned the lack of a clear business model such as has existed for years for the television market.  As that market has diminished for independent documentaries, the digital world has not yet delivered a clear and commercially sound alternative. 
The lack of a commercially-sound business model for digital media (outside of games) is also affecting the television broadcasters’ willingness to invest in the CMF-required convergent second platform digital media components. Hence, there is a predominance of VOD and digital distribution as second platform within the CMF partial year funding results.
One interviewee involved in the Canadian market summarized the current and medium term environment by noting that the business model for Canadian independent production remains based on public funding subsidies tied into the market. The reality of the power of television – the “heavy hitter” in terms of audience-generated revenues – and the weakness of revenues being generated by the ancillary markets including streaming is a fact of life at this stage. 
[bookmark: _Toc303159898]Other Indicators
In the previous section, issues have been noted about how the limited bandwidth offered by some parts of the educational system affects the digital distribution of product. Interviewees also commented on the educational market’s conservatism that is a barrier to using interactive digital media in the classroom for subjects other than mathematics and sciences.
The real challenge is nurturing storytelling and storytellers in the digital age: CMF is one avenue attempting to mesh traditional filmmaking with the digital world.  And there are the group of Bell Funds, Rogers, and Shaw, each of which are contributing in their own way.
[bookmark: _Toc292874475][bookmark: _Toc303159899]Summary Observations
Given the lack of reliable data on the non-theatrical market, there is no firm foundation on which to base projections for the future.  
The survey findings suggest that while documentary filmmakers have been slow to adopt convergent digital media, they see the potential it offers.  And the interviews suggest that filmmakers recognize a need to move outside linear storytelling to fully exploit digital media’s potential. However, the business model for most digital media is still emerging. Until that develops and offers a solid mechanism to exploit digital rights in the domestic and international markets, Canadian content digital media production will continue to rely on tax credits and/or public and private funds that are driven by the domestic television market.
The survey has also identified interest in re-versioning completed productions for the educational market or distribution through streaming/download delivery.  The issue here is funding the work in some way other than sweat equity.



[bookmark: _Toc292874492][bookmark: _Toc303159900]Government Policy & Programs
The study’s terms of reference requested “an overview of current government (federal and provincial) policies on support for documentary production and non-theatrical product.”  
[bookmark: _Toc303159901]Federal Policies & Programs
Federal funding for Canada’s film, television and digital media industries remains concentrated in CMF and the agencies and programs under the oversight of Canadian Heritage: Telefilm Canada; the NFB; the Canada Council and the Canadian Production Tax Credit (CPTC) administered by CAVCO. All of them cover documentary production to a greater or lesser extent. 
The Canada Media Fund is covered in detail earlier in this report (see page 27). As expected, the federal government’s 2011 budget confirmed an ongoing contribution to the CMF of $100 million. With these funds and its income from the BDUs, the CMF will remain the main driver of public investment in independent Canadian production for documentaries.
The CMF convergent funding is expected to maintain the status quo for current requirements allowing VOD and digital distribution alongside the ‘rich and substantial’ digital media components.  This policy will likely be retained due to the lack of proven business models to monetise digital media. The other growing policy concern for the CMF and industry relates to the impact of non-regulated “over the top” services such as Netflix on BDU subscriber base and, therefore, contributions to CMF. 
Telefilm Canada’s theatrical documentary program is jointly funded with Rogers and requires a broadcaster commitment. It is ongoing, fully-subscribed, and regarded as a success. Telefilm also provides marketing assistance to theatrical documentaries, even those not funded through this program. At the same time, the program’s single annual deadline has its drawbacks: in interviews, this was identified as a challenge for documentary productions, which cannot always be tightly scheduled. 
Canadian Heritage officials generally indicated that there are no imminent policy changes planned and that the various reviews underway have no monetary increases attached. The Feature Film Policy review, which will place an emphasis on distribution and audiences, is likely to consider the two-platform convergent approach adopted for the CMF given the audiences tend to watch Canadian feature films on television or VOD services rather than exclusively in theatres.  Canadian Heritage will also be completing a review of Canada’s official co-production framework that is expected to result in the introduction of greater flexibility as outlined in the consultation documents available on the Canadian Heritage website. [footnoteRef:52] [52:  Department of Canadian Heritage Consultation on the Implementation of Canada’s Policy on Audiovisual Treaty Co-Production  http://coproduction.pch.gc.ca/en/home/ .] 

Canada Council, which received funding under the Canadian Feature Film Policy in 2000 for development of new filmmakers through Media Arts grants to directors and writers and through its funding for film co-ops, has been described in interviews as irrelevant to documentaries. However, survey results do indicate that some of the respondents are accessing it: 26% of the respondents indicated that they ‘frequently’ or ‘always’ obtained funding through the NFB, CIDA, or Canada Council.
The National Film Board is very active in the non-theatrical market as a source of audio-visual material especially to the educational system. And, it continues to be an active producer in its own right. In its 2009-10 report to the Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages, the agency reported that it had completed 112 original productions and co-productions that year, up from just over 90 the year before. The co-productions involved 69 Canadian filmmakers and 31 international partners. The 112 productions included 51 documentaries, 45 animated, 8 fiction, 7 experimental, and one 3D short fiction film.  The NFB also reported 9 original productions for the Web and 140 original films from a wide range of established and emerging media makers - 120 of which were for the website GDP: Measuring the Human Side of the Canadian Economic Crisis / PIB: L’Indice humain de la crise économique.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  National Film Board. Departmental Performance Report 2009-2010 page 18.] 

While some of the people interviewed had co-produced with the NFB, nevertheless, the prevalent observation was that the NFB is irrelevant for most independent documentary producers with smaller projects. Some commented that to co-produce with the NFB meant buying into the NFB mandate and vision which did not always mesh comfortably with POV documentary makers.
CIDA cancelled its Global Classroom Initiative in 2009 which had included film components. Its website states that this initiative is being discontinued or regrouped under the Global Citizens Program. Though it is rumoured that a new form of program may be launched, no information is available as yet.
The Canadian Production Tax Credit is the other federal policy intervention in support of Canadian independent production. There has been no change in its criteria since the percentage value of the CPTC was increased in 2005.  Canadian Heritage expects to review the tax credit in light of recommendations from Parliamentary Standing Committees. Its applicability to digital media should be part of that review. During the course of interviews with producers, there were complaints that original intent of tax credits had been lost. Rather than serving to build production company cash flow and infrastructure, the credits are being used as part of the financing. Though credits still represent equity for producers, the reality is that recoupment is rarely achieved.
Outside of Statistics Canada’s production data, there is no reliable and consistent source of data that relates to the non-theatrical market.  CAVCO advises that it is no longer collecting data on 2nd window, so the CPTC application must identify ‘non-theatrical (e.g.  educational) as its 1st window for future analyses to be viable.
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, as the national public broadcaster, has played an important role in licensing independent documentaries, although that role has diminished in recent years.  It is noted that James Moore, the Canadian Heritage Minister, told CBC News on May 3: We believe in the national public broadcaster. We have said that we will maintain or increase support for the CBC. That is our platform and we have said that before and we will commit to that.[footnoteRef:54]  [54:  Friends of Canadian Broadcasting Briefing May 30, 2011 The Conservatives' Hidden Agenda For Public Broadcasting And Cultural Sovereignty. http://www.friends.ca/fact-sheet/252 ] 

In the federal government’s June 6 2011 budget, the CBC received confirmation of its ‘one-time’ additional allocation of $60 million. 
At the federal level there is no designated funding for production aimed exclusively at the non-theatrical market, outside of the NFB production and co-productions and some grants via the Canada Council. Indirect support is being provided through CMF, Telefilm and CPTC at substantial levels.
Finally, the study team found no evidence that the federal government has plans to consider allocation of new monies for existing or new initiatives.  Indeed, industry organizations like the Canadian Media Producers Association are more concerned about maintaining existing programs and funding levels in the current deficit-reduction climate than they are about expanding funding levels. 
[bookmark: _Toc292874493][bookmark: _Toc303159902]Provincial Policies & Programs
Provincial film and digital media agencies were asked to:
provide data on documentaries and non-theatrical market;
identify current policies and programs; and,
identify possible policy and program changes.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Detail on the information gathered for each province is contained in Appendix B.] 

As noted elsewhere in this report, those that responded to the request highlighted the absence of consistent and comparable data on the non-theatrical market. Only SaskFilm reported offering funding to assist documentary development and productions aimed at this market:  all others require television licenses or, in the case of Ontario, limit funding to feature films – including documentaries – for theatrical release. Most of those responding indicated there was no likelihood of new initiatives or new money, although Alberta has announced enhancements to its grants scheme. [footnoteRef:56] [56:  Stage set to help Alberta filmmakers, The Calgary Sun. First posted: Sunday, June 12, 2011 4:10:25 MDT PM (http://www.calgarysun.com/2011/06/12/stage-set-to-help-alberta-filmmakers) ] 

It is worth noting that provincially-based educational broadcasters are becoming more reliant on donations in the face of static public funding. Federally, reference to educational broadcasters has been removed from the CMF contribution agreement with Canadian Heritage, although the CMF’s ability to provide them with performance envelopes remains intact.  
The educational/informational market rests on the margins or outside the scope of federal and provincial tax credit programs.  Provincial agencies tax credit criteria and investment funding guidelines either exclude curriculum based productions or otherwise require television broadcaster (or theatrical distribution) licensing agreements as a tangible demonstration of commercial value.
[bookmark: _Toc292874494][bookmark: _Toc303159903]Summary Observations
At the federal level, the CMF is the primary source of funding for documentaries in the television broadcast market, while Telefilm is assisting theatrical documentaries.  There is no indication that current policies for either agency will change, or that the funding levels will be increased in any substantive way. However, the CMF is concerned about the future impact of ‘cord-cutting’ or consumers switching to online services.
NFB, along with the Canada Council for the Arts, are minor players.  Indeed, in some ways NFB is seen as a competitor to independent producers and distributors in the domestic non-theatrical market.  
Provincial government agencies, with the exception of SaskFilm, do not track non-theatrical productions such as documentaries as their financial assistance is only available for productions for commercial distribution and television is inevitably dominant.  There was no indication that current provincial policies and programs are likely to change, except that New Brunswick, having cancelled its tax credit, has promised to look at some new form of direct assistance.
Overall, within government at both the federal and provincial level, there is no indication that public funding for independent production is likely to increase in the face of deficit reduction plans and demands in other sectors.  Indeed, the focus of national industry bodies is to ensure that current levels are retained.

