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Executive Summary

COVID-19 created unprecedented economic disruption across Canada. In response, the federal
government launched the Regional Relief and Recovery Fund (RRRF). Through the RRRF-Community
Futures stream (RRRF-CF), funding was delivered to rural and remote businesses via members of
the Community Futures Network of Canada, including Community Futures Development
Corporations, Community Business Development Corporations, Sociétés d'aide au dévelopment

des collectivités, and Centres d'aide aux enterprises (collectively, Community Futures or CFs).

This study supported the Community Futures Network of Canada to understand and evaluate the
impact of the RRRF-CF by focusing on two primary questions:
1. What unique value did the approach Community Futures took to the RRRF-CF bring to
the COVID-19 funding landscape?

2. What can we learn from this experience to enhance future programs?

The RRRF-CF played a critical role in stabilizing rural and remote businesses and communities
during a period of profound uncertainty. The program emerged from challenging conditions that
required rapid response—without many typical safeguards or due diligence practices. Despite this,

we found the program was highly effective in achieving its goals, with the following highlights:

e The RRRF-CF deployed rapid support to businesses that were unable to access, were
excluded by, or were under-served by comparable COVID-era programs (e.g., Canada
Emergency Business Account and the RRRF stream delivered by Regional Development
Agencies), especially sole proprietorships, micro businesses and remote businesses.

e The program’s geographically distributed and place-based nature enhanced
accessibility and impact, leading to community-wide benefits and economic stability.

e CFs'relationship-based approach to lending led to high levels of business satisfaction,

enduring success, effective risk management, and high repayment rates.

What Unique Value Did Community Futures Bring?

A central contribution of the RRRF-CF was the use of CF organizations as trusted delivery agents

embedded across rural and remote regions. Existing local networks, relationships, and knowledge
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of community needs enabled CFs to deploy support quickly and effectively during an uncertain
period. A defining feature of CFs is their relationship-based and developmental approach to
lending. Interviewees and focus group participants emphasized that CF offices provided hands-on
guidance and personalized support throughout the program, which increased access and
outcomes. Survey findings reinforced this conclusion with more than 90% of respondents reporting

satisfaction with the support received from CFs.

The RRRF-CF was designed to address gaps left by other COVID-era business supports. Many rural
and remote businesses could not access other programs because of ineligible business structures
or payroll levels, limited banking relationships, or a lack of participating financial institutions in
smaller communities. The RRRF-CF was largely successful in addressing these gaps. The program
was broadly accessible across Canada, with an average application approval rate of 80% and loans
distributed across regions of differing sizes and remoteness. The program also successfully
reached the types of businesses characteristic of rural and remote regions, with 36% of approved

loans going to sole proprietorships and 68% of loans going to businesses with less than five staff.

Our research affirmed the value of place-based delivery models. The RRRF-CF achieved its level of
success partially because CF organizations were embedded within the communities they served
and possessed knowledge of local economies, industries, and business conditions. Focus group and
interview participants explained that CFs' ability to adapt implementation approaches,
communicate directly with local businesses, and integrate program delivery with other local
supports improved responsiveness during the crisis. This customized support also generated loan
repayment rates for RRRF-CF that are likely to be much higher than originally projected by the

Auditor General for the RRRF program as a whole.

These unique approaches helped stabilize economic and social conditions. Recipients reported the
funding they received helped maintain more than 43,000 jobs. Findings further indicated a range of
positive business impacts, including prevention of business closure, avoidance of unnecessary
debt. and decreased businesses losses. These benefits have had an enduring positive effect, with
88% of responding businesses remaining operational. Beyond individual businesses, research
participants shared that by sustaining rural economic activity, the program helped maintain local

services, community vitality, and overall quality of life during the pandemic.
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What Can We Learn for Future Programs?

An important lesson underscores the unique contribution of CFs to the overall success of the RRRF.
Despite COVID's challenging and rapidly changing conditions, CFs were able to mobilize quickly
because they already possessed lending experience, governance structures, community credibility,
and established relationships. As one interviewee put it, “CFs offered the reach, the relationships, and
the reputation to deliver the support quickly to rural businesses when it mattered most”. As trusted
organizations with deep local knowledge, CFs could make even more impactful contributions if

given the opportunity to participate in the design of future programs.

Tailoring to local context is a defining factor of place-based initiatives. While findings confirmed the
value of place-based delivery, they also identified challenges. RRRF-CF delivery approaches
demonstrated a degree of regional adaptation, but many adaptations did not appear to be clearly
linked to place-specific factors. Our study found tensions associated with this flexibility. Differences
in implementation between regions created inconsistencies in agreements, repayment approaches,
and administrative procedures. Some focus group participants viewed these inconsistencies as
inequitable or insufficiently justified. Future programs should aim to strike a deliberate balance
between local flexibility and national consistency. Place-based delivery should be supported
through clearer coordination, transparent justification for regional differences, and stronger

mechanisms for documenting how local knowledge informs decisions.

The study also highlighted the importance of maintaining local delivery infrastructure capable of
responding during emergencies. Participants described significant staff workload pressures and
burnout during RRRF-CF implementation. Future emergency programming should therefore ensure

adequate operational and administrative support for local delivery organizations.

A final lesson concerned reporting and evidence collection. Many of the program’s most important
impacts—business survival, reduced stress, strengthened resilience, and community stability—
were not adequately captured through existing reporting systems which focused on transactional
metrics such as loan counts and values. Future programs would benefit from stronger, impact-
focused reporting frameworks. Improved reporting would strengthen program evaluation, support

organizational learning, and better communicate the value of place-based delivery models.
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1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic launched Canada’s rural businesses and economies into extremely
challenging conditions characterized by high levels of financial pressure and uncertainty. In
response, the Government of Canada announced a series of supportive funding measures
including the Regional Relief and Recovery Fund (RRRF)—a “backstop” program meant to provide
financial support to businesses and organizations that could not access other pandemic-related
funding that was already in place. The program was channeled through Canada's Regional
Development Agencies (RDAs) who in turn directed a portion of RRRF funds to Community Futures
(CF) organizations’ for delivery in rural communities. This RRRF-CF Stream was introduced out of
recognition of the mandate CF organizations already held to provide supportive funding and

services to rural businesses and communities'.

The Community Futures Network of Canada (CFNC) partnered with Selkirk College and the

University of Guelph to conduct a study to understand:

1) the unique value that the RRRF-CF Stream brought to the COVID-19 funding landscape; and
2) what could be learned from the experience of delivering the program to enhance similar

offerings in the future.

A better understanding of the efficacy of the RRRF-CF funding process is critical to telling the
national story about how place-based program delivery brings value, serving places and people

that would otherwise have been challenged to access support.

Place is the unique combinations of natural, physical, and social assets and capacity present within
a particular location, and place-based development is those strategies, policies, programs, and
actions that understand and leverage place. CF organizations were created to offer place-based

small business supports that allow rural and remote communities to “direct their own futures”?,

" In this report, the term “Community Futures organizations” encompasses all 267 members of the Community Futures
Network of Canada, including Community Futures Development Corporations, Community Business Development
Corporations, Sociétés d'aide au dévelopment des collectivités, and Centres d'aide aux enterprises.
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making them ideal partners for delivery of a program meant to help Canada’s vast and diverse

small communities respond to a significant economic threat.

Our study expanded the existing understanding of the RRRF-CF and the role of CFs by compiling
and analysing existing data, as well as gathering new data from CF organizations, RDAs and other
external organizations, and program recipients. We compare, corroborate, and contrast the results
from these multiple sources to generate triangulated findings that respond to the two objectives.
We begin by outlining our research methodologies (Section 2), then detail the results from each
stage (Section 3) before discussing linkages between the datasets and to other sources of
documentation about the program (Section 4). A set of recommendations (Section 5) outlines our
perspectives on how CF organizations could leverage project results to demonstrate impact and
inform future program design. The conclusion (Section 6) summarizes the key points from the

project.

