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Executive Summary 
This report presents the results of the formative evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors 
Program (NHSP). The program is managed by the Community Development and Partnership 
Directorate within Human Resources and Social Development Canada (HRSDC) and 
delivered by regional Service Canada staff.  During the period covered by the formative 
evaluation (2004-05 to 2006-07), the program had a total budget allocation of $32.3 million. 

Background 
The NHSP provides grants of up to $25,000 to community organizations (non-profit sector 
organizations, community-based coalitions, networks, ad hoc committees, municipal 
governments, band/tribal councils and other Aboriginal organizations) for a wide range of 
projects across Canada that encourage seniors to contribute their skills, experiences and 
wisdom in support of the social well-being in their communities, to build community 
capacity and to increase social participation and inclusion of seniors.  The NHSP helps to 
ensure that seniors are able to benefit from and contribute to the quality of life in their 
communities through social participation and active living. 

In its first year of operation (2004/05), the program awarded approximately $5 million 
in grants.  In 2005/06, the grants budget increased to $11.7 million, and in 2006/07, 
it increased further to $15.6 million. 

As a result of changes announced in Budget 2007, the Program now offers three types of 
funding to organizations: Community Participation and Leadership; Capital Assistance 
and Elder Abuse Awareness.  

Evaluation Scope and Methodology 
The formative evaluation covered the first three years of program funding for the Community 
Participation and Leadership (CPL) component: 2004-05; 2005-06; and 2006-07.  It was 
focused on six specific evaluation issues: 

• whether the program is designed so that it can achieve its stated objectives and anticipated 
outcomes; 

• whether the program has been implemented and delivered as intended; 

• the efforts made to raise stakeholder awareness of the program; 

• the adequacy of the management and performance information systems in place, including 
whether the appropriate data was being collected to support the summative evaluation; 

• the production of intended outputs; and  

• the achievement of short-term outcomes 
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Data collection and analysis for the evaluation took place between February and April 2008.  
Four main sources of information were used to conduct the formative evaluation: a review of 
documents; a review of administrative data (from the program database and a random sample 
of NHSP paper application files); key informant interviews (with NHSP staff and managers 
across the country, Regional Review Committee (RRC) members, and individuals from 
groups that represent seniors and/or are active in seniors issues at the national level and in 
each region); and a review of the results of a survey of funded and non-funded NHSP 
applicants.   This report summarizes the findings from all four lines of inquiry. 

Key Findings 

Program Design 

The program appears to be designed in a way so that it can realistically attain its stated 
objectives and outcomes. The logic model, while consistent with program documents, 
needs to be revisited with respect to overlapping outcomes.   

Most key informants believed that the program budget was sufficient and that the grant 
size was adequate.  The program has funded 1,730 projects over a three-year period and 
over two-thirds of applications were for less than $25,000. 

Key informants identified the grants-based design and use of Regional Review Committees 
to review applications as the main strengths of the program.   

Implementation and Delivery  

For the most part, the NHSP is being implemented as intended. Each region has an RRC 
or equivalent, and there is flexibility in how the program is delivered in each region.  
This flexibility allows the NHSP to be responsive to unique community needs and 
circumstances.  

Funded applicants appear to be satisfied with most elements of the program.  Non-funded 
applicants were less satisfied, in particular with the lack of a clear explanation about why 
their applications were turned down. Nevertheless, most non-funded applicants indicated 
that they would reapply.  Both funded and non-funded applicants have become increasingly 
dissatisfied with the amount of time it takes to review the applications.  

There appears to be relatively little duplication or overlap with other Canadian programs. 
There are similar programs at the provincial level in Nova Scotia and Québec, as well as 
for First Nations groups in British Columbia; but for the most part, the NHSP fills a 
unique niche in promoting the involvement of seniors in their communities. 
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Outreach and Promotion  

The program’s outreach and promotional efforts appear to be adequate.  The regional staff 
have used a wide variety of methods to engage the communities in their regions, including 
mail-outs of applications kits, presentations to communities or groups, advertisements, and 
one-on-one communication. Over time, a greater percentage of applications have met the 
eligibility requirements, indicating that the regional communications and promotional 
efforts have been effective.  

Key informants thought that outreach efforts were most effective when there was in-person 
contact and assistance with the application. This is taking place in every region.  

Survey respondents indicated that the most useful methods of informing applicants about 
the program are sending information packages in the mail and posting information on the 
NHSP website. Both funded and non-funded applicants found the website to be an effective 
communications tool.   

Performance Measurement and Monitoring  

For the most part, NHSP has the necessary management and performance information and 
the administrative data/systems in place to effectively manage the program.  The program 
has a Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) in place that identifies performance 
indicators and describes how program monitoring will be periodically gathered.  However, 
lack of flexibility in the Common System for Grants and Contributions (CSGC) means that 
some performance measures have to be collected manually from paper files.  

The NHSP is currently gathering the information that will be needed to report on the output 
indicators, with the exception of the number of targeted mailings promoting the program. 

The performance indicators for program outputs are appropriate and informative. However, 
those identified as program outcomes do not give a full flavour of the intended outcomes of 
the NHSP. Many of these relate to outputs rather than outcomes.  There is also some overlap 
amongst the indicators for different levels of outcomes, and between different outcomes at 
the same level, which contributes to confusion about what the defining features of each 
outcome really are. These issues could have an impact on obtaining the data necessary for a 
summative evaluation.   

The CSGC database contains data that are sufficiently accurate and complete to meet 
most management needs and to inform the program’s performance indicators for outputs, 
with some exceptions.  
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Production of Outputs  

Evidence gathered from documents, key informants and administrative data indicate that 
the NHSP has produced most of its intended outputs. Regional Review Committees or 
equivalents have been formed in each region and they establish regional funding priorities 
each year.  Although not all regions have formal promotional and awareness plans, all of 
the regions undertake a variety of promotional activities to engage target communities. 

A total of 1,730 projects were approved in the first three rounds of funding and the approved 
projects are consistent with the program objectives and regional priorities. One concern 
expressed is that, as the number of eligible applications increases, so too does the time 
required to review and approve the applications.  

A summary roll-up report is produced each year.  It is estimated that the majority of 
funded projects submit final reports within a year of finishing up their projects1. 
Exemplary projects have been identified based on information in the applications, and 
shared with prospective applicants. Some regions have begun to identify Success Stories 
based on the outcomes described in the project final reports. 

Achievement of Short-Term Outcomes  

There is some preliminary evidence that the NHSP is achieving its short-term outcomes. 
All key informants noted that, for the most part, funding decisions matched the funding 
priorities and community needs. It supports the engagement of seniors in identifying the 
community priorities and in selecting project that address those priorities.  

Both funded applicants and key informants thought that the program was encouraging the 
use of seniors’ experience, skills and wisdom. Most of the projects involved between 
30 and 150 seniors, and preliminary evidence shows that seniors are involved in organizing 
at least some of the projects.  

Most of the funded projects continue beyond the end of the funding. The program seems 
to increase many organizations’ capacity to serve community needs by enabling them to 
enhance their programs and services.  

Networks and partnerships are being formed as a result of NHSP.  About three-quarters 
of the funded organizations developed new partnerships through the NHSP-funded 
projects. Over half of the projects had funding partners other than the sponsoring 
organization (usually between 1 and 4), which may contribute to the sustainability of the 
projects. Funding applications were often made in partnership, in some cases with new 
partners, in other cases existing partners.  

                                                      
1  Submission of project final reports is strongly encouraged, but not mandatory. 
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Funded organizations estimated that a total of $52.46 million in cash and in-kind 
contributions would be made by the sponsoring organizations and funding partners.  
This includes $37.85 million in cash contributions and $14.61 million in in-kind 
contributions. These contributions were perceived to contribute to increasing 
organizational capacity; and may also have contributed to the continuation of projects 
beyond the funding period  

Summary of Recommendations 
1. Improve the transparency of the decision-making process by providing clear and 

detailed written explanations for projects that are not awarded funding.  

2. Put measures in place to decrease the amount of time required to make decisions 
regarding funding and streamline the departmental approval process.  

3. Review and update the program’s performance indicators for outputs, immediate 
outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes.  

4. Improve the capture and collation of information about the short-term outcomes of 
the program.  

5. Ensure that CSGC data are complete for any fields that will be used for tracking 
performance or as inputs for the summative evaluation. 
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Management Response 

Introduction  
In the fall of 2007, a Formative Evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors Program 
(NHSP) was undertaken to fulfill a commitment made in the 2004 NHSP Treasury 
Board Submission. The evaluation of NSHP was conducted by Human Resources and 
Skills Development Canada (HRSDC). We wish to thank those who participated in the 
NHSP Formative Evaluation: HRSDC staff; regional Review Committee members, 
NHSP applicants—both funded applicants and those who applied for but did not receive 
funding, and stakeholders.  We are pleased to provide this management response. 

The NHSP Formative Evaluation was designed to focus on three specific evaluation issues: 
the design, delivery and management of the NHSP, which included progress made towards 
achieving results (i.e. short-term outcomes).  Four main sources of information were used 
to conduct the Formative Evaluation: a review of documents and files; a review of 
administrative data; key informant interviews (with senior government officials, NHSP and 
Service Canada staff and managers, Review Committee members, and representatives from 
groups that represent seniors and/or are active in seniors’ issues); and findings from a 
survey of funded and non-funded applicants. 

NHSP grant funding enables non-profit organizations across Canada to carry out projects 
that encourage seniors to be involved with their communities by sharing their skills, wisdom 
and experience.  The overall objective is to help ensure that seniors are able to benefit from 
and contribute to the quality of life in their community through their social participation and 
active living. The Evaluation concludes that the NHSP is being implemented as intended 
and that the Program is designed in a way that it can realistically attain its stated objectives 
and outcomes. Overall, the Formative Evaluation of the NHSP provided management with 
the assurance that program design and delivery promotes the intended results to be reached. 
We acknowledge the observations in this Formative Evaluation and intend to take into 
consideration the key findings and suggestions outlined therein. While some areas for 
improvement have been identified, generally, the key findings outlined in the formative 
evaluation are very positive.   

The Formative Evaluation made five recommendations to NHSP; below is each 
recommendation and the NHSP’s Management Response. 
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Program Implementation and Delivery  
Recommendation 1:  Improve the transparency of the decision making process by 
providing clear and detailed written explanations for projects that are not awarded 
funding. Currently, non-funded project proponents can request a debrief indicating 
precisely why they were not eligible, or how they ranked in comparison to other 
projects that received funding.  According to program representatives, many non-
funded applicants do not pursue this option. 

• The Department agrees that it is important to have a transparent decision making 
process.  To this end, steps have been taken to ensure transparency, including: detailed 
decision template letters tailored to the reason(s) for project rejection; encouraging 
applicants to contact the department for a detailed explanation by a program officer; and, 
providing a Question and Answer for unsuccessful applicants—on the program website—
that includes information on further steps that unsuccessful applicants can follow to obtain 
more information on the rejected application and/or ideas for future projects. 

• While the onus is on the applicant to contact the Department if they would like to 
discuss their application, program staff also make efforts to work with non-funded 
applicants to make suggestions on ways to improve their proposals for future Calls for 
Proposals, and include this as part of their annual outreach and promotion plans. 

• Ensuring that applicants fully understand the Program’s eligibility criteria when they 
apply for funding is key to a successful application process. When promoting the 
Program, Program officers suggest to organizations that they contact them as they 
develop a project idea to receive feedback on its potential eligibility.  We have revised 
our program materials (application and guidelines) to reinforce this message. 

Recommendation 2:  Put measures in place to decrease the amount of time required to 
make decisions regarding funding and streamline the Departmental approval process.  
For example, allowing ongoing submission of applications, with the Regional Review 
Committees (RRCs) reviewing applications four times per year (rather than once per 
year) might be considered as this would likely reduce the amount of time required for 
funding decisions at any given sitting.  It would also put less pressure on organizations 
to meet deadlines and so could conceivably result in better applications.  

• The Department agrees with the principle of this recommendation which is to explore 
ways in which funding decisions can be made more quickly. Since the launch of the 
program, applicants have been advised when they could expect a decision – this is 
included in application package, on the website and in the acknowledgement letter that 
is sent to organizations when they submit an application. We inform them that the 
approval/decision-making process normally takes approximately five months from the 
closing date of the Call for Proposals.   

• We continually look for ways in which the application process can be improved.  
For example, Program staff streamlined the internal approval process through the use of 
templates and by fast-tracking documents where possible, so that internal efficiencies 
are achieved. These processes have been adopted by other HRSDC programs as a best 
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practice. However, the high volume of the applications to be processed and the need 
to schedule assessment around the availability of the external review committee 
members limits to some extent our capacity to shorten decision timelines. 

• In 2008-09, NHQ and regional officials considered the feasibility of introducing an 
on-going application intake process on a pilot basis--through a working group created 
to examine this issue.  The consensus of this regional working group was that the 
measure would not be a feasible option at this time.  The Program works with a network 
of external review committees, whose membership includes government officials, seniors, 
and representatives from seniors and other community organizations.  The committee 
members, who are mainly volunteers, assess and recommend proposals. For the on-going 
intake process to be effective, the committees would have to meet on a more frequent basis 
to assess and recommend applications.   