[bookmark: _Toc292874495][bookmark: _Toc303159904]Funding Initiatives
The study’s terms of reference asked for “an overview of other funding or fund-raising initiatives planned or under consideration by other organizations and industry.”  
[bookmark: _Toc303159905]Public Sector
Within federal and provincial governments, there are no new funding initiatives being considered. 
There is, however, public sector support for industry organizations that are exploring initiatives that may give filmmakers greater access to non-governmental funding.  Specifically, Ontario’s Entertainment and Creative Partnerships Fund, jointly administered by the Ontario Media Development Corporation and the Ministry of Culture, has approved funding for two such projects:
Hot Docs,  with a consortium of partners including DOC, has been funded to explore fiscal sponsorship and crowd-funding; and
Reel Canada, along with CAFDE, are expected to tap this resource for a pilot program aimed at increasing screenings of Canadian films in classrooms in Ontario, and perhaps nationally.
As previously noted, the New Brunswick government has announced its intention to look at its film policy in the wake of its cancellation of the provincial tax credit. Further, there are rumours that CIDA may create some alternative to its Global Classroom Initiative. 
[bookmark: _Toc303159906]Private Sector
Hot Docs is using fiscal sponsorship for international initiatives. During the 2011 festival, Hot Docs announced a new $1 million international co-production fund for African documentary filmmakers. [footnoteRef:57] The fund is being sponsored by Toronto-based Blue Ice Film. The media release refers to the Shaw Media/Hot Docs Funds and goes on to say:  [57:   Hot Docs media release (4 May 2011) Hot Docs and Blue Ice Film Announce $1-Million International Production Fund.
http://www.hotdocs.ca//media/press_releases/hot_docs_and_blue_ice_film_announce_1-million_international_production_fund ] 

The Hot Docs-Blue Ice Film Documentary Fund is the first international documentary fund administered by Hot Docs. Over the past two years, Hot Docs has been actively fostering the participation of foundations, NGOs, philanthropists and other potential third-party funders in the Hot Docs Forum, with an aim to stimulate interest in the sector and in the medium as a powerful social force.
Hot Docs reports that, in addition to financing, the initiative will also offer “valuable resources and industry connections” and a mentorship program through which “selected African producers will team with international production partners to bring their projects to international markets, festivals, broadcast and online audiences.”
Hot Docs also announced in April that it is curating a page on crowd-funding site Kickstarter.[footnoteRef:58]  The web page identifies four productions that have been successful in reaching their crowd-funding goals and, as of May 15, 2011, listed another three projects seeking funding and a fourth that had been cancelled. [footnoteRef:59] Among the active projects is one Canadian-based documentary which is offering tax receipts to US residents only for donations of $60 or more. [58:  Hot Docs media release (April 21, 2011): Hot  Docs to Showcase and Support Kickstarter Crowd-Funding Campaigns for Documentary Projects. http://www.hotdocs.ca//media/press_releases/hot_docs_to_showcase_and_support_kickstarter_crowd-funding_campaigns_for_do ]  [59:  http://www.kickstarter.com/pages/hotdocs Only 1 of the 4 successful projects originated in Canada: 1 from Montreal about Sudan (notes it has received funding from CIFVF & SODEC) titled The Waiting Room: Sudan at the Crossroads by Alexandra Sicotte-Levesque raised $11,176 from 150 backers ahead of its goal of $10,000.] 

The DOC-supported We Love Documentary campaign is making use of crowd-funding through Indiegogo: it is seeking to raise $3,500.[footnoteRef:60]  [60:  http://www.indiegogo.com/WeLoveDocumentary With 54 days to go the campaign had raised $275. The ‘We Love Documentary’ campaign has its own website: http://www.welovedocumentary.com/about/] 

Observatoire du Documentaire/ The Documentary Network is currently undertaking a feasibility study on community outreach strategies that includes establishing a network of screening outlets specifically dedicated to documentaries.  
[bookmark: _Toc292874496][bookmark: _Toc303159907]Summary Observations
Hot Docs along with DOC are exploring fiscal sponsorship and crowd-funding.  Hot Docs has recently achieved some tangible success in attracting private sector sponsorship for an international co-production fund, and is promoting Canadian and international projects on the US-based crowd-funding website Kickstarter. Observatoire is undertaking a feasibility study on community outreach strategies.  Reel Canada is considering a pilot project aimed at increasing access for Canadian films in schools.  
With the exception of Observatoire, these initiatives are based in Ontario and supported by the OMDC/Ministry of Culture through the Enterprise and Creative Clusters Partnership Fund.  That Fund has already been accessed by DOC for DOCSpace, and by Hot Docs for a number of initiatives.

[bookmark: _Toc292874497][bookmark: _Toc303159908]Options Going Forward
The study’s terms of reference specified a requirement for a preliminary ranking by need and feasibility of possible next stage initiatives. This section looks at such initiatives from a number of perspectives, and ranks them using a qualitative evaluation grid.  
The options considered here are:
Fiscal Sponsorship: Fiscal sponsorships and social action partnerships include a range of programs and services designed to facilitate funding for documentary film production through donations by individuals, foundations, NGOs, corporations and other entities.  The majority of these strategies seek to take advantage of tax benefits that donors can receive through philanthropic contributions.
Crowd-funding: This is an increasingly popular fund raising method that uses social media, the reach of the internet and other telecommunications innovations to gather financial commitments for projects, including film projects, from many individuals in a short period of time.  Variations on the concept are used for everything from political fund raising to creating flash mob events. 
Web-related Services: The Corporation has been invited to participate in a proprietary concept focussed on the creation and/or hosting web products, as well as web outreach, promotion and sales tools through a program of technical assistance and funding to help producers maximize their participation in digital distribution and digital media production.
Outreach Strategies: The concept calls for an initiative dedicated to promoting and supporting the use of documentaries in community education and other social change efforts through financial assistance for the promotion, outreach and distribution of independently produced work.  
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Supplementary Production Funding: This option would see the development of a) new resource for documentary filmmakers  producing work that is not intended for television broadcast, and therefore does not qualify for CMF funding, and/or b)  a program of technical assistance and funding to help producers develop digital media and funding for broadcast documentaries without a second convergent platform.
Mentorships: A program to promote and facilitate mentoring for new and emerging talent within documentary production and/or non-theatrical markets.
Education Market Development: In addition to the options identified by the terms of reference, the study team identified a possible initiative from the interviews[footnoteRef:61] and other information gathered in its work. This option calls for research, development and planning efforts designed to build the education market for documentaries in the interest of both educators and filmmakers. [61:  The educational market was raised independently by several of the filmmaker interviewees based not only on the CIFVF’s traditional role but as a culturally-important market with potential to offer filmmakers new revenue sources for existing documentaries and end-users for new productions.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]One other suggestion came forward during an interview. It called for a production company operating subsidy program similar to that provided by the Canada Council for film co-ops. The latter are not-for-profit collectives in contrast to commercially-based production companies. This difference casts such a subsidy as ‘industrial’ rather than ‘cultural’. Therefore, given the nature of such a subsidy, and its distance from both the objects and track record of the Canadian Non-Theatrical Film & Video Corporation, this idea has not been developed further. 
[bookmark: _Toc303159909]Evaluation Grid
The study team developed an evaluation grid to help assess the relative merits of the initiatives that the Board of Directors and others have suggested for consideration going forward. The grid is not a ‘scientific’ tool.  It is only a technique to provide some structure for a subjective analysis.
The grid identifies five factors and the rating definition applied for each. In order to rank the options under consideration, the ratings for each factor are totalled. The lowest possible score would be zero, meaning that the initiative had absolutely no merit; the highest score would be sixteen (16) indicating that the concept was one that CIFVF could pursue with a high degree of confidence.
Figure 10: Evaluation Grid
	Factor
	Ratings

	Demonstrated Success:
The likelihood that that an initiative would achieve its intended outcomes based on the experience of similar undertakings, or other evidence.
	0 = The available evidence is that similar initiatives have not produced their intended outcomes, or not been implemented. 
1 = Similar initiatives have worked, but not at the levels needed to respond to identified needs.
2 = The concept has not been implemented, but there is good reason to expect that it would succeed. 
3 = There is generally accepted evidence that the concept works. 

	Demand:  
The level of interest in, positive expectations about and/or for demand for the service among documentary filmmakers.
	0 = There is little or no demand.
1 = There is evidence of limited demand among filmmakers generally, or a significant demand among a subset of filmmakers.
2 = There is a general demand among filmmakers. 
3 = There is strong demand among a significant sub-set of filmmakers. 
4 = There is evidence of strong demand from a majority of filmmakers.

	Current Supply:  
The extent to which existing organizations / programs are meeting the demand for the service. 
	0 = The demand is met by an existing program, within the limits of current laws, policy and public funding.
1 = There is a creditable organization/program planning to deliver the service.
2 = One or more organizations are well-positioned to develop or adapt their programs to deliver the service.
3 = There are no existing or planned programs offering the services.

	Financial Feasibility:
The likelihood that the ongoing financial resources needed to deliver the initiative could be generated, given the amount needed and available revenue strategies  
	0 = Very unlikely because of high costs and a requirement for significant government participation.    
1 = Total costs exceeding $250 thousand a year and a strong fundraising strategy involving multiple public and/or private sector partners.
2 = Annual costs under $250 thousand and strong fundraising involving multiple public and/or private sector partners.
3 = Annual costs under $250 thousand and a fundraising strategy involving a small number of closely allied public and/or private sector partners.
4 = Minimal annual costs or clear evidence of self-sustainability.

	Corporate Capacity:  
The extent to which the corporation has, or could quickly acquire the legal, governance and human resources needed to deliver the service.  
	0 = A major restructuring and recruitment of personnel with specialized/technical skills would be needed.
1 = A modest restructuring and personnel with demonstrated capacity to manage and administer a not-for-profit organization would be needed.
2 = No significant changes or new skills needed.


The ratings definitions are rather general, a necessity given the significant differences in the features of the options that are being considered, as well as the nature of the available evidence.   The following are some of the considerations that contributed to the grid’s design. 
Success: It is very difficult to objectively and conclusively measure the actual or potential success of any program.  The four point scale used here simply allows the study team, and the reader, to focus on the type of performance information that is available. At the lowest end, there may be no information available, or the available information is negative.  At the highest level, there is demonstrable evidence of success, such as program evaluations, published profit/benefit statements, etc.  
Demand: This factor and the rating simply focus on what the study team has discovered about the interests and needs of documentary filmmakers as revealed in interviews and the online survey. Because this factor deals with the CIFVF’s core constituency, it is given priority by using a five-point scale. 
Supply: The study’s terms of reference say that the Board’s goal is that corporation continue to add value without duplicating the existing or planned initiatives.  This ensures that this factor is considered in the rankings.
Financial Feasibility: The overall costs, and availability of funding to cover those costs, are critical considerations for any program planning or organizational development.  For this reason, this factor is assigned a five-point scale. The lowest rating is reserved for any initiative that would require significant government funding.  This reflects the consensus among those who participated in interviews that a request for more public funding for documentary production will not gain traction over health, deficit reduction and other demands on the government coffers.
Corporate Capacity:  The corporation that delivered the CIFVF has no organizational infrastructure in place from which to move into any new role.  While restructuring and re-staffing may be relatively straight-forward, the challenge of developing a new corporate capacity remains an important consideration overall.  
[bookmark: _Toc292874498][bookmark: _Toc293485460][bookmark: _Toc303159910]Fiscal Sponsorship
The terms of reference for the study identified fiscal sponsorship and social profit partnerships as two models of ways in which the Corporation’s charitable status and the experience could be used as a base to facilitate philanthropic/charitable donations or corporate sponsorship to filmmakers for specific productions. 
The study team identified operating examples of these types of initiative in Australia, Canada, and the US.  Each of the examples uses variations of  the theme, linking filmmakers in need of financing with individual, foundation and/or corporate donors open to making grants or donations to projects if the donation can be treated as a charitable donation.  The Documentary Australia Foundation is an example of a program that provides information, guides, advice and similar resources to “… philanthropic grantmakers, charitable organizations and documentary filmmakers in order to explore, share and enhance their mutual objectives of creating a better society.” [footnoteRef:62]  Its core activity involves assessing documentary projects to determine whether they may be suitable for philanthropic funding.  It does not vouch for the business undertaking the production, leaving it to the donor to do their due diligence regarding the filmmaker’s track record and the legitimacy of the project.[footnoteRef:63] The Foundation also provides donors with a choice of making a tax deductable grant to the Foundation itself or to one or more of the ‘approved’ documentaries listed on the Foundation’s website.  Its list of approved documentaries is organized by issues and themes. [62:  Visit the Documentary Australia Foundation website: http://www.documentaryaustralia.com.au/da/  One of the Foundation’s significant contributions is the information for both filmmakers and grantmakers on how to make use of this facility, the risks and the potential rewards.  The Foundation has an 11-member Board and Administrative Secretary; it does not publish information on its operating expenses or on the contributions of grantmakers to its approved documentaries.  ]  [63:  Ibid: FAQs for Grantmakers: http://www.documentaryaustralia.com.au/da/grantmakers/faqs.php#q23 Grantmakers can chose to fund outreach and education once a film is complete, in which case the FAQs point out “the risk of non-completion is obviously very limited.” ] 