2. Methodology

We took a multi-staged, mixed methods approach to responding to the research questions,
incorporating qualitative and quantitative data, as well as primary and secondary data. Activities
were conducted in sequential but overlapping stages, with each stage informing subsequent
stages. The following section summarizes data collection, analysis, and limitations for each stage,
followed by a description of the data triangulation process. The project was supported by an

Advisory Committee (the Committee) made up of key individuals from CFNC.

2.1. Desktop Analysis of RRRF and Comparable Program

Documentation

A qualitative desktop analysis focused on identifying and comparing the design, eligibility, and
delivery mechanisms of the RRRF-CF and similar national COVID era programs. We complied these
secondary data through a review of publicly available documents (e.g., news releases, program

reports, House of Commons Committee proceedings) and websites (current and archived) to
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illustrate the differences between the programs, as well as to capture the formal details of the

RRRF-CF program. Results of the desktop analysis were discussed results with the Committee.

Additionally, we completed a targeted review of literature related to the RRRF program, including
reports and other documents identified by the Committee. We used this literature to supplement

our findings.

Limitations: COVID era programing evolved rapidly and it is unlikely that all details and iterations
were publicly captured and reported, or remain viewable through archived websites. In our review,
we included only national scale, non-sector specific programs that were offered during the
immediate response phase of the pandemic. Provincial/territorial/regional programs, sector
specific programs, and programs that were offered during the recovery phase of the pandemic

were excluded.

2.2. Community Futures RRRF Data Analysis

A quantitative analysis of secondary program data focused on quantifying results and impact. The
Committee provided overarching RRRF-CF data for all provinces/territories and detailed RRRF-CF
data from most provinces/territories, with Ontario being the exception. We constructed a partial
detailed data set with data directly from local CFs in the case of Ontario. Data were consolidated,
reviewed, cleaned, and standardized for quantitative analysis. A descriptive statistical analysis
summarized program metrics by province and territory, as well as for the program as a whole.

Initial results were discussed with the Committee.

Further analysis focused on understanding the geographic reach of the program across the areas
served by CFs. Understanding CFs serve rural regions, but that “rural” is not a homogenous group,
we classified each CF location by size and remoteness to better understand the scope of recipients
who would be more likely to face place-based challenges accessing other programs. Size was
determined using Statistics Canada'’s classification for small (<29,999), medium (30,000-99,999) and
large (100,000) populations'. We classified populations for the region served as well as the largest

centre in the region. Population estimates were provided by the Committee for the Western
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provinces (region and largest centre) and the territories, Ontario, Quebec, and Atlantic provinces
(region). Data gaps were addressed using population data drawn from Statistics Canada with the
assistance of AL. We reviewed classifications of the region and largest centre to determine an
overall size classification for each CF region. The majority were assigned the classification of the
region, but in some cases the classification of the largest centre was used - generally in the cases
of regions with large populations, but where all the communities served were small. We classified
remoteness based on distance and accessibility, with the categories including: urban adjacent,
intermediate, rural, and remote, as well as a separate category for Indigenous. These remoteness

classifications were built on the categories provided by the Committee for the Western CFs.

Limitations: The non-standard format of provided data required a higher-than-anticipated level of
effort to standardize. There were known challenges with the RRRF data, including reporting gaps
and inconsistencies. For example, while we have the aggregate provincial data, given the
decentralized approach to Ontario data collection, disaggregated data was available for 38 of the
60 CFs. As a result, in the results section we indicate which findings are from the whole dataset
versus the smaller detailed data set. Collectively, reporting gaps and inconsistencies mean that
some of our findings may underestimate what happened in reality, and that identified patterns
may not be fully representative of the program. Lastly, the use of Al by CF staff and the research

team to identify population numbers has the potential for inconsistencies and inaccuracies.

2.3. Primary Data

Our primary data collection activities aimed to compile a detailed narrative of why the RRRF-CF was
initiated, how it was designed and implemented, and its results and impacts. Initially, we planned
to use two methods: semi-structured interviews and focus groups. Due to challenges reaching

businesses for participation in focus groups, a short survey was added as a third method.

2.3.1. Semi-Structured Interviews
We completed semi-structured interviews with key informants using questions built on the results
of the first two project stages. Interviewees internal to CF organizations were identified through

recommendations from the Committee, a review of program documents, and targeted Al searches.
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Interviewees were selected based on their roles with CF at the time of RRRF-CF development and
implementation, as well as based on geographic representation. We completed interviews with
four internal key informants in February 2026. Each interview was online, recorded, and lasted
between 40 and 75 minutes. One interviewee requested the questions in advance. A fifth interview
was completed through written submission in French and was translated with the assistance of the

Deepl translation program.

Interviews with individuals external to CF organizations focused on comparing the RRRF and RRRF-
CF to other programs. A similar recruitment approach was used to identify key informants.
Invitations were sent to individuals named in the Auditor General's report on the RRRF program
and all RDAs were invited to participate in semi-structured online interviews. In cases where
invitees declined to participate, they were asked to suggest alternatives. We sent 13 invitations and
completed five interviews with seven participants, representing five RDAs. Interviewees were
provided with the questions in advance. Interviews took place via video conference between March
3 and April 12, 2026, and lasted between 35 and 70 minutes. Four of the interviews were recorded;

the fifth interview participant requested not to be recorded, and handwritten notes were taken.

All interviews were transcribed, reviewed, and coded. Qualitative analysis of the interview data
summarized key points by topic and identified emergent cross cutting themes. Qualitative analysis
was completed independently by research team members and followed by two group discussions -

one focused specifically on the primary data and one triangulating data sources.

2.3.2. Focus Groups

We held focus groups with CF representatives from across Canada, with questions built on the
results of the first two project stages and initial interview responses. Potential participants were
identified by the Committee, self identified, or selected randomly. Invitations were targeted to
ensure geographic representation, as well as a mix of size and remoteness. We sent a total of 114
invitations. We received 50 responses, of which 15 declined due to scheduling conflicts or lack of
RRRF-CF experience. Of the 35 who agreed to participate, 26 attended one of the five focus groups
and 1 provided written input. The geographic breakdown of participation is as follows: Ontario - 7,

West - 9 (3 AB, 1 BC, 3 MB, 2 SK), Atlantic - 5 (1 NL, 3 NS, 1 PEI), North - 5 (3 NU, 1 NWT, 1 AB),
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Quebec - 1. By size we had participants from small (10), medium (15), and large (1) regions. By
remoteness we had participation from remote (4), rural (6), intermediate (11), and urban adjacent
(5). The five focus groups were held online in March 2026, lasting between 1 and 2 hours. Focus
groups were recorded and notes were taken. Additional input received from participants included a

written submission, as well as supplemental detail provided via email following the focus group.

We transcribed focus group recordings and coded these along with notes taking during the

sessions. Qualitative analysis summarized key points by topic and identified emergent cross cutting
themes. As with interview data, qualitative analysis was completed independently by research team
members and followed by two group discussions - one focused specifically on the primary data and

one triangulating data sources.

Limitations: New Brunswick was the only province without representation. Invitations were sent to 7
of the 10 NB offices. British Columbia had low participation, however this was as a result of agreed
invitees being unable to attend at the last minute. We received minimal responses from Quebec
representatives despite 37 invitations and all materials being in French. The Quebec focus group
was cancelled due to low participation. However, a CF interviewee shared an external review
conducted in Quebec with 140+ participants, which we included in the data set to supplement for

lack of direct Quebec input.