• A key concern is the capacity and availability of the review committee members to 
participate in additional assessment processes. The review committees were established 
in 2004 when the Program was smaller, both in terms of budget and the number of 
funding streams.  The committees now review a large volume of applications for both the 
CPL and CA funding components -- over 2200 applications were reviewed in 2008-09.  
Review committee members make a significant time commitment to come together twice 
a year for the CPL and CA assessment processes. Many committee members have 
expressed concerns about the extent of the commitment that is now required of them and 
would be reluctant to participate in additional meetings.   

• The application intake and assessment process will be reviewed in 2009-10 in light of 
the findings of the implementation review of the CA funding stream, which includes 
key informant interviews with review committee members. 

Performance Measurement and Monitoring 
Recommendation 3:  Review and update the program’s performance indicators for 
outputs, immediate outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes.  
Indicators should be directly relevant to the output or outcome, feasible to measure 
over time, and, cumulatively, should provide sufficient benefit to justify the burden of 
ongoing measurement. 

• The Department agrees with this recommendation. The current performance measurement 
framework (PMF) contains key performance indicators (KPI’s) which are relevant to the 
outputs and immediate/ intermediate outcomes contained in the Program’s Logic Model.  
These KPI’s are populated annually for each round of funding—after the project 
approval process and reports are produced annually.  These KPI’s are strong output 
indicators, however, developing strong outcome indicators for the PMF has been 
challenging.  Upon review of the recommendations in the formative evaluation report 
(i.e. the assessment of NHSP performance measures within the Document Review 
Technical Report), Program staff did further work on the PMF. This work included 
adding some indicators as recommended by the evaluators and further refinement of the 
wording of other indicators.  This activity was completed in fall 2008. 
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• Measuring the achievement of long-term outcomes is very challenging for most programs 
of a social development nature.  In the case of the NHSP, the stated long-term outcome is 
“vibrant and inclusive communities that benefit from the increased participation of 
seniors in community life”.  Measuring the degree of achievement of this outcome is 
complex due to the attribution effect, i.e. there are other social development initiatives 
(by various levels of government) that also positively contribute towards the achievement 
of this outcome. The evaluators have provided some suggested outcome indicators. 
These require further study, along with other potential indicators, to determine whether 
appropriate indicators can be identified that can be measured in a practical, cost-effective 
and ongoing way by project sponsors or through the evaluation process, (e.g. “actual” 
networking by seniors within funded projects may be difficult to quantify).  

• The Impact Evaluation of CPL is now underway and early results, which will provide 
additional feedback on the program outcomes and measures, will be available in 
fall 2009.  While the Program awaits the results of this evaluation activity, a review 
will be initiated in Fall 2009 of the NHSP logic model, outcomes and related measures 
to ensure that both the cause and effect relationships are consistent with the Program’s 
intent and that the appropriate outcomes, indicators and measures can be developed. 
Guidance will be sought from experts in the field of evaluating social development 
programs to assist with this exercise that will target on arriving at fewer and better Key 
Performance Indicators for NHSP. 

Recommendation 4:  Improve the capture and collation of information about the 
short-term outcomes of the program. This information is available in the project final 
reports, but is not captured in a database that can be readily analysed. One possibility 
would be to adapt the CSGC to capture this type of information. 

• The Department agrees with this recommendation. NHQ recognizes that the final 
reports from projects provide valuable quantitative and qualitative information that is 
essential to report on a number of the KPI’s. The current project management database, 
the Department’s Common System for Grants and Contributions,(CSGC) captures 
some of the final report information in the Close-out Summary screen.  However, this 
database does not meet the Program’s ongoing performance and program reporting 
requirements as it was not designed in a way that can capture all of the pertinent 
information from the final reports. An analysis of the feasibility of modifying the 
CSGC Close-out summary is underway. 

• To counter for this weakness in the CSGC, NHSP Program officials have developed a 
data collection process to capture a set group of success indicators from the final reports 
information of the Community Participation and Leadership (CPL) component.  Program 
officials in the regions have been tasked with the responsibility of extracting and 
recording the data from the final reports in a nationally developed tool.  This information 
will be rolled up into a Microsoft Access database which will then allow the data to be 
synthesized and used for analysis. This activity has commenced and is scheduled for 
completion in spring 2009.  In 2009-10, it will be expanded to capture information for 
projects funded under the Capital Assistance and Elder Abuse Awareness components of 
the program.  
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Recommendation 5:  Ensure that CSGC data are complete for any fields that will be used 
for tracking performance or for the summative evaluation (e.g., number of participants, 
number of seniors, approval date, OLMC, amount of funding requested, project status). 

• The Department agrees with this recommendation.  These activities are ongoing and 
Program officials will continue to stress the importance of comprehensive and accurate 
data entry. NHQ provides guidance to the Regional program staff on the Program’s forms 
and templates and the CSGC data entry procedures and timelines.  In summer 2008, NHQ 
updated the program’s operational manual for CSGC data entry.  Regional staff are 
reminded about new data entry requirements and or emerging issues through e-mails, 
teleconferences and bulletins.  CSGC data entry and the importance of field completion—
including non-mandatory fields used in classifying projects—are also addressed during 
learning forums and orientation/training sessions. 

• The new Service Canada structural model for program delivery brings together labour 
market and social development programming under a consistent organizational structure 
across regions.  This should also provide enhanced opportunities for more consistent 
processes and training. 

Future Application of NHSP Formative Evaluation 
Recommendations 
In summary, the initial conclusions of the evaluation are quite positive and provide good 
recommendations for improvements to the Department’s management of the Program.  
This evaluation further contributes to the Department’s accountability and has resulted in the 
further refinement of the key performance indicators and the development of a data collection 
strategy for final reporting information.  The evaluation conclusions and recommendations will 
continue to inform NHSP’s planning, priorities and future investments in results reporting. 
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1. Introduction and Context 
This final summary report presents the findings of the formative evaluation of the 
New Horizons for Seniors Program (NHSP), which focused on design, delivery and 
management issues and examined the activities, outputs and short-term outcomes of NHSP.  

The report is organized in five sections: 

• Section 1 describes the program as well as the context of the evaluation, including the 
purpose of the evaluation and the issues being explored. 

• Section 2 describes the methods that were used to collect and analyse data, and outlines 
the strengths and limitations of the methodology.  

• Section 3 summarizes the key findings for each evaluation question, drawing from the 
findings of all lines of inquiry.  

• Section 4 presents conclusions drawn from the findings. 

• Section 5 identifies specific recommendations for the New Horizons for Seniors Program. 

1.1 Program Description 
The NHSP provides grants of up to $25,000 to community organizations for a wide range 
of projects across Canada that encourage seniors to contribute their skills, experiences 
and wisdom in support of the social well-being in their communities, to build community 
capacity and to reduce the risk of social isolation of seniors.  The specific objectives, 
identified in the program’s 2004 Terms and Conditions, are to: 

• Harness the skills, experience and wisdom of seniors to help themselves and their 
community; 

• Reduce the risk of social isolation of seniors;  

• Strengthen social foundations at the community level and invest in social wellbeing;  

• Ensure all seniors are able to benefit from, and contribute to, the quality of life in their 
community through social participation and lifelong active living; and 

• Develop governance approaches that encourage provincial, territorial and municipal 
governments as well as voluntary, social economy and non-profit sector, to work 
collaboratively within communities to effectively address existing or emerging issues. 
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1.1.1 Inputs 
The NHSP was implemented following the 2004 Budget, which announced $8 million in 
funding for 2004-05. In response to overwhelming demand, the Government of Canada 
announced an increase in funding to the NHSP by an additional $5 million (for a total budget 
of $13 million) in 2005-06, and $10 million (for a total budget of $18 million) in 2006-07.  
Table 1 provides a breakdown of the budget for each fiscal year. 

Table 1 
Annual NHSP Budget 

Funding 
Year Grants Budget 

Operation & Maintenance (O&M) 
Budget Total Budget 

2004-05 $5,000,000 $3,000,000 $8,000,000 
2005-06 $11,700,000 $3,300,000 $15,000,000 
2006-07 $15,600,000 $4,400,000 $20,000,000 
Sources: Grants budget from annual roll-up reports; total budget from NHSP Allocation Model & Operations 
Guide; O&M budget computed by subtracting the grants budget from the total budget 

1.1.2 Activities and Outputs 
Figure 1 shows the logic model for NHSP as of April 2007, depicting the activities and 
outcomes of the program during the time period of the evaluation.2 The logic model 
reflects the activities, outputs, and outcomes of the program, with one exception: the 
output of “networks and partnerships” was subsequently eliminated as an output3, and so 
is not included in this evaluation. 

The specific activities of the NHSP are: 

• Community Engagement: Informing stakeholders and targeted communities about what the 
NHSP is trying to accomplish and how organizations can access funding (e.g., through 
meetings, speaking engagements, stakeholder consultations, distribution of written 
information, and the NHSP web site). It also includes the establishment of Regional 
Review Committees and the setting of priorities to guide calls for applications.  

• Grants Administration: Administering grants agreements encompasses a range of 
activities, such as developing the call for applications, screening proposals, assessing 
and recommending applications, preparing grant letters, monitoring and reporting on 
the impact of funded projects, and closing out the projects once they are complete. 

• Performance Management: Ongoing program management and improvement that 
includes reviewing  project final reports to identify Success Stories that could be shared 
with the NHSP’s stakeholder groups; producing a Best Practices report; continuous 
review and improvement of program processes; and identification of emerging issues 
that could affect the program’s success. 

                                                      
2  There were earlier logic models that differed slightly from this one, however, the April, 2007 logic model most closely 

reflects the NHSP during the period relevant to the formative evaluation. 
3  Networks and partnerships were determined to be an outcome of the program, rather than a direct result of program activities. 



 

Formative Evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors Program 3 

Figure 1 
NHSP logic model 

 

The outputs of these activities are: 

• Identification of funding priorities that are appropriate to the regions.  
• Development and implementation of regional promotions/awareness plans, so that groups 

who might apply and be eligible for funding are aware of the program and understand both 
the purpose of the funding and the selection criteria. 

• Granting of funds to projects that meet program criteria and regional priorities.  
• Annual summary reports for the program, continuous program improvements, and 

examples of Success Stories that can be used as a promotional tool to develop similar 
projects in other communities. 
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1.1.3 Grant Eligibility 
Activities eligible for NHSP funding include: the active engagement of seniors in the 
social well-being of their communities; promotion of social citizenship; strengthening of 
social capital through partnership and network building; investments in community social 
infrastructure; and knowledge generation and learning that results in social innovation. 

Activities must be incremental, augmenting and not duplicating those currently existing in 
the community.  They must be non-profit in nature; address local community priorities and 
interests; be consistent with NHSP objectives; and respond to departmental priorities. 
In addition, activities must be inspired by seniors, implemented by seniors and benefit seniors. 

1.1.4 Program Outcomes 
The funded projects should collectively contribute to the NHSP short-term outcomes, 
which are expected to be achieved within one to three years. These are: 

• Community priorities are addressed;  

• Seniors’ experience, skills and wisdom are utilized;  

• Funded organizations have increased capacity to serve community needs; 

• Seniors are connected through networks and partnerships. 

The short-term outcomes should to lead to intermediate outcomes that will be achieved 
within three to five years. The intermediate outcomes for NHSP are: 

• Community capacity to respond to existing or emerging social challenges. 

• Social participation, empowerment and inclusion of seniors.  

• Engagement of seniors in the community. 

Over the long-term, the NHSP is intended to result in vibrant and inclusive communities 
that benefit from the increased participation of seniors in community life. 

1.1.5 Program Management and Delivery 
The New Horizons for Seniors Division of National Headquarters (NHQ) is responsible 
for managing the program. This includes responsibility for monitoring all program 
expenditures and activities, both at the national headquarters and the regional levels, as 
well as for monitoring projects and their outcomes.  Program outcomes are assessed in 
the context of evaluations. 

Service Canada regional staff are responsible for the ongoing delivery of NHSP. Regional 
staff are also responsible for community engagement and liaison, establishing and 
supporting the operations of their Regional Review Committees (RRCs) and establishing 
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and maintaining partnerships with provincial and territorial officials on NHSP matters. 
Financial resources are provided to regions to support these functions. Program delivery 
does vary by region (e.g., different stakeholder engagement methods are used in different 
regions; each region has its own set of priorities for funding, etc.). 

In all regions except Québec, voluntary Regional Review Committees (RRCs) have been 
established with representation from all three levels of government, seniors’ organizations, 
seniors themselves, and other people active in seniors’ issues. This approach is intended to 
take account of regional differences in program delivery. Supported by regional staff, 
RRCs in each province and territory are mandated to set priorities for project solicitation, 
develop criteria for individual project assessment, and recommend and rank projects for 
approval by HRSDC. 

In Québec, a Joint Management Committee (JMC) fills the role of the RRC. The JMC 
includes regional NHSP representatives, as well as representatives from the Secrétariat aux 
aînés du Québec. This arrangement enables the province to coordinate the NHSP funding 
process with that province’s Du coeur à l'action pour les aînés du Québec / Heartfelt Action 
for Québec’s Seniors (formerly the Engagés dans l’action pour les aînés program), which 
has similar objectives relating to the social participation of seniors.  