There are a large number of fiscal sponsorship programs operating in the United States. Under U.S. federal tax laws, fiscal sponsorship is a legal and financial arrangement which allows a non-profit organization to provide its status, along with financial oversight, to a project run by an individual or organization that does not have non-profit status.  Operationally, the donations and grants are solicited by the project holder and the sponsor’s role is to administer the funds and exercise financial oversight to assure that they are spent for their designated purpose. 
The Fiscal Sponsor Directory, which is produced by San Francisco Study Center Inc., lists 176 sponsors on its website, 38 of them supporting film projects.  A scan of the sponsors listed on the directory suggests that the majority of them are industry-based organizations whose goals are to support filmmakers generally, or to use filmmaking, particularly documentary filmmaking, as a tool for social change.  One of the more active sponsors is International Documentary Association, located in Los Angeles. Since 1992, it has sponsored 300 film projects and, in 2010, flowed through about $2.9 million in donations and grants, a significant portion of its total $4 million budget.  The organization, which charges a 5% sponsorship fee, would have generated revenues of about $145,000 in 2010 from this source. Its annual report does not reveal what its costs might have been. 
In Canada, the Conseil des arts de Montréal (CAM) manages a fiscal sponsorship program for non-for-profit arts organizations, including those producing film.  It does not undertake fund-raising for arts organizations or directly promote philanthropic giving, but rather makes it possible for organizations that do not have charitable status to solicit donations from individuals, foundations, and businesses. The program’s objectives are to enable arts groups to diversify their sources of revenue by seeking donations and to offer donors a guarantee of the seriousness and sound management of the artistic projects they support through donations for which they receive tax receipts.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Conseil des arts de Montréal  - Fiscal Sponsorship : http://www.artsmontreal.org/parrainage.php ] 

In 2009, 11 projects raised a total of $71,000 under the fiscal sponsorship program and, in 2010, six received fiscal sponsorship funding totalling $29,000.  None of the projects involved film production.
Demonstrated Success:  There is not a great deal of information available about the extent to which fiscal sponsorship programs serve as a reliable source of financing for independent documentary production.  Given the restrictions on a film’s subject matter that can arise from tax laws, it is possible that it would be a source of financing for projects dealing with subject matter that was high on the priority lists of foundations, NGOs and members of highly-motivated special interest groups. 
Demand:  Overall the interviewees’ responses to this concept were mixed. On the one hand, if it could generate more money for independent production, then it was viewed in a positive light especially if it could remove the need to address the requirements of television broadcaster-driven funding.  In this regard, it is noted that the replacement of public funding is not one of the objectives of Documentary Australia; rather it emphasises philanthropic grants as an adjunct to existing public funding. 
Others observed that, with the absence of growth in public sector spending, everyone is looking to the private sector and film projects would have to compete with organizations dedicated to the environment, community welfare, arts and culture and other issues that have considerable professional fundraising experience. 
In the middle ground, concerns were raised about how this would work without generating a perception of bias or diminishing the filmmaker’s objectivity and control. Information from interviewees indicates that CBC will not accept sponsorship or foundation contributions for this reason and the former CIDA documentary program, which required a link between the subject matter and an NGO, had been problematic for POV filmmakers wanting an arm’s length relationship and the ability to be critical when necessary.  Several respondents expressed general concern about how this type of financial participation would impact on the project’s creative integrity and, ultimately, its accessibility to buyers particularly in the educational markets where ‘product placement’ or association with some ‘brands’ would not be acceptable.
Survey responses indicated that philanthropic sources are being accessed (including non-Canadian foundations).  This reflects the findings in our analysis of CIFVF productions’ funding sources.
Current Supply: DOC is a member of a partnership led by Hot Docs that received funding in 2010 through the Ontario Entertainment & Creative Clusters Partnership Fund for a project called Docs on Demand: Phase 2. Among other things, the project “will assess developing alternative funding models such as crowd-sourcing and fiscal sponsorship.”[footnoteRef:65] Other participants in this project are Interactive Ontario, Centennial College, Cultural Careers Council Ontario, along with the Canadian Film Centre Media Lab, nextMedia, Kinosmith and George Brown College. [65:  Backgrounder dated 10 February 2011 issued by the Ontario Media Development Corporation as part of its media release titled Strengthening Ontario’s Creative Industries announcing the projects receiving a total of $2.9 million under the Entertainment and Creative Clusters Partnership Fund.  http://www.omdc.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=7080 ] 

DOC also confirmed that it is seeking legal and accounting opinions on fiscal sponsorship.  And, as noted previously, Hot Docs already secures fiscal sponsorship for international projects.  
Financial Feasibility: Within the scope of this report, it was not possible to estimate the cost to set up and operate an organization delivering a stand-alone fiscal sponsorship program.  Although such an organization would not be directly involved in fund raising, it would have to develop and maintain a project screening process, financial management and accountability systems, project and donor education and support activities and the like.  It would not be unreasonable to assume that the costs of such activities might be comparable to the CIFVF’s operational costs of between $280,000 and $300,000.  
If the organization was financed solely through a fee-for-service, it would have to levy a fee of 5% and administer $6 million ‘through put’ each year to cover operational costs. 
Corporate Capacity: In general, the CIFVF appears to have the legal and governance capacity to establish a program to promote and facilitate fiscal sponsorships to help finance the development and production of documentaries. That being said, CIFVF would have to consider adjustments to its objects, membership and governance, to ensure that it and the program conformed to federal tax laws.  
Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Fiscal Sponsorship
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	6


[bookmark: _Toc292874499]
[bookmark: _Toc303159911]Crowd-Funding
The explosion of social media and other web-based tools to reach out to like-minded individuals and groups has precipitated enthusiasm for a new phenomenon in raising funds that is known as ‘crowd-funding’.  Within filmmaking, the concept is gaining a profile in part because of strategies that see filmmakers offering contributors incentives ranging from a share of rights through to on screen ‘thank you’ credits and tangible gestures of appreciation such as posters and t-shirts.  Crowd-funding is not reliant on charitable donations, but rather on customer/audience support. Appendix C  provides a list of crowd-funding websites.  
Michel Houle, in Documentary and New Digital Platforms: an ecosystem in transition, describes two approaches:  
Co-production where contributors receive benefits in return, including a share of rights.  An example in Canada is the off-shoot of the France-based www.touscoprod.ca which has four productions posted and identifies individual contributions.  Co-producer status gives access to a share of returns plus other benefits.
Donation only with producer retaining all rights.  An example is US-based Kickstarter http://www.kickstarter.com/ which is basically a hosting site for arts projects that offers artists a promotional and administrative infrastructure to solicit public support for specific projects.  The producer retains rights but may offer some benefits such as on screen ‘thanks’ and access to footage in return for donations.  If target is not met within timeframe, money does not change hands.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Michel Houle  (2011). Documentary and New Digital Platforms – an ecosystem in transition pages 22-23. Houle also notes that the concept has been employed by Paule Baillargeon and Pierre Falladeau.] 

Some independent productions have used crowd- funding with great success. For example, Spanner Films,  the producers of the 2009 UK docu-drama and animated hybrid production The Age of Stupid, report having raised £850,000 for that project by selling ‘shares’ to 620 individuals or groups.  Each contributor is now a pro rata investor in the film, along with the crew for the film and associated campaigns.  The production had the benefit that it starred the late well-known actor Pete Postlethwaite and deals with climate change.  In addition, the producers successfully employed their ‘shareholders’ to launch their Indie Screenings model, a new form of film distribution which allows anyone to buy a license to hold a screening of the film - with the price set according to the screener's means - and then, crucially, to charge for tickets and keep any profits for themselves.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  Spanner Films: http://www.spannerfilms.net/ The Indie Screenings model was successful with licenses repaying investors; no details on the ‘means testing’ system for the screeners  have been uncovered.  ] 

 Demonstrated Success: Not all ‘crowd-funding’ efforts are successful.  On the ‘touscoprod’ website some projects listed have raised only a very small portion of their targeted funds, although some still have five or six months to go in their campaigns.  The most advanced project is Xavier Dolan’s drama Laurence Always which, with four days remaining in its campaign, had raised only 46% of its $50,000 target. Two other projects had garnered total commitments of less than $1,000 over a few months. [footnoteRef:68]  Kickstarter, on the other hand, appears to have some success in generating modest sums, most under $10,000, to support a range of arts projects including documentaries.  The firm’s website lists many documentary projects, including several in Canada that have met or exceeded the funding objective. [footnoteRef:69] [68:  http://www.touscoprod.com/ca/pages/projet/fiche.php?s_id=2  Figures as of 1 May 2011.]  [69:  Kickstarter: www.kickstarter.com/discover/categories/documentary/ ] 

In a November 2010 interview for Doc Circuit Montreal during RIDM, DOC’s Executive Director, Lisa Fitzgibbons, observed that crowd-funding (‘financement citoyen’ or ‘participatif’) involves a “herculean” effort on the part of the filmmaker and would never replace public funding.  
The challenges and rewards of crowd-funding was the subject of a panel discussion at the Australian International Documentary Conference held in March this year.  Australian producer Sue Swinburne had employed the technique for her documentary about long distance running: she raised $3,700 with the largest donation being $500 and the smallest donation $5.  However, she said it was not entirely a waste of time: her efforts helped form a relationship with a specialist running shop in Sydney which became involved in the project.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  Mark Poole AIDC 2011: the Wisdom of Crowds - or how beggars can actually be choosers.  Article published in March 9 2011 edition of Screen Hub, a subscriber-access only online news service for Australia and New Zealand.] 