2.3.3. Online Survey

An online survey of RRRF-CF recipients replaced our originally-planned focus group owing to low
interest from businesses in focus group participation?. The survey team provided an email to all
provincial and territorial CF associations and requested that they share this invitation with all RRRF-
CF recipients. This distribution approach was not expected to produce a representative sample;
however, it allowed for participation by the maximum number of businesses—a factor we
considered important given low interest in the focus groups. We also provided an incentive to

increase participation (participants were entered into a draw to win one of three gift cards). The

2 Over a period of several weeks, multiple invites were sent to 53 businesses identified by CF representatives as potential
participants. Only two businesses confirmed willingness to participate.
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invitation and the survey were available in English and French. The survey originally launched on
April 13, 2026 and an extension, along with a second round of promotion launched in late May,
owing to low response rates in some regions. Quebec declined to participate in the second round
of promotion. The survey closed on June 16, 2026 with a total of 198 respondents. The
questionnaire was developed using Qualtrics and included a total of 10 questions, consisting of
nine closed-ended questions and one open-ended question designed to capture additional
qualitative feedback. Questions were informed by the results of the interviews and focus groups.
The survey was designed to take approximately 2-3 minutes to complete. We analyzed survey data

using descriptive statistics and thematic analysis.

Limitations: Differences in the distribution approach taken by each provincial and territorial CF
association may have influenced the response distribution. Additionally, because of the open
approach, we are unable to provide detailed place-related analysis of responses (e.g., size,

remoteness).

2.4. Data Triangulation

Data triangulation adds to the rigour of findings". We used two approaches to triangulate project
findings. First was triangulation of data sources. Each of the methods described above provided
different types of data. Their individual results address different facets of the research, but
collectively they provide differing perspectives on common topics, enabling the research team to
compare findings and identify areas of convergence (similarities, corroboration) and divergence
(differences, areas for additional investigation). Second was triangulation among investigators,
meaning that through independent analysis and regular discussion, we continuously reviewed,

checked, and challenged each other's work, strengthening the end results.

3. Results

Below we provide an overview of research results for each of the research methods described

above.
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3.1. Desktop Analysis of Comparable Programs

The goal of this activity was to conduct a review of publicly available program information to
compare the design, eligibility, and delivery mechanism of the RRRF-CF and other similar COVID era

funds, and to confirm the gap filled by the RRRF-CF.

3.1.1. Comparable Programs

Beyond the RRRF-CF, we identified nine national, non-sector specific funding programs that were

offered to businesses during the response phase of the COVID-19 pandemic:

RRRF - Regional Development Agency Stream 1 (RDA delivery)

e RRRF - Regional Development Agency Stream 2 (Third Party Delivery)

e Canada Emergency Business Account (CEBA)

e Canada Emergency Rent Subsidy

e Canada Emergency Wage Subsidy

e Indigenous Business Stabilization Program - Emergency Loan Program
e Highly Affected Sectors Credit Availability Program (HASCAP)

e Large Employer Emergency Financing Facility

e Indigenous Community Business Fund

The following sub-sections summarize the results of the desktop analysis. A detailed description of
the purpose, eligibility criteria, delivery structure, funding mechanism, funding amount, timeline

associated with each program, and references is provided as Appendix 1.

3.1.2. Program Parameters

The Canada Emergency Business Account (CEBA) was the first national business support program
to launch during the COVID-19 pandemic. Though CEBA had the broad objective of supporting
small businesses across the country, some businesses were not eligible or could not access the
fund or needed a program more tailored to their unique needs, including place-based needs. These
challenges sparked the introduction of alternative CEBA-like programs, including the Indigenous

Business Stabilization Emergency Loan Program and the RRRF. The RRRF was intended to provide a
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degree of place-based support, as all streams of this program could be somewhat tailored to

regional needs (e.g., some regions established priority sectors or business types).

All CEBA-like programs had similar design parameters. These programs all offered a combination of
repayable and non-repayable contributions. For the Indigenous Business Stabilization Emergency
Loan Program, the non-repayable contribution was automatic. For CEBA and RRRF, the non-
repayable contribution was only accessed if the repayable portion was repaid by a given date, with
no interest charged before this date. The total contributions were originally valued at up to
$40,000, though this was later adjusted to $60,000. The CEBA-like programs shared an objective of
stabilizing small businesses in order to help retain staff (if applicable) and either stay open, re-open,
or position themselves to re-open when the economy rebounded as health restrictions eased.
Eligible expenses were generally limited to those that were non-deferrable, such as property taxes,
utilities, insurance, and regularly-scheduled debt service. Payroll and rent were also eligible if the
business had not received sufficient support through other programs specifically targeted at these
types of expenses (i.e., the Canada Emergency Wage Subsidy and Canada Emergency Rent
Subsidy). Businesses had to exist prior to the onset of the pandemic and demonstrate they were
financially viable at that time. Each of these programs was targeted at a specific type of business

with these differences reflected in the applicable eligibility criteria.

Beyond the CEBA-like programs, other programs offered funding support for specific expenses (i.e.,
the Canada Emergency Wage Subsidy and Canada Emergency Rent Subsidy), or for businesses that
experienced a revenue loss of 50% or more (i.e., the Highly Affected Sectors Credit Availability
Program [HASCAP]). Other available programs had narrow eligibility criteria that many rural and
remote businesses could not meet. These included the Large Employer Emergency Financing
Facility (for businesses needing loans of $60 million or more), and the Indigenous Community

Business Fund (for Indigenous community- or collectively-owned businesses).

3.1.3. Gaps Filled by the RRRF-CF

Our review of COVID-era funding program documentation showed that the RRRF-CF filled two

primary gaps in the funding landscape for small businesses in rural and remote communities.
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1. Need for support not accessed through a financial institution

e CEBA originally required that businesses held a business account with a financial
institution participating in the CEBA program, and that the account was open prior to
March 1, 2020.

e HASCAP also required businesses to access support through a financial institution. The
list of institutions participating in this program was limited and did not include many
small-town institutions like credit unions and caisse populaires.

e Programs focused on rent and wage support (i.e., Canada Emergency Rent Subsidy,
Canada Emergency Wage Subsidy) were accessed through the Canada Revenue
Agency rather than a financial institution; however, the list of expenses these

programs supported was more limited than RRRF-CF.
2. Need for support for sole proprietorships and micro businesses

e CEBA originally required that applicants demonstrate a 2019 payroll of at least $20,000
which rendered many sole proprietorships and micro businesses ineligible.

e The RRRF stream delivered by the RDAs did not provide support to sole
proprietorships. In some regions, partnerships, social enterprises, and businesses

from non-priority sectors were also ineligible.

These gaps became less prevalent as supports evolved. For example, the eligibility requirements
for CEBA were adjusted over time so that businesses could open a new business account with a
participating financial institution, and a second stream was added that did not require a 2019
payroll of at least $20,000 (though other eligibility requirements were added which may have still
represented a barrier for sole proprietorships and micro businesses.) The result of these
adjustments is that there was eventually a high degree of overlap between RRRF-CF and CEBA, with
businesses being able to choose the program that best met their needs or access both programs if
support they received through one was insufficient (although they would only be able to receive

the forgivable portion through one program). The table in Appendix 1 attempts to capture the
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parameters of each program: 1) when first launched, and 2) when the program was closed to new

applications.

3.2. RRRF-CF Program Data Analysis and Crosstabulation

The goal of this activity was to analyze the collected RRRF-CF data to generate descriptive statistics
on the delivery of the RRRF-CF program, characterize recipients supported by the RRRF-CF, explore
the role of place (size and remoteness), and note emerging trends. A summary of results is

provided in the following section, with further detail provided in Appendix 2.

3.2.1. Description of Quantitative Data

Quantitative data reported by CFs about the RRRF-CF included differing levels of resolution (detail).
The West (Alberta, British Colombia, Manitoba and Saskatchewan) reported data at an individual
application level. In the West, the RRRF-CF program was divided into two application streams:
$40,000 and $20,000. Since applicants were eligible for both streams, applicants may appear twice
in the data set. To consolidate the number of applicants for the entire eligible amount of $60,000,
both data sets were combined resulting in 4,537 records. The data for New Brunswick,
Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island and Quebec were reported at the
CF level. For Ontario, select data were reported at the province level and detailed data at the CF
level for 38 out of 60 CF offices. The data for Northwest Territories were reported at an individual
applicant level (anonymized). For Nunavut, selected data were reported at a territory level. There

were no Yukon data.