1.2 Evaluation Context 
The formative evaluation was intended to help improve the program. It focused on 
design, delivery and management issues, and examined activities, outputs and short-term 
outcomes of NHSP. The evaluation was guided by the following questions. 

Program Design  

1. Is the program designed in such a way that it can realistically attain its stated objectives 
and anticipated outcomes?  

• Does the logic model reflect how the program currently operates?  

• Is the logic model adequately reflecting the program links between the activities and 
the expected outcomes? 

Program Implementation and Delivery  

2. Is the NHSP implemented and delivered as intended?  

• Should changes be made to program delivery to improve its efficiency and 
effectiveness?  

• Are resources sufficient? 
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3. What efforts have been made to raise the stakeholder community’s awareness of the 
program?  

• What kind of outreach was done?  

• How effective was it?  

• What are the barriers, if any? 

4. Does the program have adequate management and performance information and 
administrative data/systems to effectively and efficiently manage the program?  

• Are the performance measurement indicators adequate and appropriate?  

• What is the quality of the available performance data?  

• Is the data needed for a summative evaluation being collected?  

• Are there gaps to be filled? 

Early Results 

5. To what extent has the program produced its intended outputs?  

• What is the profile of projects in each of the regions?  

• What barriers work against achieving the intended outputs?  

• What supports the achievement of the intended outputs? 

6. To what extent has the program achieved its short-term outcomes?  

• What barriers work against achieving the intended outcomes?  

• What supports the achievement of the intended outcomes? 

• What unintended outcomes have occurred? 
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2. Evaluation Methods 
The evaluation gathered information through four different lines of inquiry: a document 
review; key informant interviews; administrative data and file review; and a survey of 
applicants. The evaluation issues matrix in Appendix A shows the lines of inquiry that 
were used to collect information for each of the evaluation issues and questions.  
This section briefly describes each of the methods used. 

2.1 Document Review 
Program documents were reviewed at both the national and regional levels. At the 
national level, documents included the program’s Results-Based Management and 
Accountability Framework (RMAF), Performance Measurement Framework, Program 
Terms and Conditions, the Early Implementation Review report, the Operations Guide, 
budgets, annual reports, forms used in delivering the program, and communications 
with the regions.  These documents helped to develop a description of the program. 
Regional documents included promotions/awareness plans, records of outreach and 
communications, regional review committee records, examples of innovative projects, 
and any region-specific tools used in screening and assessing proposals. These documents, 
by providing information about how the program operated at the regional level, were useful 
in highlighting the similarities and differences between regions. 

The information from the documents was analyzed using content analysis based on the 
evaluation questions. Relevant information from each document was organized by evaluation 
question, and the overall findings and conclusions were summarized for each evaluation 
question, with notations of agreement or discrepancies between different documents. 

2.2 Key Informant Interviews 
Interviews were conducted in February and March, 2008 with 58 key informants: two senior 
government officials; 22 NHSP staff and managers (both national and in each region); 
14 Regional Review Committee (RRC) members (including all regions except for the 
Northwest Territories); and 20 representatives from stakeholder groups (i.e., groups that 
represent seniors and/or are active in seniors issues at the national level and in each region.  
Some, but not all of these groups, had received funding from NHSP). The breakdown of 
interviews by group and region is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Breakdown of Interviewees by Group and Region 

Region 
Senior 

Government 
NHSP Staff 

and Managers 
RRC 

Members 
Stakeholder Group 

Representatives 
National 2 6 n/a 2 
Alberta 0 2 2 2 
British Columbia 0 2 1 1 
Manitoba 0 1 1 1 
New Brunswick 0 1 2 1 
Newfoundland & Labrador 0 1 1 1 
Nova Scotia 0 1 1 1 
Nunavut 0 1 1 2 
Northwest Territories 0 1 0 1 
Ontario 0 1 1 1 
Prince Edward Island 0 1 1 1 
Québec  0 2 1 3 
Saskatchewan 0 1 1 2 
Yukon 0 1 1 1 
Total 2 22 14 20 

Interviews were conducted by telephone because of the large geographic distances 
involved in this project. Using telephone interviews made it possible to conduct a large 
number of interviews within the evaluation budget, and also enabled the evaluators to 
schedule interviews at times convenient to the respondents. 

Key informants were selected purposefully, so that those interviewed were the most 
knowledgeable within their group about the program as implemented between 2004-05 
and 2006-07. The national managers identified appropriate regional staff and senior 
officials to interview, and regional program staff identified appropriate RRC members 
and stakeholder groups. 

Depending on their level of involvement with the program, key informants were asked 
about program design, delivery, communication and outreach, administrative/performance 
information, the process of making funding decisions, and program improvements. 
Interviews with program staff, managers, and RRC members were approximately one hour. 
Interviews with senior officials and other stakeholder groups lasted between 20-30 minutes. 
All but one of the interviews were conducted by telephone. 

A coding key was developed after a preliminary review of the interview notes. The coding 
key included common themes that emerged from the notes. The interview data were then 
analysed thematically using NVivo qualitative analysis software. Interview responses were 
coded according to the type of key informant and region, so that themes for each group 
could be identified if required. Each theme was then summarized, using the words of the 
respondents if possible. 
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An indicator of the number of times a theme was mentioned was incorporated into the 
narrative, using the following descriptors:  

• No/none: no individual identified the particular issue or topic.  

• Few/very few: one or two individuals expressed a particular opinion.  

• A minority: between one-quarter and one-half of the individuals interviewed 
expressed a particular opinion. 

• A majority: the majority of, but not all, individuals were of the same opinion and/or 
held similar perceptions regarding a selected issue or topic. 

• All: All interviewees questioned on the topic expressed the same view or held the 
same/similar opinion. 

2.3 Administrative Data Review 
The administrative data review included information stored electronically in the Common 
System for Grants and Contributions (CSGC), as well as information from the paper files 
of a stratified random sample of applications and funded projects. 

The CSGC contains data on NHSP activities and expenditures, project proposal 
information, and project reporting information. The review of CSGC data included 
all applications submitted between 2004-05 and 2006-07, inclusive. The relevant fields 
were extracted from the database, and imported and analysed using SPSS.  

The paper files included application forms, screening and assessment materials, and for 
funded projects final project reports. A random sample of these files was reviewed, 
stratified by funding year and application status (ineligible, rejected, and awarded). 
The purpose was to gather data for the evaluation, as well as to assess the quality of the 
data in CSGC. The sample included, for each funding cycle and region: 

• 5% of applications that were deemed ineligible (sample size = 81);  

• 5% of applications that were eligible but rejected (sample size = 37); and 

• 10% of applications that were awarded funding (sample size = 173, but only 168 files 
were provided by the regions). 

The sample was drawn by the evaluators, and the regional staff provided copies of the 
paper files for the sampled projects. Relevant information from the files was entered into an 
SPSS database and analysed. Qualitative data were coded, using a coding key, prior to 
being entered into the database. 

The accuracy and completeness of the CSGC data were also assessed, with the sample of 
paper files serving as the reference point for assessing accuracy. 
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2.4 Survey of Applicants 
A telephone survey was conducted in August and September 2007 with two main audiences:  

• Organizations that received funding from NHSP; and 

• Organizations that applied for funding but did not receive funding (i.e., were deemed 
ineligible for funding or were rejected). 

The survey samples were stratified by region, project component, funding amount and year 
of funding, as well as by application status (rejected or ineligible) for those who applied 
for funding but did not receive it. The samples included applicants who had applied for 
funding between 2004-05 and 2006-07 inclusive. 

The survey questionnaires were designed in collaboration with HRSDC Evaluation Directorate. 
The questionnaires asked about characteristics of the grant recipient organizations, outcomes 
of the funded projects, and perceptions of various elements of the program. The surveys 
were conducted during daytime business hours, using Computer Assisted Telephone 
Interviewer (CATI) software.  

A total of 1,745 interviews were completed, including 958 interviews with funding 
recipients and 787 with applicants who did not receive funding. The response rate for the 
“funded” sample was 56%, while the response rate for the non-funded sample was 69%. 
The approximate margin of error for a sample of this size is +/-2.8 for the funded sample 
and +/-3.1 for the non-funded sample, at the 95% confidence interval. 

Responses to open-ended questions were coded thematically. Frequencies were calculated 
for both open- and closed-ended items. Frequencies were computed separately for those 
applicants who received funding and those who did not. The data were weighted to ensure 
that the aggregate sample was representative of the entire universe, based on region, 
funding cycle, and amount of funding. 

2.5 Strengths and Limitations of the Methodology 
The evaluation collected data from multiple sources using multiple methods; data triangulation 
increases confidence in the findings. 

The documentation for the NHSP is extensive and the documents are largely consistent with 
one another, which enhances our confidence in the findings from the document review.  

The large number of topics covered in the telephone interviews present both strengths and 
limitations: it allowed interviewers to capture opinions on a wide range of issues; however, 
there was little time for interviewers to probe for more in-depth responses. The mode of 
interview (telephone) also had some disadvantages, as it prevented the interviewer from 
noticing non-verbal cues.  
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The NHSP collects information in the Common Systems for Grants and Contributions 
(CSGC) database about every application it receives. For the most part, the relevant data 
in this system were complete and accurate. This provides a highly reliable source of data 
for the evaluation. However, there were some areas where the data were incomplete 
(e.g., the number of participants in the funded projects was not completed for every project). 
Furthermore, in some instances, there were slight differences between reports generated by 
the program and the results obtained through the CSGC, and it was beyond the scope of the 
evaluation to determine which numbers were most accurate. These instances have been noted 
in the text of the report, and the source used has been clearly identified. 

The review of paper files supplemented the CSGC, as the files included more extensive 
information about the projects, including project outcomes based on the final reports. 
Time and budgetary constraints required that a relatively small sample of paper files be 
drawn.  In particular, only 10% of the funded projects were reviewed.  This is not a 
statistically representative sample. Therefore, findings from the paper files (and particularly 
from the final project reports) need to be treated as a rough estimate rather than a precise 
reflection of what is happening in all projects. 

Finally, information about the short-term program outcomes is based primarily on perceptions, 
and should therefore be interpreted with caution. Key informants often indicated that they 
were speculating when providing information about the program outcomes. 

 





 

Formative Evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors Program 13 

3. Key Findings 
This section presents a summary of the key findings, organized by evaluation question.  

3.1 Program Design 
Evaluation Question 1: Is the program designed in such a way that it can 
realistically attain its stated objectives and anticipated outcomes?  

• Does the logic model reflect how the program currently operates?  

• Is the logic model adequately reflecting the program links between the activities and 
the expected outcomes? 

• Are resources sufficient? 

Accuracy of the Logic Model 

Figure 1 (see page 3) shows the logic model for NHSP as of April, 2007, depicting the 
activities and outcomes of the program when it was implemented in 2004. The activities 
and outcomes are described in section 2.1 of this report.  

The logic model is consistent with other program documents reviewed for the evaluation, 
and accurately reflects the activities, outputs, short-term outcomes of the program, with 
one exception: the output of “networks and partnerships” identified in the logic model 
was eliminated as an output and made instead an outcome4. 

There is overlap amongst several of the outcomes in the logic model. For example, the 
intermediate outcome of engagement of seniors in the community overlaps substantially 
with that of social participation and inclusion of seniors. This overlap makes the logic 
model less useful as a tool for a) clarifying the goals of the program, and b) providing 
direction for the summative evaluation. 

Adequacy of Program Resources 

The NHSP grant funds are allocated to the regions using a national allocation model. 
Table 3 presents financial information about the grant funds allocated and awarded within 
each region, as found in the annual roll-up reports. Looking at this information over time 
sheds some light on the issue of resource sufficiency. 

                                                      
4  Networks and partnerships were determined to be an outcome (not an output) of the program. 
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Table 3 
Annual Resource Allocation and Spending by Region 

Funds Allocated  
($ 000s) 

Funds Approved5  
($ 000s) 

% of Available Funds 
Approved 

Region 04/05 05/06 06/07 04/05 05/06 06/07 04/05 05/06 06/07 
Alberta $398.7 $935.4 $1,247.6 $398.7 $755.6 $746.1 100% 81% 60% 
British Columbia $651.3 $1,569.6 $2,100.7 $651.3 $1,624.3 $1,745.8 100% 103% 83% 
Manitoba $219.4 $485.2 $642.0 $219.4 $485.2 $598.9 100% 100% 93% 
New Brunswick $159.0 $333.5 $437.9 $155.6 $463.4 $352.4 98% 139% 80% 
Newfoundland & 
Labrador $120.0 $236.0 $306.2 $120.0 $310.1 $427.1 100% 131% 139% 

Nova Scotia $190.0 $410.4 $541.4 $189.6 $461.8 $508.5 100% 113% 94% 
Nunavut $50.8 $61.9 $72.5 $25.0 $185.2 $50.1 49% 299% 69% 
Northwest Territories $51.9 $64.8 $76.5 $78.9 $81.9 $84.4 152% 126% 110% 
Ontario $1,706.2 $4,217.5 $5,662.9 $1,698.5 $3,614.8 $5,441.7 100% 86% 96% 
Prince Edward Island $70.5 $111.4 $139.1 $70.5 $110.5 $142.1 100% 99% 102% 
Québec  $1,122.5 $2,752.3 $3,692.0 $1,152.0 $2,273.0 $3,304.2 103% 83% 89% 
Saskatchewan $208.1 $457.0 $604.0 $188.4 $338.8 $582.8 91% 74% 96% 
Yukon $52.1 $65.4 $77.2 $52.1 $83.5 $19.2 100% 128% 25% 
Canada $5,000.0 $11,700.0 $15,600.0 $5,000.0 $10,788.2 $14,003.3 100% 92% 90% 
Source: annual roll-up reports 

The overall grant funds allocated to the regions, as well as the total funds approved, 
increased steadily over the three-year period, as can be seen in Table 3 as well as Figure 2. 
In 2004/05, the funds allocated for grants were $5 million, and the total amount approved 
was the same. In subsequent years, the grants budget increased substantially.  In each of 
these years, the budget exceeded the amount of grants approved. The grants budget allowed 
NHSP to fund 1,730 projects, including 338 in 2004/05, 614 in 2005/06, and 778 in 2006/07.  