According to DOC, 10% of the donors provide 80% of the funds raised.
Crowd-sourcing, or fund-raising by any other name, requires commitment of time (and money), though it does have potential to link a documentary into its audience and build up recognition and devotion even before it is made.  
Overall it appears that crowd-funding can be an effective financing tool for some productions, particularly those that are able to draw the attention of highly-motivated activists.  There is little evidence that it would serve as a reliable resource for a significant proportion of independent filmmakers.   
Demand:  Some of those interviewed for this study acknowledged that a distinctly Canadian ‘crowd-funding’ site could be useful.  But they were also of the view that ‘crowd-funding’ serves emerging filmmakers and subsistence filmmaking.  
The overwhelming feedback questioned why CIFVF’s parent corporation would want to devote its energies to a largely fickle form of fund-raising that would be heavily reliant on the filmmaker’s energy and efforts on social media to raise awareness to draw in funds.  Further, some questioned whether filmmakers were ready for the ongoing obligations to donors that success would bring.  Others questioned whether donors were as enthusiastic about the concept and its potential as the filmmakers themselves were.  One observed that by the time it was set up, it would be at least two years beyond the response curve.
Current Supply: As noted above, research into potential benefits of this type of initiative is underway here through the Ontario Entertainment & Creative Clusters Partnership funded Docs on Demand: Phase 2 that will assess developing alternative funding models such as crowd-sourcing and fiscal sponsorship.
Multiple sites exist in North America and Europe.  Some of those interviewed are using these services themselves or know other filmmakers who are doing so.  The survey results also indicate that a number of independent producers are making use of existing sites such as Kickstarter, where Hot Docs is already curating a documentary page.
Given the number of websites already promoting this type of financing and the research being undertaken the Hot Docs-led cluster involving DOC, a move by the Corporation into this area would seem to be duplicative.[footnoteRef:71] [71:   See Appendix C: The ‘7 Deadly Sins’ of crowd-funding listed on the website http://www.sponsume.com/ hold a great deal of truth about the work involved: both on the part of the filmmaker raising funds, and on the part of the service itself.  ] 

Financial Feasibility:  The study team identified two business models for organizations that facilitate crowd-funding.   One model is offered by the UK’s Tipping Point Film Fund, which was established in 2009 with £250,000 financial support from Manchester-based Co-operative Group and is currently focused raising funds for five projects. It has a notice on its website stating: “Unfortunately due to capacity and funding constraints we are unable to take on any new projects at the present time, if we are to meet the commitments that we have currently have undertaken.” 
The other business model is to generate revenues from a fee-for-service. This is the approach used by the ‘touscoprod’ and Kickstarter.  A Business Insider report published in October estimated that Kickstarter, with a staff of 20, levies a 5% fee when a project’s target is met, had revenues of about $2 million a year. [footnoteRef:72]   Kickstarter has a high volume because it is international in scope and accepts projects in categories ranging from music and film through to food and fashion. An enterprise with a mandate limited to Canadian documentary films would clearly have difficulty generating significant revenues. [72:   Saint N. (October 15, 2010) Business Insider www.businessinsider.com/kickstarter-revenue-2010-10 ] 

Corporate Capacity: The Corporation would have to undertake significant restructuring, staff recruitment and IT investments to establish a crowd-funding program accessible to filmmakers nationally.
  Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Crowd-funding
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3


[bookmark: _Toc303159912]Web-related Services
One of the options described in study terms of reference was the possibility of establishing a program to create and maintain web products to help documentary filmmakers meet the challenges and opportunities presented by digital media. The study team did not have access to the proprietary information about the details of the proposal that had been made to Corporation.  In the absence of a precise conceptual framework, the team gathered general information, including information from filmmakers about their needs for website creation and maintenance assistance. In addition, the survey addressed how filmmakers are embracing digital media through questions about production of digital media in association with documentaries, re-versioning for online marketing/distribution and development of digital media for previously released documentaries.
 Demonstrated Success:  There are a number of federally and provincially funded programs that offer financial assistance for the development and production of digital media and the CMF, in certain circumstances, will fund digital media products as a second platform. However, the team was unable to identify a functioning model of the kind of initiative envisioned by this option.  As a result, there is no available evidence to allow anyone to assess the extent to which a new program would be successful.
Demand: The survey found 46% of the participating producers report being involved in direct marketing and most of these were using websites or other online resources for this purpose (Figure 11). At the same time, a general observation made by those interviewed was that traditional filmmakers are used to handing over the completed production to the television broadcaster or theatrical distributor and then moving on to their next project.  It was suggested that these filmmakers consider websites an unglamorous 3rd class option.  In this however, the digital age has fundamentally changed that practice and, though some have been slow to adapt, most documentary filmmakers see the value of having an online presence.  
[bookmark: _Ref297034583]Figure 11: Marketing Strategies Reported by Survey Respondents

Based on the survey responses, there does appear to be reluctance on the part of many documentary makers to exploit the opportunities offered by the digital world:
When asked whether they had produced associated digital media components for the original release of documentaries that they had made since 2006, the majority of both English (81%) and French (78%) respondents (n: 116) said they had not done so.  Among those that had done so, websites, including interactive sites, were the predominant tool, though blogs and webisodes were mentioned by several.  A slim majority (53%) of those that had produced digital components reported that the production costs had been included in the project’s overall budget.    
Only 18% of the survey respondents reported that they had re-versioned earlier productions for online marketing/distribution. The examples of re-versioning reported included the creation of webisodes for online screening, clips to screen on YouTube, streaming file creation and even sales via iTunes.  One respondent stated that re-versioning of his/her documentaries for online is the main current business focus.
Only 9% responded that they were working on creating digital media for previously released documentaries.
Most filmmakers interviewed said that the ongoing cost and effort of maintaining project-specific websites was the price of doing business in the digital age.  With very few exceptions, they reported having their own websites promoting their films and, in many cases, offering online sales either directly, or through links to distributors handling their film.  At least one is developing capability to offer online sales service to filmmakers whose websites are not set up for direct sales.
Most of the interviewees were categorical in their opinion that this type of initiative would not be useful.  Indeed, one noted that filmmakers need to establish their own ‘brand’ and that offering a service to replace their direct responsibility and control for that ‘brand’ on their website could be detrimental to their business prospects.  
Current Supply:  It has been reported that the Bell Fund will shortly be publishing a book on websites, their value in online promotion and how important it is for the production company and/or filmmaker to maintain this presence.  
Though not entirely comparable, there are a number of sites that allow filmmakers to list their documentaries with links to the production’s own website.  For example, DOCSpace has been established with assistance from the Ontario Government.[footnoteRef:73] Further, the CMF and television broadcasters offer some financial support for the production of websites and other digital media formats. [73:  In 2006-07 DOC received Entertainment & Creative Cluster Partnerships Fund support for the development of DOCSpace, and in 2008-09 additional assistance under this Fund for expansion Phase II.  For a full list of recipients under this Fund visit: http://www.omdc.on.ca/Page5409.aspx ] 

Financial Feasibility: While the terms of reference did not set out details about the services and activities that would be delivered under this option, it did estimate that its implementation would require an annual allocation of approximately $2.6 million, likely from government.
Corporate Capacity: The Corporation would have to undertake significant restructuring, staff recruitment and IT investments to establish a web-related service.
Rating: 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Web Products
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	4


Given the absence of strong demand or interest from its intended clientele, this initiative does not appear feasible.  It could prove costly to establish and maintain through inevitable technological advances.  There is the question of how such a service would be financed: if on a ‘fee for service’ basis, would cash-strapped documentary filmmakers be able to afford it; or if not, could ongoing sponsorship be found.  
Our assessment is that, given the direct relationship between producers and their websites, the digital media initiatives being embraced by filmmakers, and the policies of public and private funds, there is very limited potential for this concept to gain traction and financing.
[bookmark: _Toc292874501][bookmark: _Toc303159913]Outreach Strategies
The terms of reference described this option as one that would:
provide a service to filmmakers by booking their films in communities across Canada and elsewhere; 
provide financial assistance to organizations such as Open Cinema and Cinema Politica to bring films to audiences in non-theatrical environments ; and
enable community engagement and collaboration through the creation of film companion guides and through the training of facilitators for public screenings, discussions and workshops.  
Demonstrated Success:  There are a many examples of local, regional and national initiatives that seek to increase audiences for documentary films and/or promote their use in support of social change. However, the team was unable to identify any published information that would indicate that those outcomes have been achieved beyond those associated with festivals such as Hot Docs and its side-bar initiatives that track box office and audiences. 
Demand:  For the purposes of the interviews, this concept was described as assistance for linking filmmakers and their films with their audiences, rather than identifying the specific services.
Interview responses were almost evenly divided across three views:
those in favour because community screenings, including those organized by the filmmakers themselves, serve the objectives of promoting social action through their films;
those who favour public screenings because they can be used to sell DVDs and filmmakers are the best salesmen for their own films. (In several cases these screenings were already being organized in commercial cinemas or at festivals); and
those who questioned whether it was the corporation’s intention to focus on social action documentaries rather than a wider selection of productions linked into diverse audiences through established distribution channels.
The responses included comments to the effect that the filmmakers should be developing their craft and new projects, rather than travelling with their completed films, unless it was to participate in festivals that could offer profile, prestige and potential sales to overseas markets.  It was also reported that individual filmmakers are targeting audiences for specific social engagement documentaries through DIY screenings.  Though these efforts consume time and resources, some producers report they can cover expenses through sales of DVDs, posters and merchandise.
The creation of an outreach program does not appear to be a priority for independent documentary production sector where issues about financing new productions are paramount.  Some interviewees thought that such a venture would not deliver the strong outcomes that would justify trying to raise new money for this purpose. Others saw difficulties in establishing fair and transparent criteria against which individual filmmaker funding requests would be evaluated.  
Current Supply:  As already noted, there are existing outreach initiatives, including some that receive public funding. Cinema Politica, for example, is funded in part by the Canada Council for the Arts.  In addition, Observatoire is currently planning a feasibility study on establishing a distribution network specifically for documentaries. 
Financial Feasibility: Assuming that delivery of the initiative would involve national public information campaigns,  travel grants, the development and distribution of community engagement resources and related activities, it would be reasonable to expect that the program would require a budget of at least $200, 000.  Given the current fiscal environment, the revenues needed to cover that cost would have to be generated through special project funding and ongoing private sector fund raising.  
Corporate Capacity: The Corporation would have to undertake some minor restructuring and recruit a manager with a public engagement background.
Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Outreach Strategies 
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4