3.2.2. Success Rates of RRRF-CF Applications

The average success rate for application approval was 80% (Table 1), with a range from 70% to 98%

across provinces and territories, indicating an accessible program.
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Table 1. Application approval rates

Province/ Applications Applications

Territory received approved?
AB 3696 2811 76
BC 3050 1653 54
MB 1122 986 88
NB 1315 1045 79
NL 911 776 85
NW 51 44 86
NS 948 662 70
ON 4182 2983 71
PEI 461 371 80
QC 3636 3570 98
SK 1043 819 79

3.2.3. Distribution of RRRF-CF by Region Size and Remoteness

The distribution of approved applications by size and remoteness is shown in Table 2. Based on
classification by remoteness, approved RRRF-CF applications were allocated as follows: remote
(1.4%), rural (46.1%), Indigenous (0.4%), intermediate (25.4%), urban adjacent (26.7%) (Figures 1, 2).
Based on classification by size we see a distribution across size: small (36.7%), medium (44.5%), and
large (18.7%). This distribution across both remoteness and size illustrates program accessibility

across types of regions and communities.

3 The western provinces (AB, BC, MB, SK) took a different approach to tracking RRRF applications for applicants who
accessed the $20,000 extension, counting the initial $40,000 and the subsequent $20,000 separately. As a result, we
acknowledge the potential for businesses to be double counted within the data.
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Table 2: Number of approved applications by size and remoteness

# of approved RRRF Applications
Remote
Indigenous
Rural 2,507
Intermediate 2,317 389
Urban Adjacent 1,109 2,103
Medium Large
Total 5,933 2,492
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Intermediate ndigenous
Remoteness category 25.4% 0.4%
Figure 2: Number of approved applications by remoteness Figure 1: Percentage of total approved applications by
category remoteness

Jobs Maintained through RRRF-CF Program

RRRF-CF recipients reported a large number of jobs were maintained by the program (a total of
43,251 based on data from 10 provinces). Of these jobs reported as maintained: 12,682 were full-
time jobs, 8,007 were part-time jobs, and 9,000 seasonal jobs. Similarly to the distribution of
approved applications, these maintained jobs can be found across regions of differing sizes and

remoteness. More detail is provided in Appendix 2.

3.2.4. High Participation of Sole Proprietorships and Small Businesses

Sole proprietorships represented 36.4% of total approved loans. These businesses accounted for 46.5%
of funding awarded through the RRRF-CF program. The importance of the RRRF-CF program to sole
proprietorships and small businesses is further supported by the finding that 68% of total RRRF-CF
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recipients were businesses with less than five employees. Further details of the types of businesses

supported by the RRRF-CF program can be found in Appendix 2.

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are a significant pillar of Canadian economy. As of 2024
SMEs—defined as companies with 1-99 employees (small) and 100 to 499 employees (medium)—
made up 97.8 % of all businesses in Canada. During the 2016-2020 period SMEs contributed 48.2 %
to Canada’s GDP. SMEs have long been vulnerable to uncertain economic environments; however,
the COVID-19 pandemic intensified these vulnerabilities. Between 2019 and 2020, about 28,796
SMEs closed".

As a subset of SMEs, small businesses are a vital sector of the rural economy, yet they are
particularly exposed not only to market fluctuations but also socio-political events'. In 2023, small
businesses in rural and small towns generated $163.1 billion in revenue, accounting for 16.9% of
the total revenue of all small businesses across Canada, however, small businesses in rural and

small-towns reported higher expenses than small urban businesses resulting in lower net profit.

The data collected substantiate the large number of small businesses in rural and remote regions

and their importance to the local economy.

3.2.5. Diversity of Recipients

Although not a specific requirement of the RRRF-CF program, the quantitative data indicates the

program was accessible across a range of diversity metrics as reported by program recipients

(Table 3).

Diversity Categories Number of RRRF-CF % of Total RRRF-CF
Recipients Recipients

Women-owned businesses 4,915 31.3%
Youth-owned businesses 1,262 8.0%
Minority-owned businesses 558 3.5%
Minority language businesses 587 3.7%
Indigenous-owned businesses 556 3.5%
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Disability-owned businesses 413 2.6%
New Canadian-owned businesses 152 1.0%
LGBTQ+ owned businesses 84 0.5%
Social enterprises 43 0.3%

Table 3. RRRF-CF Recipients by Diversity Categories

3.3. Interviews and Focus Groups

Semi-structured interviews and focus groups aimed to add further detail to understanding why the
RRRF-CF was initiated and how it was designed, explore its implementation and function, and
better understand its results and impacts. Discussions specifically explored the role of and
connection to place. As many themes were common across the interview and focus group data, we

summarize them together below.

3.3.1. Gaps Dictated Program Design

Interviewees were asked specifically about the gaps in COVID era programming and other needs
that led to the creation of the RRRF. Program gaps and needs also arose during focus groups,
typically as participants discussed their local recipients and their needs. Interviewees also

responded to questions relating to the design of the RRRF-CF program.

Gaps were identified related to eligibility, access, and client need. Eligibility gaps largely focused on
the size and type of business (i.e., small, sole proprietors, start ups), but also included financial
requirements. Accessibility gaps pointed to issues faced due to the location or accessibility of the
institutions delivering the other programs, particularly the absence of financial institutions in rural
and remote communities. Issues with accessibility meant there were businesses technically eligible
for other programs, but unable to access them, typically due to the location of the related
institutions. Lastly, interviewees and focus group participants discussed the needs of the RRRF-CF
clients, particularly related to their capacity, indicating many have a higher need for support and
advice - something not offered by the other programs, “we have the opportunity to walk these

businesses through and maybe hold their hand a little bit more and be a little more hands on or eyes on
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it, that makes the difference between them being a success or not.” Rural and remote communities

were disproportionately impacted by these gaps.

Internal and external interviewees cited a general lack of inclusion of rural and remote areas in the
other federal support programs as an overarching gap. As characterized by one internal
interviewee, “when they roll out broad programs like this, the reality is, rural gets left, right?
Unrecognized.” This gap was often linked to increased community vulnerability, as described by one
external interviewee, “the pandemic emptied main streets, halted services, limited banking presence as
well. So really left our rural communities especially exposed.” It was this overarching rural and remote
gap that both CFs and the RDAs collectively advocated be addressed by federal government

programming.

The design of the RRRF-CF was largely described by interviewees as reactive, top down and
prescribed, coming from the federal government in Ottawa, with limited design input from CFs or
the RDAs. The design of the RRRF program was directed by the format of existing programs and
their gaps, rather than designed for a particular audience or for place-based needs - including rural
and remote businesses, but also including specific sectors and potentially underserved or
underrepresented groups. One external interviewee observed that “often the RRRF program that
Community Futures delivered was considered kind of a last resort funding, for lack of a better
terminology”. That the rural and remote contexts were viewed as left out or leftover after the design

of other programs indicates fundamental issues in how programs are designed.

Interviews and focus groups revealed that each of the RDAs approached negotiation for RRRF-CF
delivery differently, resulting in differences in agreement structure and program parameters.
These differences were national, but particularly notable in the North, where rather than an
agreement between the RDA and CFs, the funds were routed through the territorial governments.
There was no indication that these differences between the RDA regions were a result of place-
based needs, but were more likely a result of differences in processes, relationships, and capacity.
As described by one internal interviewee, “there would be somewhat of a national push, but it would
be pushed out through the RDAs. So that meant different approaches by different RDAs, as it always

does.” This affected the program during implementation (Section 3.3.2) and continues to impact the
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results (Section 3.3.3) and the resulting inequities between regions were viewed by focus group

participants as problematic.