The average grant size per funded project was $17,232. 

                                                      
5  There were some discrepancies in the amount of funds approved between the CSGC findings and the regional roll-

up reports, none of them more than $25.5k. One potential reason for the discrepancies is that some organizations 
who were approved for funding subsequently “withdrew” the project (due to inability to implement it). The amounts 
from the roll-up reports are shown in this table. The amounts from CSGC were as follows: 
• Alberta: $730.4k approved in 2006/07 
• New Brunswick: $165.6k in 2004/05, $476.9k in 2005/06, and $340.7k in 2006/07 
• Nova Scotia: $518.5k in 2006/07 
• Northwest Territories: $66.4k in 2006/07 
• Québec: CSGC $1,177.5k in 2004/05 and $3,295.2k in 2006/07 
• Saskatchewan: $598.6k in 2006/07 
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Figure 2 
Value of grants and number of projects funded, by year 

 

Source: CSGC 
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Twenty percent of the funded projects were awarded less funding than they had requested6. 
These projects were awarded, on average, about $7,000 less than they had requested.  
Some regions had much larger percentages of projects that were awarded less funding than 
they had requested, such as the Northwest Territories (69%), Prince Edward Island (64%), 
Manitoba (48%), and Québec (40%). The evaluation did not identify the reasons for this, 
but the program may wish to explore this phenomenon further7.  

Grant Size 

The majority of the key informants interviewed thought that the grants were of sufficient size.  
However, a minority thought that the grants were too small, especially in remote areas such 
as the Northwest Territories or Nunavut (interviewees noted that program materials are more 
expensive in these regions, because the cost of shipping and transportation is high). It was 
also noted that while $25,000 was sufficient to support local projects, the ceiling on project 
funding precluded funding on a province-wide scale. However, funding of province-wide 
projects is not one of the program’s objectives. 

A review of the applications in the CSGC database shows that 69% of applicants 
requested less than $25,000. On average, applicants requested $18,691. Combined with 
the interview responses, this suggests that for most applicants that are being targeted by 
the program, the $25,000 grant size is sufficient. 

Adequacy of Program Activities/Outputs 

Key informants were asked to comment on the likelihood of achieving the program 
objectives, in light of the activities and resources available. A majority indicated that the 
program was likely to achieve its objectives. Of these, a majority thought that it was 
important that the program was grants-based, because the simpler administration, 
application, and reporting process makes it possible for smaller organizations to apply for 
the funding. A majority also thought that the use of RRCs to review the applications was 
particularly effective, as the RRC members bring a lot of experience and knowledge 
about the community and its needs, and are able to make better decisions than individuals 
who might not be as familiar with the needs of the region. 

A minority of the interviewees thought that the program was somewhat likely to achieve 
its objectives, and very few thought that it was not at all likely. Some of the concerns 
raised by these interviewees were that the projects would not continue without ongoing 
funding, especially when organizations already have ongoing projects that require 
funding. Another concern was that the projects are by necessity short-term, since the 
funding covers only a one-year time frame.  

                                                      
6  All but five of these projects had requested grants within the $25,000 limit. 
7  One hypothesis that was explored was that regions with insufficient funds to cover all projects would be more likely 

to award lower funding than had been requested. However, this hypothesis was not supported by the data. There was 
no evident relationship between the percent of available funds approved and the percent of projects receiving less 
funding than requested. 
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Other interviewees noted that the program provides seed money that gives organizations 
an opportunity to set up projects that address community needs and, if they turn out well, 
the organization may then be able to sustain them over the long run. 

Anticipated Project Outcomes 

A review of a sample of the project application forms found the following:  

• 84% of applicants expected the project to increase inclusion and decrease isolation 
for seniors;  

• 64% expected it to give seniors an opportunity to express themselves or share their 
knowledge, skills and values with others;  

• 54% expected to build intergenerational understanding and respect; and 

• 44% expected to develop seniors’ knowledge and skills.  

These expected outcomes are consistent with the program objectives. 

Summary 

• The logic model is consistent with other program documents and for the most part does 
accurately reflect the activities, output, and outcomes of the program. However, overlap 
amongst the outcomes reduces the clarity of the model. 

• The funds awarded and number of projects funded increased substantially over the 
three years, as the program budget increased. 

• By 2006/07, there seems to have been sufficient funds allocated, at a national level, to 
fund all projects deemed by the RRCs to be deserving of funding, although some 
regions required funding beyond their regional allocations. 

• Grant size was thought to be sufficient by most (but not all) interviewees. Over two thirds 
of the applications were for less than the maximum grant per project of $25,000. 

• Key strengths of the program design, according to interviewees, were the fact that it is 
grants-based, and the use of RRCs to review applications. 

• Anticipated project outcomes appear to be consistent with the program objectives, 
which increases the likelihood of achieving the program goals. 
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3.2 Program Implementation 
Evaluation Question 2:  Is the NHSP implemented and delivered as intended?  

Should changes be made to program delivery to improve its efficiency and effectiveness?  

Planned and Actual Implementation 

As described in section 2.1.5, the NHSP is intended to be managed at a national level by 
the National Headquarters (NHQ), which includes overarching planning, communications 
with the regions, maintaining the NHSP website, staff training, monitoring, and continuous 
program improvement. The program is delivered by HRSDC/Service Canada regional 
staff. Each year, the following steps are intended to take place: 

1. Regional funding priorities, established by the RRCs, are used as the basis for the 
Call for Applications. 

2. Regional staff engage local organizations to inform them about the Call for Applications 
and provide assistance in preparing proposals (e.g., by helping them understand what is 
required and what types of projects are eligible for funding).  

3. Applications are submitted on or before the application deadline. 

4. Information from the applications is entered into the CSGC database. This information 
is updated as the application is processed and as funded projects are carried out up to 
the time projects are closed out. 

5. Regional staff screen applications to ensure they meet the program’s eligibility 
requirements. In some limited instances, regional staff may request further information 
from the applicant. 

6. RRCs meet to review the eligible proposals and carry out a more thorough assessment 
of whether or not the application will contribute to the program goals. 

7. RRCs make a recommendation about whether to approve or reject the application. 

8. Final approval is made by a delegated authority within Service Canada or HRSDC 
(a regional director or the Minister).  

9. Letters are sent out notifying successful applicants of how much funding they have 
received.  Unsuccessful applicants are informed the reasons why they were not 
awarded funding.  

10. Funding is distributed and the projects are implemented. 

11. The local Members of Parliament make announcements in their communities. 

12. Regional staff monitor the funded projects (at a minimum, calls are made one month 
after the funding is issued and one month before the planned end date of the project). 

13. Projects submit a final report upon completion of the project. 
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14. Regional staff review final reports and identify Success Stories. 

15. An annual roll-up report and Best Practices report are produced. 

16. Program staff identify improvements to the program prior to the next funding round. 

Both the interviews and the review of documents indicate that the program is being 
implemented as intended, with some minor variations.  The work processes are well-
documented, and the tools and templates for program delivery that were developed by 
NHQ are being consistently used by the regions.  There is some variance and flexibility 
in how the program is delivered in each region, and this is in line with the NHSP desire to 
be responsive to unique community needs and circumstances. 

The only major variations from the intended process are: 

• Exemplary projects are identified based on applications. The program appears to be 
working towards documenting Success Stories based on the project final reports, but this 
is not yet done in all regions. 

• Although no Best Practices report has yet been produced, program representatives 
indicated that best practices and improvements are discussed with all Regions at the 
Annual Learning Forum.  

The program is implemented somewhat differently in Québec, where a Joint Management 
Committee of federal and provincial government representatives has been established to fill 
the roll of the RRC.  Community input is received from Quebec’s network of Tables de 
concertation des aînés.  This arrangement is formalized in a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Québec government and the government of Canada.  The JMC takes into 
account both the objectives of the NHSP and the objectives of the Du coeur à l'action pour 
les aînés du Québec / Heartfelt Action for Québec’s Seniors (formerly the Engagés dans 
l’action pour les aînés program, a substantially similar program in Québec) when making 
recommendations.  

Changes Made over Time 

Key informants noted several improvements that have been made to the program 
over time: 

• NHQ has incrementally improved the tools and forms used to deliver the program, 
so that they are both more user-friendly and provide more useful information for 
program management. These changes were viewed to have had only positive impacts 
on the program. 

• The budget for the program has increased substantially. This has enabled the program 
to fund more projects, but the accompanying increase in applications has placed some 
strain on staff and RRCs.  

• Staff and RRCs have become better at promoting the program and making decisions about 
applications, which has resulted in improved applications and improved use of funding. 
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• New and increased regional and national priorities have been set each year have 
contributed to the NHSP being extended to more groups. 

Satisfaction with the Program and its Elements 

Based on the survey of applicants, 98% of successful applicants who received funding 
were satisfied with their overall NHSP experience, 97% said they were likely to re-apply 
in the future, and almost 100% said they would recommend similar organizations to 
apply for funding. Non-funded applicants were slightly less enthusiastic; 79% said they 
would recommend similar organizations to apply for funding, and 69% said they would 
re-apply.  

Overall, applicants who received funding were much more satisfied with various program 
elements than were non-funded applicants. Average satisfaction ratings are shown in 
Figure 3. 

Figure 3 
Applicant satisfaction with various program elements 

 

*These items were asked only of funded applicants or only of non-funded applicants. 

According to the survey of applicants, the elements with which respondents were most 
satisfied were as follows: 

• 89% of funded and 46% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the clarity of the program’s eligibility criteria for funding. Satisfaction with the 
eligibility criteria increased slightly over time for funded applicants (85% of those 
funded in 2004/05 vs. 90% of those funded in 2006/07). A similar trend was not seen 
in non-funded applicants. 

63%

75%

78%

82%

83%

88%

89%

89%

26%

28%

32%

35%

53%

31%

41%

54%

46%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Clarity regarding why a rejected application did not receive funding*

Clarity regarding why an ineligible application was not eligible for funding*

T ime to receive notification of the funding decision

Transparency of proposal review process

Simplicity of the application

Criteria used to review proposals and make decisions

Assistance provided by Service Canada during application process

Clarity of NHSP Application  Guidelines

Final reporting requirements*

Clarity of program's eligibility criteria for funding

Funded Applicants Non-funded Applicants

% satisfied or very satisfied

63%

75%

78%

82%

83%

88%

89%

89%

26%

28%

32%

35%

53%

31%

41%

54%

46%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Clarity regarding why a rejected application did not receive funding*

Clarity regarding why an ineligible application was not eligible for funding*

T ime to receive notification of the funding decision

Transparency of proposal review process

Simplicity of the application

Criteria used to review proposals and make decisions

Assistance provided by Service Canada during application process

Clarity of NHSP Application  Guidelines

Final reporting requirements*

Clarity of program's eligibility criteria for funding

Funded Applicants Non-funded Applicants

% satisfied or very satisfied



 

Formative Evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors Program 21 

• 89% of funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with the final reporting 
requirements. 

• 88% of funded and 54% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the clarity of the NHSP Application Guidelines to prepare the proposal. 

• 83% of funded and 41% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with the 
assistance provided by Service Canada during the application process. Satisfaction with 
the assistance from Service Canada increased over time for non-funded applicants 
(38% of non-funded applicants in 2004/05 vs. 47% of non-funded applicants in 2006/07).  
A similar trend was not seen in funded applicants. 

• 82% of funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with the criteria used to 
review the proposal and make a decision. However, only 31% of non-funded applicants 
were satisfied or very satisfied. 

• 78% of funded and 53% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the simplicity of the application. 

Applicants were less satisfied with the following elements of the program: 

• 75% of funded and 35% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the transparency of the proposal review process.  

• 63% of funded and 32% of non-funded applicants were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the time it took to receive notification of the funding decision. Satisfaction with the 
time it took decreased over time for both funded applicants (74% of those funded in 
2004/05 vs. 59% of those funded in 2006/07) and non-funded applicants (38% of those 
who applied in 2004/05 vs. 30% of those who applied in 2006/07)8. 