[bookmark: _Toc292874502][bookmark: _Toc303159914]Mentorships
The terms of reference identified a program to promote and facilitate mentoring for new and emerging talent within documentary production and/or non-theatrical markets as one of the options that the Corporation might consider going forward.    
Demonstrated Success:  Mentoring is widely accepted as a valuable component of career development and many organizations and programs seek to support, facilitate and promote it.  There are, of course, a variety of approaches to mentoring and mentoring program design. An examination of the extensive training and educational literature on the subject was beyond the scope of this study, but a quick scan of research abstracts suggests that there is considerable evidence to support its utility generally, if not with respect to filmmaking.  
Demand:  The need and/or demand for mentorships was raised in very general terms as there are an increasing number of programs targeted at mentoring filmmakers in general and documentary filmmaking in particular. With virtually no exceptions, those interviewed expressed a lack of enthusiasm for another mentorship initiative.  Most suggested that the sector’s greatest need was not for more emerging filmmakers but rather more work opportunities for experienced filmmakers.  Some of those interviewed spoke of having to make ends meet through other work, or turning to post graduate studies to obtain credentials for a career in teaching.
One commented that the population within the documentary sector was already inflated: DOC has 800 members with only a finite number of television broadcast slots available and in competition with 10,000 documentaries that get made globally every year threatening to glut the marketplace.
The interviewees suggested that if this type of concept were to be pursued, the organization might consider: 
funds allocated during production that would enable an emerging filmmaker to hire an advisor (as opposed to a mentor) to work alongside; and
funds for a filmmaker to engage the services of a digital expert.
In the end, however, the interviews identified no demand for additional mentorship initiatives.  Further, when asked to rank various activities as being helpful in making more independent documentaries, survey respondents gave access to more training and skills development the lowest ranking by a large margin.
Current Supply: Mentor programs are being run by CPMA, WIFT, and DOC. There are also a raft of schemes and professional development initiatives associated with festivals and conferences across the country.  Regionally, there are also programs to address local aspirations.  For example, DOC’s Winnipeg chapter is pursuing discussions with the National Screen Institute for documentary training and the Alberta Multimedia Development Fund offers funding for mentorship opportunities.
Appendix E provides a list of identifying most mentorship programs.
Financial Feasibility: There are large variations in program models, forms of financial assistance, and techniques used for mentoring programs. In the absence of specific details about what a potential initiative might entail, the study team is unable to reliably estimate what it might cost.   It is likely, however, that to be effective nationally and to offer value to experienced, as well as emerging filmmakers, it would have to be an aggressive, highly professional undertaking.  Given that assumption, it would be reasonable to conclude that annual program costs would exceed $250,000 by some considerable measure. 
Corporate Capacity: The Corporation through the CIFVF has had experience promoting mentoring. Nevertheless, it would need to adapt its governance structure and recruit personnel qualified to design and deliver professional training and development services.
Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Mentorship Program 
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5


[bookmark: _Toc292874503][bookmark: _Toc303159915]Supplementary Production Funding
This option would see the development of a new funding resource for documentary filmmakers producing work that is not intended for television broadcast and would not qualify for CMF funding, and/or a program of technical assistance and funding to help producers develop digital media and funding for broadcast documentaries that did not have a second convergent platform.
Demonstrated Success:  Without having a detailed description of the possible funding program’s objectives, reach and methods, it is difficult estimate the degree of success that it might achieve. Nevertheless, there is good reason to expect that it would contribute to some measure of growth in documentary filmmaking, especially for the non-theatrical market.
Demand:  In interviews, respondents were asked about the desirability of establishing sources of supplementary production financing for projects not tied into the television market - financing similar to what the CIFVF had offered. The discussions teased out whether the need was specific to linear documentaries or digital products or both.  
As could be expected, producers and filmmakers spoke positively in favour of another source of production financing, especially one that is not television broadcaster driven.  However, all acknowledged that finding any public sector money in the current fiscal climate would be difficult if not impossible.  Similarly, some of those interviewed called for the re-establishment of the CIFVF, although they acknowledged government funding to do that is highly unlikely.  
When we drilled down in the interviews, the general perception is that more funding for digital media components is not needed.  Rather, interest focussed on platform-neutral funding opportunities, if resources could be found to establish something.
More significant were the number of interviewees who suggested a focus on the educational market which was acknowledged as a key target for the CIFVF.  Many commented that it remains an important market where Canadian content is threatened by easier access to USA material.
There is also a growing concern expressed by industry organizations about protecting the current broadcaster contributions to both the CMF and private funds.  This concern arises from the anticipated implications of what is termed ‘cord-cutting’ – the threat to traditional cable subscriptions from mobile delivery services and the new unregulated and CanCon-free services like Netflix.  Television remains the main driver for attracting audiences and for financing Canadian content including documentaries.  Further, as described in the Houle report, telecommunication companies are not required to contribute to the creation of CanCon for mobile devices.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Houle, Documentary and New Digital Platforms – an ecosystem in transition.  pages 8 - 15] 

Given the challenges faced by independent documentary producers in the domestic television market, it is not surprising that the survey found a very strong demand for more financing to be made available.  The survey respondents expressed a strong desire to see non-broadcaster driven funding available, especially for development of projects.  
In broad strokes, the respondents overall comments suggest the need is greatest for:
development or speculative funding that is not broadcaster-driven;
production of Canadian content material for the educational market; and
a focus on established documentary filmmakers now unable to make a living and leaving the field for other endeavours.
Current Supply: The existence of a securely funded and relatively wealthy CMF remains the major national priority. DOC recently described the CMF as “a forward thinking initiative,” going on to say that ”digital platforms hold so much promise for the creation and dissemination of cultural content and documentary producers and filmmakers are embracing the opportunities provided by the multitude of platforms.”[footnoteRef:75] [75:  June 8, 2011 letter from DOC President John Christou to the Minister of Canadian Heritage. http://docorg.ca/sites/docorg.ca/files/DOC_letter_CMF_funding_2011.pdf ] 

CMF is by far the largest funding source. It and the federal tax credit are used by most of those interviewed and a majority of those surveyed.  In addition, there are the provincial agencies that, with the notable exception of New Brunswick’s cancellation of its tax credit program, combine development and equity investment with tax credits available to their local producers.  In addition, there are the various private, albeit broadcaster-driven, funds such as Bell, Rogers, and Shaw, several of which directly address documentaries.
Finally, there is Telefilm’s theatrical documentary program that is co-funded with Rogers, the NFB and the Canada Council for the Arts which, though not considered influential sources for independent producers, are recipients of substantial federal government funding.
Within this mix there is little financial assistance available for productions that do not have a broadcast licence or theatrical distributor. 
Financial Feasibility: The creation of a significant funding program would require a major federal government investment when even small investments are increasingly unlikely.
While sources of production funding may never be ‘over-populated’ as far as filmmakers are concerned, the current environment does offer that multiplicity of doors for independent producers to access.  These sources at the national level are either funded directly by government or through CRTC-driven allocations by the BDUs.  
CIFVF, with limited success, tried to secure broadcaster allocations.  Industry lobbying to save the federal government allocation to the CIFVF itself fell on deaf ears; a new request for public funding can be expected to have the same result.
On balance, making a case for new funding for platform neutral independent production outside of the television market is not considered viable in the current climate.
Corporate Capacity:  The CIFVF has successfully delivered production funding programs, although its governance structure and human resource capacity would have to be renewed if a new fund were established. 
Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Production Funding 
	3
	4
	0
	0
	1
	8



[bookmark: _Toc292874505][bookmark: _Toc303159916]Educational Market Initiative
In addition to the options identified by the terms of reference, the study team identified a possible initiative from the interviews and other information gathered in its work. This option calls for research, development and planning efforts designed to build the education market for documentaries in the interest of both educators and filmmakers.
The broad scope of this new initiative would require a well-articulated vision and involve at a minimum three elements:
research into and information on curricula, audio-visual needs and available product; 
identification of potential sources of financial assistance for re-versioning and/or development and production of new material targeted at the curricula needs; and
promotion strategies to link product to end users, achieve efficient distribution and enhance revenue collection.  
Demonstrated Success:  The study team was unable to identify an example of an organization or program that delivers the kinds of services and products envisioned here. It is our opinion, however, that a strong argument can be made that such an initiative, operating with realistic goals, would succeed in expanding the educational market for original and re-versioned documentaries. The challenges posed by provincial jurisdiction, multiplicity of curricula and range of audiences from K-12 through post-secondary offer a substantial range of audio-visual product opportunities. Education is, and will continue to be, a major national public policy priority and  Canadian subject matter – be it social studies or science – will continue to be in demand.
As one industry expert noted, this is a niche market for small if important ideas and will not contribute significantly to the business development of the independent production industry. Certainly, this particular market will not be sufficiently robust to offer a sustainable alternative to the television market.  However, in our preliminary opinion, it does open avenues for independent producers to re-version existing documentaries and create new products, and could set a new course for the Corporation to carve out a legitimate role with a clear strategic direction attractive to private foundations and sponsors.  
Demand:  The social importance of the educational market arose frequently during the course of the interviews.  In one of the first interviews, a filmmaker put forward the idea of an overall strategy being developed for the educational market that would address end users from development through production to distribution.
Those interviewed with direct knowledge of distribution all spoke of the lack of Canadian-based films available within the educational system.  The “dumbing down” of television and the ‘genre creep’ of reality programs into the domain of documentaries has resulted in fewer documentaries of relevance or usefulness in classrooms.  Further, the reduction of documentary slots by educational broadcasters has made matters worse.  
One non-theatrical distributor interviewed said that it was now producing its own material tailored to curriculum needs.  Others reported that provincial government moves to establish arrangements with online and/or streaming services, such as Ontario’s Learn 360, deliver little Canadian content and negatively affect sales of available Canadian productions.  As one interviewee said, the absence of Canadian films, videos and digital media within the educational system in Canada is comparable to teaching literature without reference to Canadian-authored books.
The survey also found interest in the educational market.  Responding to a question about re-versioning existing documentaries for the educational market, nearly 19% reported doing so.  Of those, 50% reported editing for length to fit with classroom periods, others had developed teaching guides or added additional relevant content to a DVD.  Though the number of respondents that have taken steps to re-version and expand the potential market for their completed productions into the educational sector is relatively small, it is worth noting that only 18% of them reported re-versioning for online marketing and distribution.  Further, about 88% of the respondents indicated that having reliable information about what educators need in terms of documentary content and format would be ‘helpful’ or ‘very helpful.’
The survey also found that producers have a significant interest in the educational market:
Asked to rank activities that could help in producing more documentaries, respondents ranked ‘information about educational market needs’ as 3rd most helpful out of eight options.  
All survey respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed to a series of statements including two about relevance of documentaries to the educational market.  Overwhelmingly, the response was positive: 89% agreed or strongly agreed for the K-12 educational market segment and 82% for the post-secondary educational market segment.
Current Supply: NFB is clearly a significant national player in the educational sector, though some have expressed the view that its new focus on digital interactive productions has reduced the utility of these for educational end users.
Outside of Reel Canada’s call in The Red Oasis for more access to Canadian films – primarily feature films – through a program showcasing such films in schools, there is no advocate on a national level for any concerted strategy to address Canadian educational content in film, video and new digital media.
It is anticipated that Reel Canada and the CAFDE will seek funding for the Ontario pilot project referenced in Section 5 of this report from the Ontario Entertainment and Creative Clusters Partnership Fund.  
Financial Feasibility:  As this is a new and relatively undefined initiative, we have not arrived at any realistic estimate of the costs involved in establishing a research capability and developing curriculum information base. Broadly it should be feasible within a $250,000 budget supplemented by funding for re-versioning existing material and/or supporting the creation of new educational products.
This would need to be explored further, in consultation with non-theatrical distributors active in this educational sector.
Education is a provincial government jurisdiction and therefore unlikely to attract federal government funding support, so private sector sources of income would be needed. A preliminary assessment of possible funding suggests some degree of optimism may be warranted.  For example, according to Philanthropic Foundations Canada, the educational sector ranks second in importance only to social services and ahead of health with some $40 million contributed by its members.[footnoteRef:76]  Another idea put to us during the course of our research involved approaches to ‘angel’ investors with social and or cultural objectives.   [76:  Philanthropic Foundations Canada website: http://pfc.ca/en/about/our-members/ ] 