As a reactionary program during a highly changeable situation, there were multiple, iterative
changes made to the RRRF-CF over time, coming from the top down with minimal input from CFs.
These iterations included additional funds as well as the addition of targets (e.g., a % of loans going
to tourism). These iterations were experienced as additional challenges at the operational level. As
described by one focus group participant, “changing the monitoring tools halfway, changing the
priorities, changing things along the way. You know, every tranche of money that came out came with

different strings it, it really was a bit of a nightmare.”

3.3.2. Program Implementation

Interviewees and focus group participants were asked questions about how RRRF-CF was tailored
to meet regional needs. We found evidence of both national consistency and variation in how the

program was implemented.

Consistency in implementation was reflected across the primary data. There were multiple ways the
program was consistently implemented across CFs, with perhaps the most valuable being the
prioritization of embedded local knowledge, relationships, and hands on support throughout the
program. This was illustrated through reflections across interviews and focus groups, with one
participant reflecting that the “added value that the community futures brought to the program was it
was really more personal. It was family. It was the connections that we already had that were struggling
and how we could help them”, At the center of the connection to local knowledge and relationships
there were many references to this being driven by the purpose and mandate of CFs as place-
based, patient, and developmental lenders. For example, as observed by one external interviewee,
“when you compare a CF to a bank, it's like, okay, they're both fruit, but it's not the same tree. Yeah, those
CFs are not just addressing gaps. They're identifying opportunities to better support their client and their
community. ... some were really finding opportunities and getting better at it, but these CFs all know their
clients, and they know what's coming in and as a whole.” Additional aspects of consistent national
program delivery included speed of delivery, accessibility across rural and remote Canada,

leveraging existing infrastructure, and the importance of CFs' reputation as a diligent and
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responsible actor. Mutual support and collaboration within the CF network was also identified,

albeit to varying degrees.

Interviews and focus groups also revealed differences in implementation. Some of these were
common in their type but differed in the local manifestations. For example, adaptations in local CF
workflows and processes differed, including things like application of (different) technologies,
remote working, and relationships with local and regional partners. One interviewee reflected that
“Decisions are locally based. So, people sitting around that table generally have a very good sense of

what the business community in their area is like."

Offering programming complementary to RRRF-CF was another common aspect of
implementation, but with the complimentary programs differing dramatically, reflecting
differences in regional, provincial, and territorial programs as well as CF programming. Other
differences in implementation related to how RRRF-CF was adapted locally, including
communications related to the program, approval process for the applications, the amount loaned
(full amount or tailored to businesses), eligibility, reporting, and due diligence. From a due
diligence perspective, many focus group participants described the processes they used to vet
applicants to ensure they were being funded for the correct amount and that there were processes
(e.g., a general security agreement or GSA) in place to have confidence in repayment. In some
places this reflected the benefit of experience and leveraging existing infrastructure, as explained
by one participant, “the federal government may have lucked out by giving it to the CBDCs or CFs to
deliver, because we would put some parameters around it and make some rules and get some processes
in place. Because it wasn't our first rodeo. We've lent money before.” However, this was inconsistent
and there was significant variation as the program itself did not require extensive due diligence.
Some CFs used their existing processes, others used different ones, and others followed national-
scale program parameters and added none. There was often a direct connection between
discussion of due diligence and repayment, particularly by those who did not apply additional due
diligence, as exemplified by one participant who said “we didn't do a GSA here, I think that was a big
problem. We didn't do a GSA. So I think if we had maybe we wouldn't have such a problem [with

repayment].”
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As identified in Section 3.3.1, we saw the implications of differences related to the agreements
negotiated with the RDAs in implementation. Differences included where funds were sent (direct to
CFs, through regional or provincial associations or through territorial governments), how funds
were allocated and the amount provided to CFs, and the repayment of loans, where approaches to
extensions of the loans and repayment differed. As described by one internal interviewee, “we did
this a little differently than a lot of other areas, ... I offered to underwrite half of the loss if clients chose
to, or if CFs chose to lend their clients CF money to pay out their RRRF loan early so they can take
advantage of the of the non repayable portion.” The current and future impact of differences in

repayment is discussed below in Section 3.3.3.

Considering the above, the consistency in implementation speaks to the value of leveraging CFs to
deliver programs. It is at the implementation stage where we see the influence of place, not
because of program design but the history and mandate of CFs as a delivery mechanism. However,
evidence of the role of place in influencing decisions is mixed. It is unclear the extent to which these
variations are based on place-based needs, versus local capacity or other factors (e.g., preferences,
past practice). This is challenged by how inputs into local decisions related to processes or
adaptations are captured and recorded (or not). Local knowledge is clearly a powerful and valuable
input, but there is a risk of its value not being seen or being misunderstood. There is a clear need
to build the capacity across CFs to more systemically capture and communicate how local
knowledge is used and implemented in order to avoid these adaptations being seen as simply the

application of personal or local bias.

3.3.3. Program Results and Impacts

Interviewees and focus group participants were asked to reflect on the results and impact of the
RRRF-CF. It was universally felt that the program met its stated goals. The data we collected

demonstrated results and impacts to CFs, RRRF-CF recipients, to communities.

Community Futures: From a results perspective, the RRRF-CF program was characterized by the
majority of interviews and participants as having high repayment rates and low defaults. These
results stand out, including when compared to non-pandemic CF programming as well as to other

pandemic era programs, including CEBA and the RDA delivered RRRF. One interviewee observed
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that, “the amount repaid is another indicator of how well it worked.” Another noted that, “this is my
understanding that RRRF repayment rates was better than the non-RRRF program.” An external
interviewee noted, “We thought 20 to 40% [of loan recipients] might default... and it hasn't been that",
further complemented by another external interviewee who noted, “I'm hearing [the default rate is]
anything between zero and five". Local CF staff noted, “We have about 15 loans left, and very low, low,
bad debt ratio. So that's positive. It's something that shows me. It shows that they needed the money, and
they were able to recruit, recover from that as well, from that support.” Where repayment issues or
concerns were identified, they most often related to the lack of due diligence associated with the
program as described above, or uncertainty over what will happen after the final 2026 repayment

deadline.

From an impact perspective, there was nearly universal agreement that the program brought new
clients to CFs and positively raised the organization’s profile. Less prevalent, but notable, were
permanent changes to processes and workflows brought about by changes experienced during the
delivery of RRRF-CF and the pandemic. Some participants reflected on negative impacts of the
RRRF-CF to their office, including impacts to their reputation due to program uncertainties and
changes that were outside their controls, as well as impacts to their capacity, including staff
burnout, turnover, and an ongoing expectation that they maintain the higher volume of work that
came with RRRF-CF with the pre-RRRF-CF resources. One of the most significant impacts to CFs as a
result of the RRRF-CF relates to the repaid funds - where they go and what they can be used for,
which was negotiated regionally with the RDAs. There are many positive aspects to this, including
potential for reinvestment into CFs (e.g., software) as well as reinvestment into serving
communities (e.g., available loans, risk mitigation funds). One of the interviewees reflected that
“One of the initiatives that came out of the RRRF, with the funds coming back, was actually putting more

funds into the RMF, the risk mitigation fund.”

However, the differences in treatment of repaid funds between regions - particularly the rationale
(or lack thereof) and related communication - was typically viewed negatively, particularly by focus
group participants, who noted inequities between regions and differences in the local benefits. As

expressed by one focus group participant, “what drives me absolutely crazy is that the government
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announces these programs without any parameters, without any implementation plan at all. They just
say, yeah, we've got this pot of money, and then they let the bureaucrats figure out how it's going to be
dispersed or how it's going to be implemented. But that's not fair, because that takes months, and the
minute that announcement is made on national television, we start getting the calls from the businesses.
... S0 the RDAs need to get on the same page. They need to and they need to trust us.” As in Section 3.3.1,
there was no indication that these differences between the RDA regions were a result of place-

based needs, but were more likely a result of differences in processes, relationships, and capacity.