• 28% of applicants whose application was ineligible for funding were satisfied or very 
satisfied with the level of clarity provided regarding why the organization was not 
eligible to receive funding.  

• 26% of applicants whose application was rejected were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the level of clarity provided regarding why the organization did not receive funding. 
Satisfaction with the level of clarity about why the organization did not receive funding 
decreased over time (46% of those who applied in 2004/05 vs. 29% of those who 
applied in 2006/07). 

When asked why they were satisfied with their experience, about one-third of funded 
applicants said their satisfaction was due to the results/outcomes of the project and just 
under a quarter of respondents pointed to the amount of funding as the reason for their 
satisfaction.  One-fifth of the funded applicants said that their satisfaction was related to 
program staff, particularly the amount of information or help they provided, as well as 
their speed in providing help. Other elements that contributed to satisfaction for some 

                                                      
8  It should be noted that the amount of time required to review applications increased over the three years, from an 

average of 9 weeks in 2004/05 to 18 weeks in 2006/07. 
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applicants were the flexibility of the program design and the ease/clarity of the 
application and reporting processes. 

Through the key informant interviews, RRC members were asked if they received 
sufficient support to carry out their responsibilities. In general, a majority of respondents 
found the level of support adequate. They highly praised the regional staff for their 
responsiveness to any questions and concerns.  

Suggested Changes 

Key informants were asked to suggest changes that would improve the program. The most 
common suggestions were as follows: 

• Lengthen the project time frame beyond one year, so that projects have more time  to 
get started up and accomplish what they set out to do; 

• Improve outreach and promotional activities; 

• Increase the amount of time for organizations to submit applications, so that there is 
more time for community engagement; 

• Simplify the application process so that it is easier for seniors to submit applications; and 

• Decrease the time for processing applications once they are submitted. It should be 
noted that RRC members indicated that reviewing the applications was a lot of work in 
a short period of time. It was suggested that the departmental approval process might 
be streamlined rather than decreasing the review time. 

Applicants who responded to the survey also indicated that they would like faster 
feedback about their applications and a simpler application. Those who had not received 
funding also wanted clearer explanations of why their application was turned down. 

Similar Programs 

Key informants were asked to identify other programs with similar target groups or 
objectives. A majority said there were none in their region that they were aware of, or that 
there were some programs but that they do not target seniors specifically, and are not 
comparable to NHSP. The ones that seem to be similar to NHSP include: 

• The Positive Aging Fund in Nova Scotia: This program, which started in 2008, is very 
similar to NHSP in activities (grants based seed funding for new activities), target 
population (community organizations), goals (which include celebrating seniors, 
maximizing independence, health and well-being, community participation for Nova 
Scotia seniors), and criteria (activities consistent with the goals, seniors involved in 
planning and delivery). The maximum grant size is $10,000. Organizations receiving 
grants from both programs may be able to undertake more ambitious projects. 
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• Du coeur à l'action pour les aînés du Québec / Heartfelt Action for Québec’s Seniors 
(formerly the Engagés dans l’action pour les aînés program).  This program is very 
similar to NHSP in activities (grants based seed funding for new activities), target 
population (community organizations), goals (which include improved living conditions 
of Québec seniors, and fostering/highlighting seniors’ contribution to Québec’s 
development), and criteria (activities consistent with the goals, especially inter-
generational projects and projects that reduce isolation of vulnerable seniors).  
The maximum grant size is $30,000. There is considerable coordination between this 
program and the NHSP in Québec. Organizations receiving grants from both programs 
may be able to undertake more ambitious projects. 

• Age Friendly Initiative of World Health Organization: This program gives $2,000 to 
form an age-friendly community. The goal is to contribute to the participation, health, 
independence, and security of older persons. Separate grants are available in cities and 
rural/remote communities. It appears that the program is being piloted in Manitoba at 
the moment. Few details were available about the program, and it is not clear what 
types of groups are eligible for these grants. The goals appear to be similar to NHSP, 
but there is likely little overlap between the programs due to the small grant size of the 
Age Friendly Initiative.  

• First Citizens Fund in British Columbia: This program differs from NHSP in that the 
focus is not on seniors. Its overarching goal is to  support the quality of life (including 
preserving their language and culture) for all First Nations people. However, one 
component of the program provides partial funding to Elders to offset travel costs 
related to the Annual Elders Gathering. This gives them an opportunity to share their 
Aboriginal culture and oral traditions. The value of the grants is not listed on the fund’s 
website. There appears to be little overlap with NHSP. 

Summary 

• The program is, for the most part, being implemented as intended. Two variations are 
that Success Stories are not yet being identified in all regions; and the Best Practices 
report has been replaced with an Annual Learning Forum.  

• There is some variance and flexibility in how the program is delivered in each region, 
which is in line with the NHSP desire to be responsive to unique community needs and 
circumstances. 

• Funded applicants were satisfied with most aspects of the program. They were most 
satisfied with the eligibility criteria, final reporting requirements, and application 
guidelines. They were least satisfied with the time taken to receive notification of the 
funding decision. 

• Applicants whose applications were rejected or ineligible for funding were much less 
satisfied with every aspect of the program. They were most satisfied with the clarity of 
the application guidelines and the simplicity of the application. However, this was only 
about half of non-funded applicants in both cases.  They were least satisfied with the 
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clarity of the reasons their application was not awarded funding, and the criteria used to 
review proposals. 

• Suggested changes to program implementation were to lengthen the project time frame 
to more than one year, improve outreach and promotional activities, and increase the 
length of time for proposal submission. 

• There appears to be relatively little duplication or overlap with other Canadian 
programs.  There are programs similar to NHSP in Québec and Nova Scotia, but not in 
other provinces and territories. In Québec, there is coordination between the provincial 
and federal programs. 

3.3 Community Engagement 
Evaluation Question 3: What efforts have been made to raise the stakeholder 
community’s awareness of the program?  

• What kind of outreach was done?  

• How effective was it?  

• What are the barriers, if any? 

Types of Promotional Activities 

NHQ provides support to the region for communications and outreach. It updates 
information on the NHSP website, where Calls for Applications and examples of 
successful projects are posted. It also provides a variety of standard communication 
materials that ensure consistent information about the NHSP is received by stakeholders 
across the country. 

Community engagement and program promotion efforts are primarily the responsibility 
of regional staff.  Table 4 shows the types of promotions and community engagement 
activities that were identified for each region through key informant interviews and a 
review of regional documents. There was a combination of planned activities 
(e.g., scheduled mailouts of application kits) and opportunistic ones (e.g., attendance at 
trade shows and luncheons), which varied according to regional needs. 
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Table 4 
Communication and Outreach Activities by Region 

Region 

Activity 
BC/
YK 

AB/ 
NWT/

NU SK MN ON QC NB NS PEI NL 
Newspaper advertisements, public 
notices, and articles 

          

Mailouts by post or email (e.g., letters, 
application kits, brochures, DVDs) 

          

Presentations or information sessions 
to communities or community groups 

          

Information booths at events           
Assistance in preparing proposals 
either one-on-one or through 
workshops 

          

In-person visits to community 
organizations/groups and attending 
meetings 

          

One-on-one communication by phone, 
email, or in person 

          

Media interviews or appearances           
Inform government officials (municipal, 
provincial, federal) and encourage 
them to promote the program 

          

Putting up posters           
Setting up links to the NHSP website 
from other organizations’ websites 

          

Source: Key informant interviews and review of regional promotions materials. 

Table 4 shows some potentially underutilized communication methods that regions may 
wish to consider using, such as media interviews, communications with government 
officials, and links to the NHSP website from other organizations’ websites. 

Most of the regions had at least some promotional activities that target specific groups, 
such as official language minority communities, Aboriginal groups, rural areas, 
organizations that were rejected in previous rounds, or communities that have not yet 
received funding.  

Adequacy of Promotional Activities 

All of the key informants indicated that the outreach activities by regional staff were 
adequate or somewhat adequate. Based on key informants’ responses, the perceived level 
of awareness of NHSP varies from region to region and within regions, and is not 
necessarily directly related to the effort of NHSP staff. 

Almost all (90%) of funded applicants who were surveyed rated the communications 
regarding the NHSP as effective or very effective. Of those who did not receive funding, 
only 56% rated the communications as effective. Those who rated it as ineffective 
indicated that they would have liked more contact or information and/or clearer 
information about the requirements. 
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The amount, sources, and quality of applications received are potential indicators of the 
effectiveness of the outreach. In theory, if outreach efforts are effective, there should be 
an increase in applications over time by an increasingly diverse group of organizations, 
and specific communities of interest should be represented. In addition, as the program 
eligibility criteria are better understood by organizations, there should be fewer 
applications deemed ineligible, and a larger proportion of applications should be funded. 
A review of the data in the CSGC database shows that: 

• The number of applications received has remained relatively stable over time: 1,421 in 
2004/05, 1,254 in 2005/06, and 1,415 in 2006/07.9 

• The percent of applications that met the eligibility requirements has increased steadily 
since the first year of funding: 41% in 2004/05, 65% in 2005/06, and 77% in 2006/07. 
This trend was evident in most regions.10 

• The NHSP continues to reach new communities each year. Approximately 230 different 
communities received funding in 2004/05; roughly 300 new communities (i.e., who 
had not previously received funding) were awarded grants in 2006/07; and 280 new 
communities received funding in 2006/07. 

• The NHSP also reached new organizations over time. Approximately 330 different 
organizations received funding in 2004/05; 575 new organizations (i.e., who had not 
previously received funding) were awarded grants in 2006/07; and 630 new organizations 
received funding in 2006/07. 

• Exactly 10% of funded projects were from official language minority communities in 
each of the years of the program. 

• The proportion of applications from rural areas has increased slightly over time 
(25% in rural areas in 2004/05 to 31% in rural areas in 2006/07). 

• The majority (86%) of applications are from local community, charitable, voluntary 
organizations. A minority are submitted by Aboriginal not-for-profit groups (5%), 
municipal governments and agencies (2%), provincial non-government organizations 
(2%), and not-for-profit Band Councils (2%). The proportions have not changed 
substantially over the three years of the program. 

                                                      
9  The number of applications was slightly different in the program’s roll-up reports than in the findings from the CSGC. 

The roll-up reports indicated that there were 1,452 applications in 2004/05, 1,268 in 2005/06, and 1,426 in 2006/07 
10  The percent of eligible applications was different in the program’s roll-up reports than in the findings from the 

CSGC. The roll-up reports indicated that 54% of applications were eligible 2004/05, 68% in 2005/06, and 76% in 
2006/07. Note that the eligibility criteria are minimum criteria for consideration of an application (e.g., that the 
application is complete, that it is consistent with the program objectives, etc.). These criteria remained relatively 
consistent over the three years covered by this evaluation, so changes in eligibility rates should reflect improvements 
in the quality of proposals. 
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Types of Promotional Activities that are Effective 

Key informants thought that outreach efforts were more effective when there was in-person 
contact (one-on-one or in groups) and assistance was provided with the application. 

The survey of funded applicants found that 42% of respondents became aware of the 
NHSP through program-related awareness packages (including 18% from the website, 
11% from a mailed information package, and 7% from a public notice/ newspaper), 24% 
of organizations first became aware of the NHSP through word of mouth, and 7% heard 
about it through their MP. 

Survey respondents indicated that the best way to inform them of the program in the 
future would be to send an information package in the mail (mentioned by 58% of funded 
applicants and 64% of non-funded applicants) or to post the information on the NHSP 
website (46% of funded applicants and 36% of non-funded applicants). Other methods 
mentioned by the respondents included: 

• Public notice / newspaper (27% of funded and 23% of non-funded applicants) 

• Brochure or poster (25% of funded and 20% of non-funded applicants) 

• Presentation by an NHSP program officer (20% of funded and 20% of non-funded 
applicants) 

• A partner organization’s newsletter (18% of funded and 16% of non-funded applicants) 

• Member of Parliament (15% of funded and 15% of non-funded applicants) 

The survey of applicants indicated that about three quarters of funded and non-funded 
applicants had visited the website. Of these, 91% of the funded applicants and 76% of the 
non-funded applicants rated the website as effective or very effective. 

Challenges with Program Promotion 

Regional staff noted that geographic distances posed a challenge in getting the word out 
to rural and remote communities, since travel to distant communities, particularly in the 
north, is costly. 

A key informant in one region noted that they are reluctant to advertise too much because 
they have had to turn down eligible applicants. 

Summary 

• A wide range of communications and outreach methods are used by the regions.  
Most regions use a mix of methods. 

• Most funded applicants and key informants indicated that the communications 
regarding the NHSP was effective. Non-funded applicants were less likely to rate the 
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communications as effective. They would have liked more contact or information, 
and/or clearer information about the requirements. 

• Key informants thought outreach was most effective when there was in-person contact 
and assistance with the application. 

• Applicants indicated that the best way to inform them of the program was to send an 
information package in the mail and to post the information on the NHSP website. 

3.4 Management Information Systems 
Evaluation Question 4: Does the program have adequate management and 
performance information and administrative data/systems to effectively 
and efficiently manage the program?  