Corporate Capacity: The CIFVF recognized the value of Canadian audio-visual material aimed at the educational market.  It therefore offers both experience and a track record within this market segment that would underpin its credibility in pursuing initiatives in this field.
Promotion of Canadian audio-visual material for the educational market nationally is a role that CIFVF had played to some degree, and indeed the Corporation has one Board position designated for an educational end user group representative.  However, the prominence of this part of its mandate may have been subsumed by its attention both to emerging filmmakers and to broader non-theatrical end users including social and community groups and other institutions.
Alternatively, it could become a partner with Reel Canada’s initiative through a direct contribution.
Rating 
	
	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Education Market 
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	10



[bookmark: _Toc303159917]Conclusion
The cumulative ratings for the options considered above are presented in Figure 12, page 70.  On balance, our assessment of the various options is that most obtain low ratings because there are either (i) credible programs already in the field or looking at offering a similar service, or (ii) the service requires funding allocated through public policy decisions that is highly unlikely to be forthcoming in the current environment. Because of these factors, the educational market development option achieves the highest ranking. 
The rankings indicate that establishing a new capacity in the educational sector, on that builds on the CIFVF track record, would be welcomed by the independent production community and offers a potential link into philanthropic foundation sources that have not been tapped by the industry.  
A new initiative targeted at the educational sector has been identified that offers the Canadian Non-Theatrical Film and Video Corporation the potential to carve out a unique role that can demonstrate valuable outcomes and therefore attract private sector sponsorship. Even in this case, the Reel Canada pilot project with CAFDE may present competition to realizing a new role for the Corporation – or an opportunity to become a partner with Reel Canada in the pilot project.
[bookmark: _Ref293667138][bookmark: _Ref293667145]Figure 12: Summary Ratings and Ranking
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	Success
	Demand
	Supply
	Financial
	Capacity
	Total

	Education Market 
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	10

	Production Funding 
	3
	4
	0
	0
	1
	8

	Fiscal Sponsorship
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	6

	Mentorship Program 
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Web Products
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	4

	Outreach Strategies 
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Crowd-funding
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
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[bookmark: _Toc292874517][bookmark: _Toc303159918]Definition of “Non-Theatrical”
CIFVF identified the ‘educational/informational’ market through end-users described in its guidelines as including:
education (from kindergarten to university level)
libraries
educational or specialty television
business 
health
community groups
cultural or social service 
In 2005, Telefilm Canada’s report ‘Audiences for Canadian Documentaries’ prepared for the Documentary Policy Advisory Group provided the following definition:
The non-theatrical sector includes the following markets: schools, universities and colleges, libraries, health institutions, community associations, business and industry.  Canadian audiences are being reached in educational institutions, the workplace and the home; supplemented according to the CIFVF by educational and speciality television, home video and new media.
There is, therefore, substantial overlap between non-theatrical and the broadcast television and home entertainment (from DVD and VOD through to digital downloads).  
Yet the ‘educational/institutional’ market can represent a substantial audience: according to the National Film Board’s 2008-2009 Annual Report, its audience grew by almost 10% to over 14 million viewers in Canada.  
On balance, however, we believe that a narrow definition of non-theatrical may no longer be in the best interests of testing the next stage options that the Corporation has identified.




[bookmark: _Toc292874518][bookmark: _Ref293299975][bookmark: _Toc303159919]Provincial Agencies
The following identifies provincial agencies and programs that offer some form of development and/or production assistant for documentary films.
British Columbia 
Tax Credit: The tax credit policy and criteria make no reference to educational or non-theatrical productions within tax credit criteria, but does exclude any production produced primarily for industrial, corporate or institutional purposes. If further specifies that the production must be shown in Canada (for fair market value consideration) within 24 months after completion of the production through written agreement with another Canadian-controlled corporation that is a distributor of film or video productions, or a Canadian broadcaster (ref CRTC definition).  
Funding: BC Film does provide development funding for documentaries, but does not administer any equity investment program.  
The CIFVF had been recognized in 2008 as an ‘automatic trigger’ for BC Film project development that matched CIFVF development grants. BC Film advises that for the year 2008/09, of the 78 projects that accessed the Project Development Fund, five projects used the CIFVF as the eligible market support (the trigger).  This resulted in the five projects receiving an aggregate $12,707 in funding from BC Film.  No projects used the CIFVF as a trigger in other years.
Currently, the only funds identified as a ‘trigger’ are The Harold Greenberg Fund and ‘Canwest-Hot Docs Development Fund’. BC Film, however, advises that should the CIFVF be resurrected, it would consider adding CIFVF as a trigger to the project development fund.
Data: BC Film does not track by genre, only by feature or television (one-off or series).
  
Alberta
Grants: Alberta Multimedia Development Fund (AMDF) provides grants in lieu of provincial tax credits. Both production and development criteria exclude “production produced primarily for industrial, corporate, or institutional purposes.”  AMDF also consults with CAVCO and the CMF in interpreting ineligible genres. In June 2011, AMDF announced its production fund had been increased with now two streams providing grants of 30% for majority Alberta-owned and 27% for co-productions. AMDF is capped at $5 million per annum.
Data:  None received or otherwise available.


Saskatchewan
Tax Credit: The tax credit policy defines genre to include educational resources and informational series.  Intended market includes ‘digital, CD-ROM, new media or non-theatrical formats.’
Funding: SaskFilm provides both equity and development for factual producers. It has no plans to change this policy, or introduce new ones.  
Data: Non-theatrical Documentary Production
	
	
	#
	Value

	2006-07
	Tax Credit (Educational)
	2
	$248,176

	
	SaskFilm Equity
	7
	$169,961

	
	SaskFilm Development
	9
	$40,525

	2007-08
	Tax Credit (Educational)
	6
	$1,306,903

	
	SaskFilm Equity
	7
	$200,500

	
	SaskFilm Development
	6
	$41,671

	2008-09
	Tax Credit (Educational)
	6
	$1,328,192

	
	SaskFilm Equity
	11
	$264,363

	
	SaskFilm Development
	6
	$28,418

	2009-10
	Tax Credit (Educational)
	4
	$494,694

	
	SaskFilm Equity
	8
	$224,401

	
	SaskFilm Development
	2
	$11,700

	2010-11
	Tax Credit (Educational)
	1
	$202,637

	
	SaskFilm Equity
	6
	$210,000

	
	SaskFilm Development
	13
	$83,404



Manitoba 
Tax Credit: Definition of genre includes ‘educational/instructional’ as well as ‘documentary.’  The definition of market includes ‘non-theatrical’ as well as ‘Other,’ in addition to theatrical and television
Funding: In April 2011, Manitoba Film & Music (MFM) announced guidelines for its new Television and Web-Based Production Fund (replaces the Market-Driven Television Development and Production Funds). Guidelines specify that “formal or curriculum based educational programming” is among the ineligible genres and programming formats for both television and web-based projects. 





Data: 
	Documentary Projects 
	#
	Value

	2006-07
	Development
	3
	$107,400

	
	Production
	37
	$18,435,203

	
	Total
	40
	$18,542,603

	2007-08
	Development
	3
	$137,837

	
	Production
	30
	$16,653,262

	
	Total
	33
	$16,791,099

	2008-09
	Development
	4
	$207,855

	
	Production
	32
	$19,403,889

	
	Total
	36
	$19,611,744

	2009-10
	Development
	4
	$128,843

	
	Production
	37
	$20,930,118

	
	Total
	41
	$21,058,961

	2010-11
	Development
	2
	$73,103

	
	Production
	29
	$16,776,131

	
	Total
	31
	$16,849,234


 Note: 
Total budgets for development funded by MFM and for production (via tax credit) 
A project that is "curriculum based" is not eligible to receive funding from MFM or the MB Tax Credits - they cannot be strictly educational.  
MFM data do not track projects based on their intended "Market", so do not have statistics on specifically "educational/institutional" projects.  
Development figures/stats are from applications submitted to MFM, but not all projects received MFM financial assistance.
MB Tax Credit program applicants have up to 2.5 years from the end of their project to submit their paperwork.  There were more documentary projects filmed in 2010/11 than indicated, but MFM is only able to report on the projects received to date.

Ontario 
Tax Credit: No reference to educational or non-theatrical; specifically excludes a production produced primarily for industrial, corporate or institutional purposes. Market: agreement with an Ontario-based distributor or a Canadian broadcaster to be shown in Ontario within two years of completion and, if for television, is guaranteed to be shown between 7:00 and 11:00 pm (an exception is made to the prime time requirement in the case of children’s programming)
Funding: Ontario Media Development Corporation (OMDC) Film Fund investment is limited to feature films, including documentaries, which are made for theatrical release.
Data: No separate data provided. OMDC referred to data provided for Getting Real. The publication Ontario Profile for 2007-08 reported the production volume for documentaries at $170 million and for ‘educational & other’ at $69 million.

Quebec
Tax Credit: Specifically excludes: 
les films produits à des fins de promotion industrielle, commerciale, corporative ou institutionnelle;
les jeux, les questionnaires ou les concours, sous toutes leurs formes, à l’exception des émissions à contenu éducatif sous forme de jeux, questionnaires ou concours destinés aux enfants de moins de 13 ans et à l’exception des productions qui sont essentiellement de la nature d’une émission de variétés constituée de prestations d’artistes de la scène pour au moins les deux tiers de son contenu;
   Market: written agreement 
soit du titulaire d'une licence de radiodiffuseur émise par le Conseil de la radiodiffusion et des télécommunications canadiennes (pour les productions dont le premier marché visé est le marché télévisuelle) ;
soit du titulaire d'un permis de distribution selon lequel le film sera exploité au Québec, dans un lieu de présentation en public de films dont la vocation principale est la présentation de films de toutes les catégories prévues à l'article 81 de la Loi sur le cinéma, remplacé par l'article 14 du chapitre 21 des lois de 1991(pour les productions dont le premier marché visé est le marché de la salle)
Data : No tax credit data was provided.  SODEC annual reports provide following information on its financial assistance for documentaries: 
	Year
	Number
	Total Allocations

	2009-10
	48
	$3,029,210

	2008-09
	44
	$2,451,100

	2007-08
	40
	$2,221,080

	2006-07
	46
	$2,299,219

	2005-06
	57
	$3,132,690

	2004-05
	47
	$2,551,854

	2003-04
	47
	$2,136,121



Nova Scotia 
Tax Credit: To be eligible for the tax credit a production must be an “Eligible Film”.  Eligible films must be a commercial venture and be intended for television, cinema, videotape or non-theatrical production where the subject matter is drama, variety, performing arts, an animated or informational series, a documentary or music programming.  Films that are intended for web broadcasts are considered a non-theatrical production.
Funding: Film Nova Scotia offers development funding and investment for productions.
Data: No tax credit data available; Film Nova Scotia funding for documentaries provided for 2009 and 2010 only.
	