RRRF Recipients: From a results perspective, we asked focus group participants if the averages
compiled from the reported data matched what they saw locally. The majority felt that the approval
rates, as well as the size of businesses (1-4 employees) and jobs maintained resonated. In terms of
the types of businesses, particularly the prevalence of sole proprietorships, these often differed,
with participants suggesting a range of percentages of incorporated businesses versus sole
proprietorships. Added to the discussion were participants noting where they also supported non-
profit organizations and start ups as well as businesses. Reflections related to sector indicated that
participants did not deliberately target sectors but rather felt that who they funded reflected the
characteristics and make up of the local economy. Differences in business types and sectors
supported were reported, reflecting the composition of the local economies, illustrating a

connection to place.

Tourism as a sector provided an example, with discussions reflecting regions with little to no
tourism (and therefore no RRRF-CF recipients from the tourism sector), high levels of small
business tourism (high numbers of RRRF-CF recipients from the tourism sector), and large tourism
businesses better suited for other funding streams due to their size and capacity (no RRRF-CF
recipients from the tourism sector). Participants also discussed whether the RRRF-CF funds went
where they were needed, as well as if there were those who were left out. Most believed the
program benefited businesses in need, including those who “double dipped across programs”,
typically RRRF-CF and CEBA. While some identified that there were program recipients who
potentially did not need the funds, there was recognition that the overarching uncertainty of the

time drove some businesses to apply to the RRRF-CF “just in case”. Participants did identify that a
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small number of businesses may have been missed by the RRRF-CF, for a variety of reasons
including misunderstandings or lack of knowledge about the program (acknowledging that people
have some responsibility to inform themselves), edge cases related to eligibility (e.g., “some
complaints from people who felt that they didn't get RRRF assistance because one of the eligibility
requirements was that they had to have payroll under 1.5 million, and they had payroll over one and a
half million dollars, but qualified under all the other terms and didn't receive assistance”), or where
individual CFs ran out of money. One observation stood out when reflecting on the complexity of
need and who was able to take advantage of the forgiveness portion of RRRF-CF, “I understand the
forgiveness aspect, right? It makes total sense, the motivator and stuff like that. The only issue I have with
it is that those that are still paying now were the ones that were truly in trouble. Probably needed the
program the most, and then they're not going to benefit from that forgiveness portion... So we're on
some level, punishing the ones that need it the most right now, I understand why they put the forgiveness
portion in, and I'm not even saying don't do that because, but there's just, it's too bad there wasn't a way,

right?”

When asked about the impacts of the program, there was universal agreement across interviews
and focus groups that the largest impact was maintaining the solvency and survival of small
businesses. As described by one interviewee, they “got a lot of comments from people saying, Yeah, I
wouldn't have been in business, right? I needed this money to be stable. And that was the primary goal.”
The theme of survival was prominent. All interviewees and focus group participants felt the
program served its goal of ensuring these businesses survived COVID. Some businesses were
observed to have closed post COVID, but for reasons other than the pandemic, “after COVID was
over and RRRF money was gone, their business still ended in certain instances with us. ... it was a just a
way for them to stay on top, I guess, until after COVID, and then the economies of scale just took over,
and they sort of closed anyway.” The survey of RRRF-CF clients reinforced the impact of maintaining
business solvency and survival: 48% of businesses indicated that the RRRF-CF program prevented
their business from closure, 56% of businesses indicated they avoided unnecessary business debt,

and 46% of businesses indicated decreased business losses.
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Beyond the impact of solvency and survival, interviewees and focus groups reflected on both social
and economic impacts of the program. These impacts included: supporting businesses to pivot and
improve (e.g., digital transformation, infrastructure upgrades, new products / services); improving
and supporting mental health; and maintaining jobs. The survey of RRRF-CF clients corroborated
that these impacts were felt by recipients, although with differences in the prominence of the
impacts. For example, while reduced mental health burden was noted in interviews and focus
groups, this was the most prominent response from businesses, with 61% of businesses reporting
reduced mental health burden and stress, while business pivots and improvements were less
prominent in survey responses: 17% of businesses made infrastructure updates to support their

business and 13% of businesses were able to offer new products or services.

Two prominent reflections stand out related to the impact of the program. First is that the impacts
described as most important were not reflected in or captured by CF's standardized reporting
process. Second is that when asked about sources of evidence that contributed to these

observations, the majority had none beyond anecdotes or observations (see Section 3.3.4).

Community: Reflections about the RRRF-CF impact on communities were drawn primarily form the
focus group participants, but also include comments from some of the interviewees. The majority
of these comments built on and extrapolated from the impacts to businesses described above.
Responses drew a direct line between the stability and success of these businesses and the stability
and success of rural and remote communities, particularly in the case of small communities. As
described by one focus group participant, “you have to look beyond the companies who stayed in
business, though, and look at the community impacts. ... So their broader impacts on the communities
and not just the actual businesses themselves. So it kept people employed, which kept them buying food
at the grocery stores and coffee at the coffee shop, you know? So it's exponential, you know, the dollars
that circulated back around, especially in our smaller communities.” When reflecting on what the
continued success of businesses means to the communities, one interviewee said “It means quality
of life. When I look at it, and you can go into a community and you see it's got this business, this business,
and that, you know, the variety of businesses. For people that live there, it's just it adds to the quality of

life and attraction. And what does that come down to? It's economic development.”
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3.3.4. Reporting and Evidence

As part of the above sections - including both implementation and impact, interviewees and focus
group participants were asked what evidence or information substantiated their perspectives. As
observed above, responses identified several issues. The majority of the comments reflected that
they had no formal process to capture or collect data beyond the minimum required reporting (i.e.,
numbers of participants and financial data). At the same time, all interviewees and focus group
participants noted important sources of local knowledge to understand their region and the
impacts, including anecdotal information, reflections of their volunteer boards, and the embedded
nature of CFs. Current reporting is largely divorced from what is seen to be the most substantive
and important impacts. Recognition of impact requires reporting that captures impact-related
metrics. Many of the critically important impacts would be hard to quantify but could still be
systematically described through rigorous collection, interpretation, and communication of

qualitative data.

Participants acknowledged, however, that the context of the RRRF-CF program creates challenges
relating to proving impact. CF programs are typically growth oriented while the RRRF-CF was about
maintenance and preventing loss. It can be difficult to substantiate avoidance of loss. As
characterized by one participant, “Well, you know, it's kind of like the road not traveled. It's hard to
know what was on that road. So we can, we can go get some data. We can get some empirical data, like,
how many businesses are still in existence that we financed, but we don't know for sure if they would

have gone by the wayside had we not intervened."

We also asked participants what they would like to know about RRRF-CF program impact.
Responses included quantifiable numbers around businesses and sectors that survived COVID,
including how many people they employ. Additionally, participants wanted to know more about the
number of new clients the RRRF-CF brought to CF offices, differences in support across sectors, and
repayment rates and losses not only for the RRRF-CF but the RDA RRRF and CEBA program.

Qualitatively, people wanted to better understand how the program helped people.
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3.4. RRRF-CF Loan Recipient Survey

The goal of this activity was to collect perspectives from RRRF-CF loan recipients on the program’s

delivery, their connections to CF offices, and the status of their business post-COVID.

3.4.1. RRRF-CF Developed New Relationships Between Businesses and CF Offices

49% of loan recipients reported they did not have a relationship with the local CF office before the

RRRF loan (Figure 3). This represents a substantial new clientele for CF offices across Canada.

Figure 3. Prior to the RRRF loan, did you have a relationship (i.e., received a previous loan, participated in

workshops/events) with your Community Futures office?

Loan recipients reported a high rate of participation in CFs' business advisory and training services

before and during the pandemic; however, participation declined after the pandemic (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Did you participate in other Community Futures programs alongside RRRF?

3.4.2. RRRF-CF Program Delivered Multiple Benefits for Businesses

Loan recipients noted many benefits from participating in the RRRF-CF program. The most

frequently noted impact was reduced mental health burden/stress (61% of respondents) followed

by avoiding unnecessary debt (56% of respondents) and preventing permanent closure of the

business (48% of respondents). Loan recipients noted the RRRF-CF program allowed them to retain

staff (32% of respondents) and prevented staff layoffs or terminations (26% of respondents).