• Are the performance measurement indicators adequate and appropriate?  

• What is the quality of the available performance data?  

• Are the data needed for a summative evaluation being collected?  

• Are there gaps to be filled? 

Performance Measurement Indicators 

Performance indicators are the means by which the NHSP can plan, monitor and assess 
the achievement of program results. The performance measurement strategy found in the 
program’s Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) describes how the information that 
is needed to monitor the program effectively will be periodically gathered. This measurement 
strategy is directly linked to the NHSP’s results-based logic model. It includes both its 
ongoing and its periodic performance measurement activities. 

The evaluators carried out an assessment of the adequacy of the performance indicators 
listed in the PMF. The assessment found that the indicators for outputs are appropriate 
and informative. Many of the indicators for the program outcomes appear to reflect direct 
products of the program, and should therefore be considered output indicators rather than 
outcome indicators. Some examples include: 

• Yearly funding priorities established and documented by RRCs; 

• # of projects funded, by type of project or by type of activity; 

• Total # of communities receiving funding for projects; and 

• # of new organizations receiving funding for projects. 
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In addition, some outcome indicators do not seem to be clearly related to the outcome. 
Examples include: 

• # of participants (estimated) involved in funded projects is not a good indicator for the 
outcomes: Seniors’ Experience, Skills and Wisdom are Utilized and Social Participation, 
and Inclusion of Seniors.  It should be noted that “participants” may be seniors or 
non-seniors) and the estimate may not reflect what actually occurred. 

• Total $s from funding partners, categorized by type of funding partner does not 
accurately reflect achievement of the short-term outcome Seniors are connected through 
networks and partnerships. 

There is some overlap amongst the indicators for different levels of outcomes. Logically, 
long term outcomes should be different from intermediate outcomes, which should, in turn, 
be different from immediate outcomes, and the indicators should reflect those differences.  

Also, several indicators are used multiple times across outcomes at the same level. This is 
not surprising given that the outcomes overlap with one another. For example, three of 
the four immediate outcomes refer to increased participation of seniors, and three also 
refer to partnerships between the funded organization and other partners. A clearer 
articulation of the outcomes could help to determine the defining features of each, which 
would simplify the performance indicators. However, in doing so, it would be important 
to continue to acknowledge the interrelationships among the outcomes. 

In the evaluators’ opinion, the current indicators are insufficient to capture the complexity 
of the longer-term outcomes of the program. Looking only at indicator information about 
the program outcomes, the reader would have a sense of only: 

• Documentation of yearly funding priorities  

• # projects funded (by type and activity) 

• # communities receiving funding 

• # participants (estimated) involved in the projects (seniors and in total) 

• # of organizations with any funding partners 

• # of partners 

• # of organizations reporting new partnerships as a result of the funding 

• $ of contributions (in kind or cash) from partners 

• # of organizations indicating that the funded activity will continue 
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Combined, the current indicators do not give a full picture of the intended outcomes of the 
NHSP, which include increased community capacity to respond to existing or emerging 
social challenges, increased social participation and inclusion of seniors, seniors engaged in 
the community, and vibrant and inclusive communities that benefit from the participation 
of seniors in community life. Additional outcome indicators might relate to: 

• The number of funded projects in which seniors are involved in planning or operating 
the project; 

• The organization’s continued use of seniors (as leaders, volunteers, etc.) after the end 
of the funded project; 

• Actual networking among seniors within funded projects; 

• Partnerships between funded organizations and non-seniors groups; 

• The number of seniors involved in any type of activity within the organization (not just 
funded projects); and 

• Inclusion or participation of vulnerable seniors. 

Availability and Quality of Data 

The NHSP has implemented administrative reporting requirements to ensure efficient and 
effective management of the program. At the national level, there are two sources of 
administrative data that can be used for management, monitoring, and evaluation:  

• The Common Systems for Grants and Contributions (CSGC) database, which contains 
basic information about each application, with more complete information about funded 
projects than non-funded projects. The CSGC is updated by the regional staff when 
applications are submitted, and throughout the lifecycle of the projects. 

• Paper files that are maintained for each application by the regional offices. These files 
include the application forms, screening forms, assessments, funding decisions, and 
final project reports, among other documentation. They contain more information 
about the applications than can be found in the CSGC11, but because the information is 
not in a database, it is more difficult to compile. 

The British Columbia/Yukon, Québec, and Ontario regions have developed databases for 
their regions to enable them to find information more quickly or easily. At the national 
level, there are plans to develop a supplementary database that is better tailored to the 
information needs of the program than is the CSGC. 

                                                      
11  CSGC was developed to capture information related to a wide range of grants and contribution programs, and does 

not have the flexibility to capture information that is unique to the NHSP. Examples of information from the 
application forms that is not easily captured in CSGC include: the ways the project meets regional priorities, the 
difference the project will make to the community, and plans to continue the project beyond the funding. Actual 
outcomes from the project final reports are also not easily captured in the CSGC. 
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The accuracy of the CSGC data was assessed by comparing them against the data in a 
random sample of paper files (10% of applications that were awarded funding and 5% of 
those that were ineligible or rejected). The completeness of the CSGC data was also 
assessed, by determining the percent of cases that contained data. In comparing the 
information in the project files against what was found in the CSGC, the relevant CSGC 
data were for the most part complete and accurate.  However, there were some cases 
where information in project files was either missing in the CSGC or inputted incorrectly:  

• The number of estimated participants was not filled in for all projects. For non-funded 
projects, this field was completed for only 56% of projects over 3 years. 

• The number of seniors was not filled in for many of the projects (33% over three years 
for funded projects and 25% for non-funded projects over the same time period)12. 

• The approval date in CSGC did not always reflect what was on the paper forms (19% 
over three years). 

• The CSGC had very little information about the decision date for non-funded projects, 
which makes it difficult to assess the lag time for funding decisions.  

• Some applications appeared to have an incorrect project status, i.e., they were classified 
as rejected in CSGC, when their status should have been ineligible. 

• Information about whether an application is from an Official Language Minority 
Community (OLMC) was not recorded for non-funded projects. 

• The amount of funding requested was not recorded for some ineligible projects, 
especially in the first two years of the program. This makes it hard to calculate total 
amounts requested. 

A random sample of project application files was reviewed, stratified by funding year and 
application status (ineligible, rejected, and awarded).  For the 168 funded applications 
reviewed, we had final reports from only 57% of the funded projects whose files 
we reviewed.  

Project final reports will be an important source of data for the summative evaluation. 
From the sample reviewed, it is estimated that final reports were submitted by 88% of the 
projects funded in 2004/05, 85% of projects funded in 2005/06, and 23% of those funded 
in 2006/0713.  

A majority of the regional staff and managers interviewed had no concerns about the 
accuracy and completeness of the data in the management and information systems. 
A minority of interviewees had a few concerns, primarily that it is not possible to correct 
errors in the CSGC retroactively. If an error is serious enough, it requires the program 

                                                      
12  It should be noted that the number of seniors was not systematically collected on the application forms before 

2006/07. This information may have been provided in final reports, but the CSGC does not capture information 
about the number of participants/seniors after the project has been completed. 

13  It should be noted that projects funded in 2006/07 may still have been in the process of submitting their reports 
when this evaluation was conducted. Submission of a final report is strongly encouraged but not mandatory. 
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staff to recreate the entire record and withdraw the original entry. If the error is minor 
(such as a typographical error in the name of the organization) it is usually left as is, 
which makes it more difficult to search the database since searches are sensitive to 
spelling and punctuation. 

Adequacy of Data for Management, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

In the key informant interviews, program staff and managers were asked if the 
information in the administrative data systems was sufficient to inform their work.  
There were differences of opinion among both staff and managers, with some indicating 
that they had sufficient data, and others indicating that they did not. Most of the time, 
staff and managers were able to get the information they needed, but sometimes 
managers indicated that they received requests for information and reports that could not 
be produced with the CSGC. 

The main issue with the CSGC database is that it was designed for a very different type 
of program, and is not flexible enough to capture and report the type of information that 
the NHSP requires. For example, CSGC does not have a field to capture a description of 
the projects. Staff need to work around this limitation by finding an unused field where 
they can enter the information, but they are constrained by field length limitations.  
In other instances, the CSGC requires a response to items that are not applicable to the 
NHSP, resulting in meaningless data being recorded in the database.  

In spite of these issues, there does appear to be adequate administrative data contained in 
the CSGC, program records, and hard copy files to provide information needed to operate 
the program and assess outputs, as well as most of the immediate outcomes. The only 
exception is the number of targeted mailings promoting the program; this does not seem 
to be tracked consistently. In addition, the estimated number of seniors to be involved in 
the funded projects was not captured in the application forms from 2004/05 or 2005/06. 

Some of the output indicators may be time-consuming to assess because the information 
will need to be compiled from the paper application forms (e.g., OLMC information 
about non-funded projects, eligibility status for non-funded projects, and estimated 
number of seniors/participants in funded projects are not always complete or accurate in 
the CSGC database).  

Likewise, some of the immediate outcomes may be time-consuming to assess because the 
information is not in the CSGC and will need to be obtained from the project final 
reports, which are in paper format. In addition, about 15% of funded projects appear to 
not have submitted final reports in the first two years of funding14, so an assessment of 
outcomes based on the final reports may not be completely accurate. 

                                                      
14  Submission of project final reports is strongly encouraged, but not mandatory. 
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Because they are submitted shortly after the end of the project, the final reports of funded 
projects do not provide the information necessary for the assessment of intermediate and 
long-term outcomes. There does not appear to be any follow-up with funded projects that 
might provide information about these longer-term outcomes.  

Gaps in Data 

There are a number of questions not currently being explored through the program 
administrative data, and that may be answered more appropriately through the upcoming 
summative evaluation. These include: 

• To what extent are seniors’ skills and wisdom actually being utilized in the funded 
projects? 

• What contributions are seniors making to the funded organizations (both during and 
after the project)? 

• What contributions are seniors making to vulnerable peers or other groups? 

• What contributions are seniors making to community life? 

• To what extent is the contribution of seniors valued by community leaders? 

• To what extent have seniors developed and enhanced their own social networks? 

• To what extent are vulnerable seniors participating more in community activities? 

• What new partnerships have been formed between funded organizations and other 
groups (including non-seniors groups)?  

• How have these partnership been sustained? 

• What are funded organizations doing to identify emerging social challenges in their 
communities? 

• To what extent are funded organizations and their partners able to launch a more 
coordinated response to social challenges? 

Summary 

• The performance indicators for outputs are appropriate and informative. 

• The performance indicators for outcomes do not give a full picture of the intended 
outcomes of the NHSP. Many of the performance indicators reflect outputs rather than 
outcomes, and several do not seem to be related to the outcome. In some instances, 
the essence of the outcome is not captured at all. There is also some overlap amongst 
the indicators for different outcomes. 
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• The CSGC database contains data that are sufficiently accurate and complete to meet 
most management needs and to inform the program’s performance indicators 
for outputs. However, some important output data in the CSGC are not complete 
(e.g., number of participating seniors, OLMC for non-funded projects, amount of 
funding requested by ineligible projects) and some were not accurate (e.g., project 
status, approval date) when compared with the paper files. 

• The number of targeted mailings promoting the program, which is one output indicator, 
does not seem to be tracked. 

• Some indicators for immediate outcomes will be time-consuming to assess because the 
information is not captured in the CSGC, and will need to be compiled from the paper 
application forms. In addition, about 15% of funded projects appear to not have 
submitted final reports in the first two years of funding, so an assessment of outcomes 
based on the final reports may not be completely accurate. 

3.5 Program Outputs 
Evaluation Question 5: To what extent has the program produced its intended 
outputs?  

• What is the profile of projects in each of the regions?  

• What barriers work against achieving the intended outputs?  

• What supports the achievement of the intended outputs? 

The NHSP intended outputs are:  

• Funding priorities are identified by the RRCs; 

• Promotions/awareness plans are developed and implemented; 

• Projects are funded; and 

• Program reports are generated for the previous year to enable ongoing learning. 

Funding Priorities 

Funding priorities are to be established each year by the RRCs, which are intended to be 
representative of the diversity of their regions. RRCs (or a Joint Management Committee, 
in Québec) have been established in each province and territory. RRC membership 
lists show that the RRCs vary in size, from 4 to 13 members, and generally include a 
cross-section of representation, including government, seniors, community organizations, 
and target populations (e.g., specific cultural groups, Official Language Minority 
Communities). A majority of the NHSP staff and managers and RRC members felt that 
the RRC representation was either representative or mostly representative of stakeholders 
and target groups in their region. 



 

Formative Evaluation of the New Horizons for Seniors Program 35 

Regional priorities for each round of funding have been established and posted on the 
NHSP website. The priorities vary both from region to region and from year to year. 
A majority of key informants felt the priorities adequately reflected regional needs. 

Promotions/Awareness Plans 

Regional staff are intended to raise awareness of the program among targeted 
geographical communities and communities of interest, and to engage seniors and other 
volunteers who may not have participated yet in the Program. Each region is intended to 
develop a promotional plan that outlines the types of activities they will carry out to reach 
the targeted communities. 