	
	#
	Value

	2008-09
	Development
	4
	$31,200

	
	Production
	8
	$434,500

	2009-10
	Development
	1
	$8,000

	
	Production
	7
	$273,190



Newfoundland & Labrador 
Tax Credit:  No reference in tax credit guidelines to educational or non-theatrical. Eligible: the proposal is intended for a film, television program or series or video program and the subject of the proposal is drama, variety, animation, children’s programming, music programming, an informational series or a documentary. Specific exclusions: projects produced primarily for industrial, corporate or institutional purposes.
Funding: To obtain funding under the Equity Investment Program a documentary producer must have a Canadian broadcast license.  Without a broadcast license, educational and instructional productions would not be eligible for funding.  However, the program guidelines included following as distinct category: Non-theatrical
Individual programs or series whose primary exhibition will be in a non-theatrical, non-commercial setting such as schools, universities, libraries, or exhibited on non-traditional modes of transmission
NLFDC advises that it would only consider equity investment in such productions where the producer could demonstrate how production revenue would be realized.  So essentially there would have to be some market trigger, i.e.  distribution agreement, advance on DVD sales, or an internet agreement.  Otherwise an equity investment would not be approved by NLFDC Board of Directors.

Data: From April 1, 2005 - March 31, 2010 there have been 27 documentaries with a total production value of $8,433,603 and 5 documentary series with a production value of $6,597,200: Total 31 documentaries with budgets totalling $15,030,803.

New Brunswick
Tax credit:  The government has ended tax credits, but has said that it is looking at new policy initiatives.
Data: None provided
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The following list provides the name and URL of a sample of crowd -funding sites, followed by a brief statement quoted from their website. 
Flattr: https://flattr.com/about
Flattr was founded to help people share money, not just content.  Before Flattr, the only reasonable way to donate has been to use Paypal or other systems to send money to people.  The threshold for this is quite high.  People would just ignore the option to send. (Based in Sweden)

Touscoprod: www.touscoprod.com/ca/
- to offer site visitors opportunities to support in film projects seeking finance at development, production and distribution stages.
- and to invite visitors to become members of the Site and contribute to subscribing one or more of these projects, for one or more stages of production, by buying a service or subscribing to a participation, with a view to ensuring their production and exploitation.
(Canadian subsidiary of France-based www.touscoprod.com)

IndieGoGo: www.indiegogo.com/projects 
Designed to meet your funding needs, anyone can start raising money immediately on IndieGoGo.  Offer unique perks or tax deductions to your contributors in lieu of offering profit, but always keep 100% ownership.  Each campaign has the opportunity to be featured on our homepage, placed in the press, or exposed via social media.

Interactor: http://www.filminteractor.com/
INTERACTOR is a film specific public funding platform whereby filmmakers around the world can present their Projects and Goals to their friends, family and the general public, seeking support by way of financial contributions in return for an interactive movie experience; offering unique 'perks' to the contributors.

Kickstarter:  www.kickstarter.com/ 
Kickstarter is the largest funding platform for creative projects in the world. Every month, tens of thousands of amazing people pledge millions of dollars to projects from the worlds of music, film, art, technology, design, food, publishing and other creative fields.
A new form of commerce and patronage.  This is not about investment or lending.  Project creators keep 100% ownership and control over their work.  Instead, they offer products and experiences that are unique to each project.  Must get full amount targeted or no money changes hands.

Pozible:  www.pozible.com.au/index.php
Australia's 1st crowdfunding platform developed for creative individuals, groups and organisations.  Pozible is not a charity nor a business investment platform and we do not allow any financial return as project rewards.

RocketHub:  http://rockethub.com/about
RocketHub is a launchpad and community for independent artists and entrepreneurs.
We offer an innovative way to raise money (Crowdfunding) and tangible opportunities to take creative products and endeavors to next level (LaunchPad Opportunities).  RocketHub is a destination for emerging artists and entrepreneurs, and those who wish to discover and support innovative work.
RocketHub Lingo:
Creatives launch RocketHub projects, upload submissions for LaunchPad Opportunities, and connect directly with Fuelers.
Fuelers support RocketHub projects and LaunchPad Opportunity submissions by voting, making financial contributions, and spreading the word through their networks.

 Verkami: www.verkami.com/page/about
Verkami is a crowd funding platform for creative projects
What is crowd funding: A simple but powerful way to finance projects collectively. Verkami supports independent artists who are seeking funding to make their projects come true. An audience turned patron, will make that happen while receiving exclusive rewards in return.
How it works: Creators keep 100% ownership of their work while offering their patrons exclusive rewards like special editions, unique experiences, merchandising, access to downloads..




Sponsume:  www.sponsume.com/
We are the first generalist crowdfunding platform to have been launched in the UK and Europe and have developed a safe, secure and tested environment for your projects and backers.
The following is a copy of the text from a Sponsume page entitled The 7 Deadly Sins of Crowd funding.  
“This page is a brief and powerful guide on how to make the most out of your crowdfunding campaign.  Here is what all crowdfunding aspirants should know before launching their campaign.
1.  GREED - It’s not just about the money!
Crowd funding gives you the chance to raise awareness and build an audience prior to - or while -working on your project.  Many successful creators consider these benefits to be more valuable than the funding.  
Non-monetary benefits of crowd funding include:
Showing the world that you are not the only one to believe in your project (known as “third party validation” in marketing speak).
Building a network of supporters and advocates - even if people don’t buy your vouchers, they may talk about your project to their social network.  (“word of mouth” marketing)
Starting distributing your product by selling your project vouchers - i.e.  pre-sell your product (“market testing”).
Getting assistance from the public: let fans participate in your project.  Hear their feedback!
2.  GLUTTONY – What is a reasonable funding target?
It is ALWAYS better to meet your target than not to meet your target.  Sounds obvious? So please choose a goal that’s small enough that you can confidently meet and exceed.  Exceeding your target will add a touch of brilliance to your campaign!
Bear in mind you can always come back for another round of funding later.
As to the precise amount:
Be straightforward about your actual costs, this is what you need to raise.
Think about how many vouchers you need to sell to reach your target.  Is that a realistic number of sales?
There generally is a strong correlation between the size your existing social network and how much your can raise through crowdfunding.  How many of your existing fans will contribute and how much? Be realistic.
3.  PRIDE - Actually… a bit of vanity is good when it comes to your crowdfunding video!
The public loves to see your face on your crowdfunding campaign video (no really!).  So show yourself and tell the story of your project (briefly).
Film makers: you probably already have a great trailer, but experience shows that the public often prefers to see the women, men and passion at work behind your project.
It’s even better if you can make your crowdfunding campaign video fun and original.
4.  SLOTH - ZZZ… Success is about ENGAGING your audience!
Do nothing once your project is live, and...  the odds are that nothing will happen.  That’s why sloth is by far the most lethal of all crowdfunding sins!
Crowdfunding starts with your friends, family and existing fan base.  Ask them to contribute!
Please use the tools at your disposal on the site to share your project with the world (Twitter and Facebook share, Grab the Widget, Facebook Recommend).  Ask your friends to share your project page with their social network too.
If you don’t already have an account with Twitter and/or Facebook, please create one.  Twitter is a particularly valuable marketing tool, as it travels across networks easily.  We will support your Twitter/Facebook campaign through Sponsume’s own network.
Create a mailing list (Mailchimp for instance is free for under 1000 email addresses and has great monitoring tool).  People respond more to email than social messages.  Own your public!
Talk to people about your project and crowdfunding campaign (sounds old fashioned, but it is still the most powerful medium).
The next section explains how to build an audience in more detail.
5.  LUST - Share the love!
Engaging your crowd is a bit like courting: you don’t usually just go and ask someone for sex…
Identify your audiences.  Start by asking yourself the questions: What does my project talk about (themes), where is it located (places of interest), how is it being produced (genres, methods), who is taking part (team and beyond)?
These will give you a few clues as to what kinds of public you need to engage with.  Ask yourself: who is likely to fancy my project? Who may identify with it?
Locate.  You know who they are, now check where they live (e.g.  Facebook groups).  Get in touch with the groups and their organisers.
Communicate & Build rapport.  Start a two-way conversation using a variety of media (different people respond to different stimuli), including social media, emails, talks.  Don’t ask for contributions yet.  First get to know each other…
Call to action.  Time to get intimate.  Ask them to contribute! This works better when addressed in a personal message.
Keep in touch: Tempted by a one-night stand? You’ve just built yourself a network of dedicated supporters and advocates.  Nurture and treasure it, your public/customers are an invaluable asset!
6.  WRATH - Keep cool: give yourself enough time.
However don’t give yourself too long either, or your campaign WILL stall.  Deadlines actually help get things done.
Statistically, the projects that raise the most are those with a deadline of around 70 days.  But it all depends on the nature of your project and campaign.
Just friends and family? A shorter period might do.
Building a bigger campaign with press support, etc? You’ll probably need longer.
Again, bear in mind that long campaigns (beyond around 90 days) tend to kill momentum.
Pick a milestone for your deadline (e.g.  start of pre-production), it often helps motivate your troops.
7.  ENVY - Keeping up with the (successful) Jones.
Check out what successful projects have done in the past and how they’ve done it.  Be shameless about copying what they’ve done well!”
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Bell Fund
To advance the Canadian broadcasting system, the Bell Fund encourages and funds the creation of excellent Canadian digital media, promotes partnerships and sustainable businesses in the broadcast and new media sectors, engages in research and sharing knowledge and enhances the national and international profile of industry stakeholders.
In 2010, the Bell Fund invested over $12M in 127 projects including 83 new media and related television productions, and the development of 22 new media projects.  These innovative and ground breaking projects are made possible by annual contributions from Bell TV.  Over $11 M was approved for the production of 55 interactive digital projects and 28 associated television programs.  69% of all funding was for English language projects and 31% for French language projects (some of which were bilingual); $860,575 was allocated to support the early development of 22 interactive digital projects to prepare them for production.
Since 1997, the Fund has invested over $93 M in 938 projects, including 614 in Production, 175 in Development and 149 Professional Development initiatives.  614 projects have benefited from over $86 M that has been allocated to the Production of new media projects and television programs since 1997.  78% of all funding supports the new media component and 22% supports the associated television component.  This has been allocated 66% to English language projects and 34% to French language projects (some of which were bilingual).
Source: Bell Fund 2010 Annual Report

Shaw Media-Hot Docs Funds
In 2008 Hot Docs and Canwest partnered in the creation of the Canwest-Hot Docs Documentary Funds.  In December of 2010 the funds were renamed the Shaw Media-Hot Docs Funds.  These Funds consist of a $3-million completion fund and a $1-million development fund.  Shaw Media's $4-million infusion into the Canadian documentary production community via the Funds will provide much-needed financial support to filmmakers facing financing gaps at critical stages in their projects.  Hot Docs will manage and disperse the Funds' benefit monies over a next seven-year period.
The Shaw Media-Hot Docs Funds aim to increase the quantity and quality of social, cultural and political one-off documentaries produced in Canada by Canadian-based production companies.  In nurturing Canadian talent and giving voice to a diversity of viewpoints, the Funds will ultimately help Canadian documentaries reach new audiences.
Thus far the Shaw Media-Hot Docs Funds have supported 54 Canadian documentary projects with $1,000,000 in completion grants and $359,000 in no-interest loans.
Source: website http://www.hotdocs.ca/shawmedia/ 