Business development-related impacts were also reported: 13% of respondents reported

introduction of new products or services whereas 17% reported infrastructure improvements.

Additional impacts can be seen in the chart below (Figure 5).
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Avoiding unnecessary debt NN 5600
Decreased business losses I /6%
Infrastructure improvements (e.g., renovation) NI 17%
Migrating products or services to an online platform W 3%
New products or services I 13%
Preventing business from permanent closure I 1800
Preventing laying off or terminating staff I 6%
Process improvements (e.g., digital transformation) I 5%
Retained and paid staff (including owner/operators) I 32%
Reduced mental health burden/stress I 1%
Other HEEE 7%

Figure 5. What were the impacts of the RRRF loan on your business? Select all that apply.

In the open question of the survey, respondents described the importance of the RRRF-CF program.
Multiple respondents noted the RRRF-CF program saved their business from closure, with
comments like: “Our business would have collapsed, and we would not be in operation today.”
Respondents also noted the value of the RRRF-CF program serving sole proprietor businesses, as
illustrated by comments like: “Being self-employed getting loans through traditional banking is tough.
This program helped me tremendously” and “I think it has saved our business at a time when we were

availing of mortgage deferrals and were ineligible for any other financial reliefs.”

Triangulation across data sources substantiates these findings. The desktop analysis's identification
of the primary target of the RRRF-CF being non-deferable operating costs necessary for businesses
stabilization is substantiated by survey respondents indicating the primary impacts of the program
were related to business recovery (avoidance of unnecessary debt and business losses, prevention
of businesses closure and prevention of layoffs). Similarly, survey responses noting the program
prevented staff reductions (26%) corroborates our analysis of program data which found the RRRF-
CF helped maintain 43,251 jobs during the pandemic. As noted in section 3.3.3, survey recognition
of impacts related to adoption of innovations and adaptive solutions (infrastructure improvements,
migrating products or services to an online platform, new products or services, and process

improvements), was less prominent than it was in interview and focus group discussions.
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Conversely, while reduced mental health burden/stress was the highest ranked impact in the
survey, although it was recognized as important in interviews and focus groups, discussion was less
prominent. This further substantiates our finding that current reporting is challenged to capture

critical program impacts.

3.4.3. Most RRRF-CF Loans Were Repaid

Over 80% of survey respondents indicated they were able to meet the deadline to receive the
forgivable portion of the RRRF-CF loan, either through repayment in full (79%) or through
refinancing (5%) (Figure 6). Only 16% of respondents indicated they were unable to repay the loan
in time to receive the forgivable portion. Of those 16%, 38% anticipate they will pay off their loan by
December 2026. Another38% of respondents indicated they do not anticipate paying off their loan

by December 2026 and 23% were unsure.

=~

= Yes - Paid in full m Yes - Refinanced through CF/CBDC/SADC No

Figure 6. Were you able to meet the deadline to receive the forgivable portion of the loan?

Survey respondents also shared through the open question that the loan size was not sufficient for
their business (“A blanket amount strategy doesn't work. My business was not able to operate for 2 full
seasons. $40k was not enough”), the need for more time to make repayment (“an extension of another

year would have made a huge impact to reach a more financial stable position”), and that everyone
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should have received the non-refundable portion (“There should have been a non-refundable portion

regardless of payback period”).

3.4.4. Most RRRF-CF Loan Recipients Remain Open Today

Almost 90% of survey respondents reported their business remains open today. 47% reported their
business remains open and has an improved outlook post COVID, while 25% of respondents noted
their business remains open with a similar outlook post COVID, and 16% of respondents noted
their business remains open but with a decreased outlook since COVID. Only 7% of respondents

indicated their business permanently closed since COVID (Figure 7).

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Business remains open - Improved outlook post COVID A7%

Business remains open - Similar outlook post COVID 25%

=
(o2}
=

Business remains open - Decreased outlook post COVID

Business was permanently closed post COVID 7%

; I

Buisness was sold or transferred post COVID

Figure 7. What is the current status of the business attached to the loan?

Multiple survey respondents credited the RRRF-CF program for the survival of their business during
the economic uncertainty of COVID-19. For example, “the program helped us survive the economic

downturn we experienced throughout the COVID pandemic.”

3.4.5. High Level of Satisfaction with CFs in the Delivery of RRRF-CF
Survey respondents indicated a very high level of satisfaction with the assistance received from CF
offices. 82% of respondents indicated ‘extremely satisfied and 13% indicated ‘'somewhat satisfied’

(Figure 8).
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Somewhat satisfied _ 13%

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied . 3%
Somewhat dissatisfied I 1%

Extremely dissatisfied I 1%

Figure 8. How satisfied were you with the assistance you received from Community Futures?

In the open question of the survey, many respondents provided positive feedback on the role of CF
offices: “The staff we communicated with were terrific. Made it a stress-free process. We are very
appreciative of the help we received”, “The staff at the CF are very professional and attentive to our needs”,

and “The CF saved our business!".

Survey respondents identified a number of suggestions based on their RRRF-CF experience. First,
multiple respondents noted the need for more supports for small businesses. They acknowledged
the RRRF-CF program was critical, but that additional supports are still required to facilitate rural
business development and growth. Second, multiple participants noted the need for a RRRF
program to continue to be offered beyond the pandemic. One respondent noted, “I think a program
like this would be really good to adopt in general without a crisis ... for me it relieved a huge burden and
allowed me to grow my business. It incentivized me to work harder to make it work and maximize my

growth potential without getting super stressed out.”

4. Discussion

This section builds on the details provided in Section 3, combining results and discussing where

they substantiate or contradict each other and responding to the two research questions.
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4.1. What was the unique value of Community Futures as a

delivery mechanism?

The various sources of data we analyzed in this study collectively confirm that CFs offered distinct

value in several key areas:

e national accessibility across rural and remote regions regardless of size or remoteness;

e amandate for developmental lending and integration of a community development
lens into decision making;

e the advantage of local knowledge that comes from being embedded in a
community/region;

e ahigh degree of adaptability;

e atrusted and credible reputation with both clients and RDAs; and

e awell-established operational framework.

As summed up by one interviewee from a Regional Development Agency, “CFs offered the reach, the
relationships, and the reputation to deliver the support quickly to rural businesses when it mattered

most”.

The RRRF-CF program demonstrated that trusted local intermediaries with flexible mandates can
perform equally as well, if not outperform, centralized program delivery during crisis. The RRRF-CF
program model should be examined as a potential permanent mechanism within Canada's suite of
economic development strategies, replicating its successes and building on its strengths (see
Section 4.2). As identified above, CFs' role went beyond delivering funding, as they leveraged their
knowledge and infrastructure to incorporate the program into a network that helped stabilize
vulnerable rural and remote economies. Using repayment rate as a metric, the RRRF-CF was more
successful than anticipated. The Auditor General's 2021 report on the RRRF anticipated that
between 25% and 42% of repayable contributions across the entire RRRF program would not be
repaid". While the final repayment rate will not be known for some time, our research suggests this
figure—at least for the CF stream of the program—will be much lower. Additionally, as noted in

Section 2, our findings likely underestimate the impacts of the program.
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Factors consistently identified in the primary and secondary data speak to the value of leveraging
CFs to deliver programs on behalf of senior levels of government. Evidence indicates that without
the RRRF-CF program many rural and remote businesses would not have initially been eligible for
COVID support which would have compromised jobs and local economies. Even where eligibility
was not an issue, other COVID-era funding mechanisms were challenging to access in some rural
and remote areas, and also demonstrated issues related to a lack of understanding of local context.
Factors including the physical local accessibility of CFs, their understanding of the local context, and
the relationships they brought to the RRRF-CF landscape were critically important to the success of

this program.