Only seven of the regions provided formal promotions and awareness plans for the 
evaluation to review, but there was evidence of a variety of promotional activities taking 
place in each of the regions (see Table 4 on p. 23). While all provinces and territories 
except Québec explicitly indicated that they had sent out targeted mailings to promote the 
NHSP, the evaluation could not determine the actual number of targeted mailings across 
all of the regions 

The amounts, sources, and quality of applications received are good indicators of the 
effectiveness of the promotional efforts. These are covered in detail under Evaluation 
Question 3 and are not repeated here. 

Funded Projects 

Following the application period, applications are intended to be assessed and recommended 
or rejected for funding by the RRCs.  Approvals are intended to occur through a departmental 
review process, and approved projects should then be provided with funding.  Projects funded 
by the NHSP should benefit seniors, but they can also utilize seniors’ experience, skills and 
wisdom to address community needs. 

Over the three years examined, 4,090 applications were received, and 1,730 of these were 
approved.15 As can be seen in Figure 4, both the number and percent of applications 
approved increased over the first three rounds of funding. This trend was evident in 
most regions. 

                                                      
15  There were slight differences between the CSGC data and the program roll-up reports. According to the program 

roll-up reports, there were 4,146 applications and 1,729 of these were approved. 
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Figure 4 
Status of applications, by year 

 

Source: CSGC 

As the number of eligible applications has increased over the years, so too has the length 
of time required to review and approve the applications. According to the CSGC data, 
it took an average of about 9 weeks to review and approve funded applications in 
2004/05. This increased to about 13 weeks in 2004/05, and to about 18 weeks in 2006/07.  
The review of paper files suggests it took another 2-4 weeks to send notification of the 
decision to the applicants. 

An indicator for the output of funded projects is the breakdown of projects by theme 
(active living of seniors, contribution to community, partnership building, or social 
participation). Project staff have indicated that this indicator is not particularly useful, as 
most projects address more than one theme, but CSGC requires a single theme to be 
chosen. The percent of projects identified as addressing each theme is as follows: 

• Active living of seniors: 35%; 

• Contribution to community: 33%; 

• Social Participation: 29%; and 

• Partnership Building: 3%. 

The review of 10% of the application forms for funded projects found that virtually all of 
the funded projects were consistent with regional or national priorities, and the vast 
majority were consistent with both. A majority of the key informants agreed that there 
was a good match between funding decisions and regional priorities.  
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The most common types of project activities, as recorded in the CSGC, were inter-
generational learning (30%), community capacity building (19%), recreation (19%), 
networking (17%), outreach (16%), health and social service (13%), and educational (12%).  

Previous Year Program Reporting 

Previous year program reporting is intended to ensure continuous program improvement 
as well as accountability. Outputs should include a summary roll-up report for each round 
of funding, the identification of “Success Stories” to promote the development of similar 
projects, and final reports submitted by the funded projects. 

Annual summary roll-up reports were produced for each of the first three rounds 
of funding.  

“Exemplary projects” have been identified for each region and posted on the NHSP 
website. According to key informants, the exemplary projects were identified based on 
project application forms, and are therefore examples of “good ideas” rather than 
“projects that had the desired outcomes.” It appears that at this point, some regions have 
gone beyond this to identify “Success Stories” based on the project outcomes as 
described in the final project reports, and the intent is that all regions will eventually do 
so. In some regions, staff actively seek out Success Stories, and in one region the Service 
Canada staff provide a report summarizing the projects and their respective levels of 
success. This practice varies by region. 

Exemplary projects and Success Stories are shared through the following vehicles: 

• The regional staff or representatives of funded projects share project examples with 
prospective applicants (either in person by workshops and community visits, or through 
newspaper ads, brochures/fact sheets, DVD, word of mouth). 

• Exemplary projects are posted on the National website. Applicants are encouraged to 
look at the website for ideas. 

• While Success Stories are beginning to be collected by regional staff in some regions, 
there does not seem to be a consistent method for distribution of these stories at this 
point in time. 

Barriers and Supports to Achieving the Intended Outputs 

Key informants identified very few barriers and supports to the achievement of the 
intended outputs.  

Barriers that were perceived by key informants included stakeholders not working well 
together, lack of awareness of the program, a lack of understanding of cultural diversity, 
favouring specific groups or communities over others, and the call for applications being 
too short. None of these barriers emerged as strong themes among the key informant 
interviews. 
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A minority of the key informants identified factors that they thought supported the 
achievement of the NHSP outputs, including the visibility of NHSP within the community, 
the available funding, and NHSP staff support. Again, none of these emerged as strong 
themes among the key informant interviews. 

Summary 

• Regional Review Committees have been formed that are, for the most part, representative 
of the diversity of their regions, and RRCs establish regional funding priorities each year. 

• Although not all regions have formal promotions and awareness plans, all of the 
regions except for Québec have sent out targeted mailings to promote the NHSP. All of 
the regions undertake a variety of promotional activities to engage target communities.  

• A total of 1,730 projects were approved in the first three rounds of funding. The approved 
projects are consistent with the program objectives and regional priorities. The only 
concern is that, as the number of eligible applications increases, so too does the time 
required to review and approve the applications.  

• A summary roll-up report is produced each year. It is estimated that about 85% of 
funded projects submit final reports within a year of finishing up their projects. 
Exemplary projects have been identified and shared with prospective applicants. Some 
regions have begun to identify Success Stories based on the outcomes described in the 
project final reports, but not all regions have started this process as yet. 

3.6 Short-term Program Outcomes 
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent has the program achieved its short-term 
outcomes?  

• What barriers work against achieving the intended outcomes?  

• What supports the achievement of the intended outcomes? 

• Were there any unintended outcomes? 

The NHSP intended immediate outcomes are:  

• Community priorities are addressed;  

• Seniors’ experience, skills and wisdom are utilized;  

• Funded organizations have increased capacity to serve community needs; 

• Seniors are connected through networks and partnerships. 
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Community Priorities are Addressed 

Our review of a sample of final reports showed that the most common benefits to the 
communities were: 

• Increased inclusion and decreased isolation for seniors (84%); 

• Development of seniors’ knowledge/skills (42%); 

• Building intergenerational understanding/respect/connections (42%); 

• Opportunity for seniors to express selves, share knowledge skills & values (38%); 

• Recreation/enjoyment (28%); and 

• Promotion of active living, exercise (24%). 

Further research is needed to determine the extent to which these benefits are aligned with 
specific community needs. However, 85% of the funded applicants who were surveyed 
indicated that their projects contributed somewhat or a lot to enhancing community 
capacity to respond to existing or emerging challenges, which does suggest that 
community priorities may be better addressed as a result of the program. 

Seniors’ Experience, Skills and Wisdom are Utilized 

All of the key informants thought that the projects would result in better use of seniors’ 
wisdom, experience and knowledge. They had high praise for intergenerational projects 
that allowed seniors to share their wisdom with younger generations. They also noted that 
the sharing of experience and knowledge benefits both the seniors and their community. 

One indicator of this outcome identified in the PMF, is the number of participants 
(estimated) in funded projects. According to the CSGC data, the funded projects expected 
to have between 0 and 35,000 participants, with a median of 100.  

In 2006/07, the program began collecting information about the estimated number of 
seniors participating in the projects, which is a more precise indicator. Data about the 
number of seniors were available for almost 70% of the projects funded in that year. 
The estimates ranged from 2 to 20,000, with a median value of 65.  

The survey of funded applicants also asked about the number of seniors participating in 
the projects. Respondents indicated that 40% of projects had more than 50 seniors 
participating; 29% of projects had between 21 and 50 seniors participating; and 27% had 
20 or fewer seniors participating. One third reported that seniors participated all of the 
time, and 56% reported that seniors participated most of the time. 

Almost all of the project final reports that were reviewed indicated that the project 
increased the social participation of seniors. The findings from the survey of funded 
applicants were similar: about 96% of respondents reported that their funded projects 
contributed somewhat or a lot to increased social participation or empowerment of seniors.  
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About three-quarters of the final reports that were reviewed indicated that the project 
reduced the isolation of vulnerable seniors. In the survey, 94% of applicants reported that 
their funded projects contributed somewhat or a lot to increased inclusion of seniors in 
the community, or reduced isolation of vulnerable seniors. 

In the final reports that were reviewed, a very limited number of projects (35) provided 
information about the number of seniors involved in planning and organizing funded 
projects. They ranged from 0 to 649 seniors involved in planning and organizing, with 
89% of the 35 projects having at least one senior involved. While these results cannot be 
generalized to all projects, they do indicate that at least some of the projects have seniors 
in leadership roles. This tentative finding can be explored further during the upcoming 
summative evaluation of the program. 

Funded Organizations have Increased Capacity to Serve Community Needs 

A majority of the key informants felt that the program improved organizations’ ability to 
serve community needs, largely because the program provides seed funding that enables 
the organizations to enhance the activities they currently offer. They also thought the 
program helps bring a variety of community members together and increases awareness 
of seniors’ issues. The vast majority of funded applicants who were surveyed (97%) also 
said that the grants increased their organization’s ability to serve the needs of the 
community, in at least some cases because they were able to enhance their programming. 
However, the review of a sample of final reports found that slightly less than half of the 
reports indicated that the project enhanced the organization’s opportunities to build their 
community capacity and partnerships. 

Over 90% of projects submitting final reports planned to continue the project activities 
beyond the end of the funding, which is an indication of continued organizational 
capacity. Likewise, 83% of survey respondents reported their funded projects had/would 
continue beyond the end of the funding. Among those few who reported that they did 
not/would not continue their projects, about half indicated that they did not have enough 
funds to continue. 

Having funding partners is assumed to increase an organization’s capacity to serve 
community needs. Based on the CSGC data, 65% of funded projects had at least one 
funding partner other than the sponsoring organization. The total cash contributions from 
all sources was estimated to be $37.85 million across the three years, which is about one 
and a quarter times as much as the total amount of grants distributed. The anticipated cash 
contributions from the sponsoring organizations and their partners averaged about $21,000 
per funded project (about one and a quarter times as much as the average grant size).   

The largest cash contributions were expected to be made by sponsoring organizations, 
followed by non-profit sector organizations and provincial governments. The total 
anticipated in-kind contributions from all sources was estimated to be $14.61 million 
across the three years (an average of about $8,500 per funded project). The largest 
in-kind contributions were again expected to be made by sponsoring organizations, 
followed by non-profit sector organizations and municipal governments. The total 
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anticipated value of cash and in-kind contributions over the three years was estimated to 
be $52.46 million (an average of $30,000 per funded project).  However, it is not known 
how the estimates compare to the actual cash or in-kind contributions received.   

Seniors are Connected Through Networks and Partnerships 

A majority of the key informants felt that the funding would improve organizations’ 
networks with their partners, because the organizations – especially smaller organizations – 
often make their applications with partners. The interviewees also pointed out that NHSP 
regional staff try to connect organizations if they see benefits in doing so. A minority of the 
key informants felt that “true partnerships” that lasted beyond the funding were not 
happening very often, and a minority felt that the program needed to do more work to 
promote partnerships and networking. 

About three quarters of the final reports that were reviewed indicated that the organizations 
had developed new partnerships through the NHSP-funded project. The number of funding 
partners listed in the final reports ranged from 1 to 23, with most projects having between 
1 and 4 funding partners16. The most common types of partners were municipal 
government (38% of projects), other federal government departments (21%), and crown 
corporations (18%). 

In addition to connections among organizations, this outcome covers networks and 
connections among individual seniors. The review of project final reports found that 
about half of the reports indicated that the project enhanced the opportunities for 
networking and association between seniors.  

In all, 90% of the survey respondents reported that their funded projects contributed 
somewhat or a lot to strengthened networks and partnerships between community members, 
community organizations and government. 

Unintended Outcomes 

The formative evaluation did not identify any unintended program outcomes. Unintended 
outcomes should be explored in greater depth in the summative evaluation of the program. 

Supports and Barriers to Achieving Outcomes 

The most common challenges experienced by projects, according to the survey of applicants 
and the final reports, were: 

• Recruiting staff or volunteers; 

• Coordinating projects in light of time constraints and conflicting schedules;  

                                                      
16  No information is collected in the final reports about the number of non-funding partners, although the reports do ask 

whether or not the project helped the organization develop new partnerships or networks with other organizations in 
their community, and to list the organizations with which the partnerships will continue. 
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• Travel costs or transportation; 

• Demand for activities outstripping what is available; and 

• Language barriers. 

In talking about building networks and partnerships among organizations, key informants 
noted that partnerships were hard work, and were especially challenging in rural areas 
where the pool of potential partners is limited. 

A minority of the key informants felt that the networking that occurs between organizations 
and community centres, schools, or other organizations supports the achievement of the 
intended outcomes. The energy generated from seniors working together and feeling valued 
was also seen as a supporting factor – this provided them with the motivation to continue to 
contribute.  

Summary 

• Most participating organizations indicate that they have increased their community 
capacity to respond to existing or emerging challenges, but conclusive information is 
not available.  