Rogers Documentary Fund
Rogers established the Rogers Documentary Fund in 1996 to foster the growth of documentary film production in this country in both official languages.  Its creation will help sustain Canada’s tradition of quality, independently produced documentary films and videos and ensure that these productions are seen by the widest possible audience.
To secure documentary filmmakers the opportunity to make their art, the Fund will provide financing to original, high-quality, provocative and/or controversial documentaries which are licensed for prime time national broadcast.  
The Rogers Documentary Fund will inject up to $2 million a year into documentary filmmaking in Canada.
Source: Rogers Documentary Fund Guidelines 2010: http://your.rogers.com/aboutrogers/communitysupport/rogers_documentary_fund.asp 

Quebecor Fund
Through its main television production assistance program, known as “MPAP”, the Quebecor Fund supports the Canadian production of television programs with quality content, in French, English and/or Aboriginal languages with the production of an interactive multimedia component using platforms such as interactive television, VOD and/or mobile terminals and, mandatorily, high-speed Internet.
The programs must be broadcast by a programming undertaking (PU), recognized by the CRTC for program broadcasting.  The production’s interactive multimedia component must be made available on high-speed Internet.  An interactive television application can be made for distribution on digital decoders.  The Quebecor Fund gives priority to projects that use advanced technologies allowing interactivity in both the production’s television component and the multimedia component for high-speed Internet.
Since its inception in 2000, Quebecor Fund has supported 124 projects involving 53 production companies, 27 Canadian broadcasters and 8 foreign broadcasters.  During this period, the Fund has distributed more than $33 million to support the multiplatform components of the funded projects, which amounts to 66% of the total sums invested in multimedia by the 53 participating production companies, and more than $7 million to support the television components of the same projects.
Of all the funding granted to date by the Quebecor Fund to support television and multiplatform production, 29% has gone to children/youth programs, 31% to documentaries, 31% to variety/performing arts, and 9% to drama.
Source: website http://www.fondsquebecor.ca/index.php?lang=en & December 3 2010 news release

CRTC Certified Independent Production Funds
The full list is available on the CRTC website and continues to include the CIFVF http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/general/cipfund.htm  
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National
Telefilm Canada
Pool of expertise is  made available to creators working in the film industry so they may access qualified experts able to support their professional development and the development of their projects. (The website lists 2 experts in documentary production) www.telefilm.gc.ca/en/clients/directory-mentors-consultants/ 

Canadian Media Producers Association (CMPA) National Mentorship Program
The National Mentorship Program (NMP) is Canada’s launching pad for the next generation of film, television and interactive media production talent.  Our interns train with the best independent producers in Canada in every facet of production - from development to post, drama to documentary. The program focused on Digital interactive media, the Atlantic provinces,  visible minorities and aboriginal filmmakers.
Program consists of:
Digital Media Production Program
Spots Available: 40 
Duration of Placement: 24 weeks 
Intern Stipend: $14,000 (minimum); $10,000 from the Program and minimum $4,000 from mentor
Age: 15 - 30.  Must be post-secondary graduate.
Funded by Canadian Government, Career Focus Program
Atlantic Mentorship Program 
Spots Available: 3 in Nova Scotia, 2 in Newfoundland, 2 in New Brunswick (one English and one French) 
Duration of Placement: 22 weeks
Intern Stipend: $12,000 (minimum); $8,000 from the Program and minimum $4,000 from mentor
Eligibility: No age limit.  
Funded by Nova Scotia Film, NFLD & Labrador Film Development Corp, New Brunswick.  
Telefilm Producer Trainee Program
Spots Available: 6
Duration of Placement: 26 weeks
Intern Stipend: $14,000 (minimum); $7,000 from the Program and minimum $7,000 from mentor
Eligibility: No age limit.  Must be member of a visible minority group or of aboriginal descent
Funded by Telefilm Canada

CBC – DOC: Giving Voice (apprenticeship program)
Involving CBC’s digital channel d documentary & DOC, the Masters Apprenticeship Program is the opportunity for up to 8 documentary professionals from across Canada to apprentice with a seasoned documentary filmmaker on a specific project.  The program’s objective is to assist documentary professionals interested to transition their career to further their filmmaking expertise and deepen their authorial voice.  The duration of the Apprenticeship will be a minimum of 4 months during which time the Apprentice will be paid an honorarium.
It is intended to support the development of a plurality of voices and, while the program will consider all applications, it will positively consider applications from apprentices hailing from underrepresented communities from across Canada.  Examples of underrepresented communities include: filmmakers working in remote regions, Aboriginal filmmakers, filmmakers from a linguistic minority, or a filmmaker from a diverse community working in a large urban center.
Joint application by Apprentice and Master (and neither can be related to the other). 	
Apprentice:
Must have a minimum of 2 broadcast credits or equivalent professional experience 
Must be a Canadian citizen or a permanent resident of Canada
Must not currently be enrolled as a fulltime student
Must be available to work full time for the designated apprenticeship period
Master:
Must be a DOC member in good standing
Must contribute a minimum of $4000 toward Apprentice’s honorarium
must primarily make documentaries and be recognized by their peers as an established filmmaker

Ontario
Entertainment & Creative Clusters Partnership Fund 2010
Cultural Careers Council Ontario (CCCO), in association with  Magazines Canada, Interactive Ontario (IO), Organization of Book Publishers of Ontario (OBPO), HotDocs  Creative Industries Business and Leadership Mentoring Program: To develop and evaluate a business and leadership skills mentorship program that would match senior personnel from growth-oriented companies across the cultural industries with appropriate mentors from the creative and other sectors.  Between 1-4 senior personnel in growth oriented companies (to a maximum of 15 individuals) in each of the creative industry sectors, who have been in business for at least three years, would be matched with appropriate mentors.  CCCO would provide coaching for both mentors and mentorees to ensure the establishment of a strong working relationship, monitor the teams’ progress, and provide several facilitative workshops.  

OMDC-DOC Toronto Mentorships 2011
Emerging documentary filmmakers to make most of Hot Docs (festival April 28 to May 8 and Hot Docs Forum May 4 – 5, 2011) .
Eligibility:
Producers who live and work in Ontario
Producers who have at least one broadcast credit, but not more than five
Producers must have a slate of projects in development
Must be a current DOC member
DOC Toronto has about 380 members including many international award winning documentary filmmakers.  With a shift away from advocacy work (leaving that to the National office) our chapter is now solely focused on mentorship and professional development projects and programming for both emerging, and experienced documentary media artists in Toronto.  Recently, we have put an emphasis on preparing documentary filmmakers for a shift into multi-platform production.
 
WIFT-Toronto Astral Media Mentorships
A national competitive program that gives one Canadian producer who is a visible minority, Aboriginal, or an individual with a disability the opportunity to develop their marketing strategy and hone their pitch and presentation skills in preparation for the Banff World Television Festival. (Note: Does not appear to cover documentary filmmakers)
Eligibility:
Canadian citizen, permanent resident, or landed immigrant
A woman or man who is a visible minority, Aboriginal, or an individual with a disability (visible minority is defined as:  Black/African/Caribbean, South Asian, Asian/Pacific Islanders, Middle Eastern/West Asian and Latin American)
WIFT-T member in good standing (may join at time of application)
Independent producer
Must have up to two credits (drama or children’s programming)
Minimum of three years professional experience in the television industry
Attending Banff World Television Festival for the first time as a producer
Able to participate in mentorship sessions in Banff and Toronto
Closing requirement: complete final report within two weeks of the mentorship completion
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CAVCO Special Data: notes re data methodology: 
(a) Data is available according to the federal government's fiscal year (April to March).  The fiscal year listed is the fiscal year during which principal photography for the production commenced (regardless of when the production company filed an application with CAVCO).  
(b) Data for the most recent years is preliminary and may underestimate the overall level of production activity that occurred during those fiscal years.  This is due to the possible lag time between the point in time that a production took place and the time that the production company submitted an application to CAVCO.
CAVCO also noted that under CAVCO's previous database, there were only three options (i.e. based on the categories on our then application form) for theatrical, television and non-theatrical.  Since the introduction of the online system a year ago, the new database does reflect some differences in choices for various categories.  In the case of exhibition market for instance, there are more detailed options for an applicant including “Non-theatrical (e.g.  educational)”.
For the purpose of combining data under the old and new databases (i.e.  where there may be productions for a given fiscal year in both databases), CAVCO mapped backwards the current categories to the previous categories, for the sake of consistency.  There were a relatively small number of productions in the new database for which "non-theatrical" had been selected as the primary market, but these as well as ones listing home video / direct-to-video (also a very small number) were mapped backwards for the overall non-theatrical data we prepared
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Team Leader: Jim Coflin, the firm’s president, served as project leader. Jim has demonstrated success in public policy development, program development , program evaluation and research, and organizational development. He has worked with the Ottawa film and television community on the establishment of the Ottawa-Gatineau Film and Television Development Corporation (OGFT) and its funding and governance structure.  In 2006 he conducted an evaluation of the OGFT operations for the development of a long-term strategic plan. He continues volunteer as an advisor in its ongoing operation. In 2010, he was senior consultant on the summative evaluation of the funding program for the Harbourfront Centre, a cultural educational and recreational institution on Toronto’s downtown waterfront. He has worked closely with Judith McCann on various other consultancies involving the entertainment media industry for clients both here and overseas.

Senior Consultant: Judith McCann brings extensive international experience in policy development and program management in entertainment media having served as Deputy Director of Telefilm Canada, CEO of the New Zealand Film Commission (NZFC), the South Australia Film Corporation (SAFC) and Film New Zealand. She has direct experience as a consultant with the CIFVF assisting with application processing and leading the development of the CIFVF guidelines. In her capacity as CEO at the both NZFC and SAFC, she was involved in financing documentaries among the agencies’ production slates: she was also involved in the AIDC conferences while at SAFC. Among her roles as a consultant, she was engaged by the National Screen Institute to design and implement its inaugural Aboriginal Cultural Trade Initiative involving Canada’s First Nations filmmakers and their projects, including documentary concepts, seeking co-production opportunities in New Zealand and Australia. 

Consultant: Françoyse Picard’s professional career spans the National Film Board where she developed the cinémathèque and distribution program for Ontario, the Canada Council for the Arts where she managed funding for productions by independent filmmakers and for the network of film co-ops across Canada, and also the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) where she administered its Development Information funding program for documentaries and other independent productions. She also served for many years on the selection panel for the Banff World Television Festival with specific responsibility for social documentaries.
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Licence Fees	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	98	101	113	119	118	143	131	111	Tax Credits	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	53	58	65	79	83	96	87	86	Canadian Distributor	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	9	9	11	15	11	17	15	15	Foreign	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	18	24	25	30	23	35	18	35	Production Company	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	17	20	25	22	21	17	10	7	CTF	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	54	48	43	45	46	50	52	53	Other	2001-02	2002-03	2003-04	2004-05	2005-06	2006-07	2007-08	2008-09	22	29	33	35	35	18	28	20	
$ millions
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