• Both funded applicants and key informants thought that the program was encouraging 
the use of seniors’ experience, skills and wisdom. Most of the projects involve between 
30 and 150 seniors, and preliminary evidence shows that seniors are involved in 
organizing at least some of the projects. Most of those involved in funded projects 
report that the projects have increased the social participation and inclusion of seniors. 
Many of the projects also appear to reduce the isolation of vulnerable seniors. 

• The program seems to increase many organizations’ capacity to serve community 
needs by enabling them to enhance their programs and services. Most of the funded 
projects continue beyond the end of the funding.  

• About three quarters of the organizations have developed new partnerships through the 
NHSP-funded projects. Over half of the projects had funding partners other than the 
sponsoring organization (usually between 1 and 4), which may contribute to the 
sustainability of the projects. 

• A total of $52.46 million in cash and in-kind contributions were made by the sponsoring 
organizations and funding partners, including $37.85 million in cash contributions and 
$14.61 million in in-kind contributions. 

• About half of the projects seem to have fostered networking and association among 
seniors. 
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4. Conclusions 
This section highlights the main conclusions regarding the program design and delivery, 
outreach and promotion, performance measurement strategy, production of outputs and 
achievement of short-term outcomes for the NHSP.   

Program Design 
The program appears to be designed in a way that it can realistically attain its stated 
objectives and outcomes. The anticipated outcomes of the funded projects are consistent 
with the program outcomes and objectives, which increases the likelihood that the program 
goals will be achieved.  The logic model, while consistent with program documents, needs 
to be revisited with respect to overlapping outcomes. 

Most key informants felt that the program budget was sufficient and that the grant size was 
adequate. A total of 1,730 projects have been over a three-year period.  Over two-thirds of 
the applications were for less than $25,000. 

The main strengths of the program design identified by key informants included the fact 
that it was grants-based and the use of Regional Review Committees (RRC) to review 
applications.   

Implementation and Delivery 
For the most part, the NHSP is being implemented as intended.  Each region has an RRC 
or equivalent, and there is flexibility in how the program is delivered in each region, 
reflecting unique community needs and circumstances.   

At the national level, there has been ongoing monitoring, and improvements have been 
made to the program tools and processes over time. At this time, the only elements of the 
program that have not been carried out as intended are: 1) the identification of Success 
Stories based on project final reports, which some regions are not doing yet, and 2) the Best 
Practices report, which has been replaced with an Annual Learning Forum where best 
practices and program improvements are discussed with all regions. 

Funded applicants were satisfied with most aspects of the program, including the eligibility 
criteria, final reporting requirements and application guidelines.  Although non-funded 
applicants were less satisfied with some aspects of the program, a majority said that they 
would re-apply, and would recommend to other organizations that they apply for funding. 

Those who did not receive funding felt that the program’s eligibility criteria lacked 
clarity and were dissatisfied with both the transparency of the proposal review process 
and the explanation as to why their organization was not eligible to receive funding.  
Funded and non-funded applicants both indicated lower levels of satisfaction with the 
time it took to receive notification of the funding decision.  
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There appears to be relatively little duplication or overlap with other Canadian programs. 
There are similar programs at the provincial level in Nova Scotia and Québec, as well as 
for First Nations groups in British Columbia; but for the most part, the NHSP fills a 
unique niche in that there are few other grants programs that promote the involvement of 
seniors in their communities. 

Outreach and Promotion 
The regional staff have used a wide variety of methods to engage the communities in 
their regions, including mail-outs of applications kits, presentations to communities or 
groups, advertisements, and one-on-one communication.   

Many survey respondents became aware of the NHSP through program-related awareness 
packages (the website, mailed information package, and public notice/newspaper).  
Most respondents indicated that they would prefer future communications about the 
program through an information package in the mail or to have the information posted on 
the NHSP website.   

Key informants thought that outreach efforts were most effective when there was in-person 
contact and assistance with the application. Some form of in-person contact is taking place 
in every region.  

The majority of funded and non-funded applicants had visited the NHSP website and 
both groups felt that it was an effective communications tool.   

Performance Measurement and Monitoring 
For the most part, NHSP appears to have the necessary management and performance 
information and the administrative data/systems in place to effectively manage the 
program.  However, the lack of flexibility in the CSGC database means that information 
for some performance measures have to be collected using a more time-consuming 
manual process. 

While the performance indicators for program outputs are appropriate and informative, 
the performance indicators for program outcomes do not give a full flavour of the 
intended outcomes of the NHSP.  Many of the outcome indicators reflect direct products 
of the program or are not clearly related to outcomes.  These issues need to be resolved to 
ensure that there will be appropriate and adequate data for the summative evaluation.   
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Production of Outputs 
Evidence gathered from documents, key informants and administrative data indicate that 
the NHSP has produced most of its intended outputs. Regional Review Committees have 
been formed that are, for the most part, representative of the diversity of their regions, 
and they establish regional funding priorities each year.  All of the regions undertake a 
variety of promotional activities to engage target communities. 

The approved projects are consistent with the program objectives and regional priorities. 
The only concern is that, as the number of eligible applications increases, so too does the 
time required to review and approve the applications.  

A summary roll-up report is produced each year.  It is estimated that the majority of 
funded projects submit final reports within a year of finishing up their projects. 
Exemplary projects have been identified based on information in the applications, and 
shared with prospective applicants.  

Achievement of Short-Term Outcomes 
There is some preliminary evidence that the NHSP is achieving its short-term outcomes. 
The program encourages the use of seniors’ experience, skills and wisdom according 
to funded applicants and key informants.  Most of the projects involved between 30 and 
150 seniors, and preliminary evidence shows that seniors are involved in organizing at 
least some of the projects. 

The program seems to increase many organizations’ capacity to serve community needs 
by enabling them to enhance their programs and services. Most of the funded projects 
continue beyond the end of the funding. 

About three-quarters of organizations have developed new partnerships through NHSP-funded 
projects.  More than half of the projects had funding partners other than the sponsoring 
organization, which may contribute to the sustainability of the projects. 

In addition, it was estimated that about $52 million in cash and in-kind contributions 
would be made by sponsoring organizations and funding partners.  These funds were seen 
as contributing to organizational capacity and may play a role in projects continuing 
beyond the funding period.   
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5. Recommendations 
1. Improve the transparency of the decision-making process by providing clear and detailed 

written explanations for projects that are not awarded funding.  Currently, non-funded 
projects can request a debrief indicating precisely why they were not eligible, or how 
they ranked in comparison to other projects that received funding. According to program 
representatives, many non-funded applicants do not pursue this option. 

2. Put measures in place to decrease the amount of time required to make decisions 
regarding funding and streamline the departmental approval process. For example, 
allowing ongoing submission of applications, with the RRCs reviewing applications 
four times per year (rather than once per year) might be considered as this would 
likely reduce the amount required for decisions at any given sitting. It would also put 
less pressure on organizations to meet deadlines and so could conceivably result in 
better applications. 

3. Review and update the program’s performance indicators for outputs, immediate 
outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes.  Indicators should be 
directly relevant to the output or outcome, feasible to measure over time, and, 
cumulatively, should provide sufficient benefit to justify the burden of ongoing 
measurement. 

4. Improve the capture and collation of information about the short-term outcomes of 
the program. This information is available in the project final reports, but is not 
captured in a database that can be readily analysed. One possibility would be to adapt 
the CSGC to capture this type of information. 

5. Ensure that CSGC data are complete for any fields that will be used for tracking 
performance or for the summative evaluation evaluation (e.g., number of 
participants, number of seniors, approval date, OLMC, amount of funding requested, 
project status). 
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Appendix A – Issues Matrix 
Evaluation Question Indicators Methodologies 

1. Is the program designed in 
such a way that it can 
realistically attain its stated 
objectives and anticipated 
outcomes? 

Sub-questions:  
• Does the logic model reflect 

how the program currently 
operates? 

• Is the logic model adequately 
reflecting the program links 
between the activities and the 
expected outcomes?  

• Are resources sufficient? 

• Key informant perceptions of 
the adequacy and 
appropriateness of: 
o Program resources, 
o Program activities, and 
o Program outputs. 

• Number of applications. 
• Percent of applications funded.
• Type of activities funded. 
• Range of possible outputs from 

projects. 
• Resources available for 

program delivery. 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document review 
• Administrative data review 
• Survey of Applicants 

2. Is the NHSP implemented 
and delivered as intended? 

Sub-questions:  
• Should changes be made to 

program delivery to improve 
its efficiency and 
effectiveness? 

• Key informant perceptions of the 
advantages and disadvantages 
of program delivery. 

• Key informant perceptions of the 
sufficiency of supports for RRCs.

• Improvement areas identified. 
• Perceived improvements in 

program processes over time. 
• Existence of other federal, 

provincial, or territorial programs 
that have similar objectives, 
target groups, and/or activities. 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document review 
• Administrative data review 

3. What efforts have been 
made to raise the 
stakeholder community 
awareness of the Program? 

Sub-questions: 
• What kind of outreach was 

done? 

• How effective was it? 

• What are the barriers, if any? 

• Type and number of promotional 
activities, by region. 

• Type and number of 
organizations reached, by region.

• Content of communications, 
by region. 

• Number of applications, by 
region over time. 

• Types of groups submitting 
applications, by region. 

• Percent of applications funded, 
by region. 

• Change in number and type of 
grants from one funding cycle to 
the next. 

• Key informant perception about 
the adequacy and 
appropriateness of outreach 
activities by region. 

• Perceived level of awareness of 
the NHSP among organizations 
serving seniors. 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document review 
• Administrative data review 
• Survey of Applicants 
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Evaluation Question Indicators Methodologies 

4. Does the Program have 
adequate management and 
performance information and 
administrative data/systems 
to effectively and efficiently 
manage the program? 

Sub-Issues: 
• Are the performance 

measurement indicators 
adequate and appropriate? 

• What is the quality of the 
available performance data? 

• Is the data needed for a 
summative evaluation being 
collected?  

• Are there gaps to be filled? 

• Existence of administrative and 
information systems. 

• Accuracy of Administrative 
System Document. 

• Content of administrative and 
information systems. 

• Existence of performance 
standards. 

• Completeness of data in 
administrative and information 
systems. 

• % projects submitting final 
reports. 

• Accuracy of data in administrative 
and information systems. 

• Staff perceptions of the extent to 
which available data is sufficient 
to inform their work. 

• Managers’ perceptions of the 
extent to which available data is 
sufficient for management 
purposes. 

• Evaluators’ perceptions of the 
extent to which available data is 
sufficient for evaluative 
purposes. 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document review 
• Administrative data review 

5. To what extent has the 
program produced its 
intended outputs? 

Sub-issues: 
• What is the profile of projects 

in each of the regions? 

• What barriers work against 
achieving the intended 
outputs? 

• What supports the 
achievement of the intended 
outputs? 

• Formation of RRCs. 
• Number and composition of 

RRCs. 
• Yearly funding priorities 

established and documented 
by RRC. 

• Number of targeted mailings 
promoting the program. 

• Number of applications received 
that reflect communities of 
interest (i.e., Official Language 
Minority Communities). 

• Number of applications received 
that reflect geographic areas 
(rural/urban). 

• Number and percent of 
applications deemed eligible, 
National and by region. 

• Number and percent of eligible 
projects approved, National and 
by region. 

 

 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document review 
• Administrative data review 
• Survey of Applicants 
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Evaluation Question Indicators Methodologies 
• Number and percent of projects 

funded: 
o by region 
o by type of project  

(type = theme) 
o by “activity” (networking, 

needs assessment, 
community capacity 
building, planning, program 
development. 

• Consistency between funding 
decisions and regional/national 
priorities. 

• Amount and % of total budget 
approved, National and by 
region. 

• Lag time for application review 
and fund transfer. 

• Number and percent of projects 
submitting final reports. 

• Annual summary roll-up report 
produced yearly. 

• Key informant perceptions of 
barriers and supports. 

• Exemplary projects (Success 
Stories) identified. 

6. To what extent has the 
program achieved its 
immediate outcomes? 

Sub-issues: 
• What barriers work against 

achieving the intended 
outcomes? 

• What supports the achievement 
of the intended outcomes? 

• Were there any unintended 
outcomes? 

• Number of projects, by type and 
by regional priority addressed. 

• Number of participants 
(estimated) involved in funded 
projects. 

• Number of seniors involved in 
funded projects. 

• Percent of projects, by type of 
funding partner. 

• Number and percent of projects 
with different numbers of 
funding partners. 

• Total funding dollars (cash and 
in-kind) levered from partnering 
organizations involved with 
funded projects, not including 
applicant organizations – 
all together, and by type of 
funding partner. 

• Number and percent of funded 
projects where the recipient 
organization had any funding 
partners (cash or in-kind), not 
including applicant 
organizations. 

 

• Key informant interviews 
• Document Review 
• Administrative data review 
• Survey of Applicants 
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Evaluation Question Indicators Methodologies 
• Number of organizations 

indicating (in final project report) 
that the activity funded by the 
project will be continued beyond 
the project funding. 

• Number and percent of projects 
where the activity involved 
“networking”. 

• Number and percent of 
organizations that have reported 
the development of new 
partnerships/networks because 
of the completion of the project. 

• Key informant perceptions of: 
o Barriers and supports 
o Immediate outcomes 
o Unintended outcomes. 

 