4.2. What can we learn for future programs?

Interviewees and survey participants both noted the value of the RRRF-CF program to rural and
remote businesses and economies, a finding which was substantiated by the RRRF-CF program
data analysis, as well as literature reviewed. Although the RRRF-CF program was intended solely to
respond to COVID, both the delivery model and experience offer many important successes,
innovations, and lessons that could be replicated and used to inform development and
implementation of future rural economic development programs. For example, successful aspects
of RRRF-CF can be directly transferred to future programs (e.g., accessibility across rural Canada -
see Section 4.2.1). In addition to simple and transferable lessons like streamlined application review
processes, expedited timelines for application approval, and new administrative systems, the RRRF-
CF provides a foundation upon which to improve how programs are approached. The following

section identifies and discusses these important lessons.

4.2.1. Program accessibility

The desktop analysis and primary data illustrate that there was a clear gap in business supports
that disproportionately affected small business in rural and remote locations. SMEs are a significant
pillar of the Canadian economy, particularly in rural and remote Canada as described in Section

3.2.5, indicating that program (in)accessibility poses a substantive risk to the national economy.
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The desktop analysis indicates that as programs evolved, the gaps between them became less
prevalent, with increased redundancies between programs. This was, to some extent, reflected in
the focus groups, as participants noted “double dipping” between programs as businesses met the
eligibility requirements of CEBA and RRRF. However, interview and focus group data also reflect
challenges in communicating the evolving nature of programs, meaning that the changes across
programs were not always well understood. Further, some survey data indicated that some

businesses could not access the scale of funding they needed through the RRRF-CF.

RRRF-CF accessibility is demonstrated through the reporting data, beginning with the program'’s
high approval rates and the diversity in the range of recipients (see Table 2, Table 4). Even without
explicit equity targets, the RRRF-CF reached a meaningful number of firms owned by equity-
deserving groups, suggesting that CF program delivery approaches have a baseline level of
inclusivity that could serve as a strong foundation for future programs with explicit diversity

objectives.

Through the RRRF-CF reporting data we can also see the program was geographically accessible
across rural and remote Canada, not only across provinces and territories, but also across a range
of remoteness and population size categories (see Table 3). The limited available data on CEBA
uptake across Canada substantiates that the RRRF-CF program was relatively important in more
rural and remote regions of the country, where the RRRF-CF made up a larger portion of the total
CEBA and RRRF funding provided to local businesses. For example, in the Northwest Territories,
RRRF-CF funding made up a total of 6.8% of the total business funding issued through CEBA and

the RRRF-CF. In Ontario, this same value was just 0.6%"".

4.2.2. Engagement and co-construction of program design

Although there was evidence in the interviews and focus groups of cooperation between CFs and
RDAs to identify the gaps in initial programs and lobby for a new program, as well as to negotiate
the terms of program delivery, the design of the RRRF program was largely pre-set, with minimal
engagement. While the value of the local knowledge held by CFs was acknowledged in program
delivery, there is a clear gap in incorporating local knowledge in program design. While the

circumstances surrounding COVID were extreme in their uncertainty and speed, current research*i
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suggests that not only engagement, but co-construction is required to ground program design in
differing contexts and realities. Consistent participation in the design and decision making process

would be advantageous to prevent issues and reduce program iterations.

The need for more local involvement in program design was also reflected in interviews and focus
groups by participants who not only felt that rural and remote considerations were left out of initial
programs, but that this is to be expected. The expectedness of this issue illustrates a chronic and

fundamental challenge in acknowledging rural and remote in the design of federal programs.

4.2.3. Delivery partner capacity

Interviewees noted that the capacity of delivery partners to fulfil their envisioned role during the
time of crisis needs to be better understood and supported (see Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.4). Interview
and focus group data highlighted the reliance on volunteer involvement in program delivery which
indicates strong social capital and community resilience; however, participants also described the
depletion, and in some instances the burn out, of existing local capacity. A significant body of
research explains how chronic workplace stress associated with crises like COVID-19 can lead to
issues like decreased performance, high turnover, and mental health challenges™. Capacity issues
are important to address in order to minimize the negative impacts emergency response activities

can take on the community development workforce.

4.2.4. Place-based decision making

According to the desktop analysis, the RRRF/RRRF-CF program was designed to some extent to be
tailored to meet place-based needs. The reality is inconsistent. When exploring the role that place

played in the program, there are two important themes for discussion.

The first relates to the role of place in the differences between the RDA regions. We found no
evidence that the differences between the RDA regions in RRRF-CF design and implementation
were a result of place-based needs (see Section 3.3.2). Rather, as the majority of differences can be
traced to negotiated agreements, these differences are more likely to be a result of differences in
processes, relationships, and capacity. Place-based differences were inconsistently recorded and

justified in publicly available program documentation, contributing to a sense of confusion about
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why and where local adaptations applied. These differences have had, and continue to have, an

impact on the results of the program regionally.

The second notable theme relates to the role of place in explaining differences at the local level.
The nature and mandate of CFs mean they are embedded in community and driven by local
knowledge and relationships. However, when examining the program’s implementation we found
inconsistent evidence. For example, the interviews and focus groups identified needs relating to
recipients that were less related to overarching place-based characteristics and more related to the
capacity of individual recipients. Unlike what was identified in the desktop analysis, our primary
research did not provide supportive evidence of CFs establishing priority sectors, business types, or
recipients based on characteristics relating to place. Rather, variation in applications and recipients
across place reflected the local economic composition, although this was challenging to verify as
sector or industry data was not collected. From an implementation perspective, differences at the
local level included complementary programming, communications, approval processes, amount
loaned, and due diligence processes. Some of these factors clearly reflect differences in context -
for example, available complimentary programming differed by what was available locally as well
as provincially/territorially. However, it is unclear the extent to which these variations are based on
place-based needs, versus local capacity or other factors (e.g., preferences). While it is possible to
attribute differences to place-based rationales, there are gaps in how the rationale and evidence is

captured and communicated.

At both the regional and local levels, the program's flexibility was a double-edged sword, allowing

local decision-making but also leading to potential issues related to justification of inconsistencies.

4.2.5. Program value and impact

The RRRF-CF reporting data and the primary data provide complementary accounts of the
program’s impact, particularly related to economic stability and jobs, but including other business
improvements. For example, 13% of surveyed businesses reported introduction of new products or
services whereas 17% reported infrastructure improvement such as renovations that allowed for
continued operation. The RRRF-CF program assisted a large number of SMEs. It bears repeating

that the importance of SMEs is not limited to individual businesses, but includes their contribution
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to rural and remote regions generally. Business success has long been linked to not only regional
economic vitality but also other aspects of community life, for example, fostering leadership and
support for community improvement projects*, often driven by businesses owners’ direct
involvement in community life*. In recent years business success has been linked to community
resilience through diversification of rural economies*, transformative sustainability solutions*, or
building of social capital®. These references to the community development literature help
illustrate that CFs did not simply deliver funds during the pandemic, but rather they stabilized rural

economic systems at a moment of crisis and risk.

It is important to note that the RRRF-CF, as with other programs, was focused on support,
maintenance, and prevention of loss. In the post-COVID era, the success of this program should
serve to demonstrate the value of programs that allow for support for what exists, as opposed to a
return to an exclusive focus on growth, and consequently contributing to building of social capital,

sustainability and overall broader community development.

Despite the above, the program’s impacts were un- or under-reported. Impacts identified by
interviewees and focus group participants, and confirmed by survey respondents as being critically
important, were divorced from program reporting. The results of our business survey add to the
limited quantitative evidence about program impact, but interviewees and focus group participants
expressed a desire for access to more detail about how the RRRF-CF supported businesses and

rural economies.

5. Recommendations

The following recommendations were created based on the findings, incorporating the reflections
and suggestions provided by interviewees and focus group participants. These recommendations
are aimed at Community Futures Network of Canada, but are framed in such a way that recognizes

the Network does not have ultimate control over some of the action areas.
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1. Advocate for future federal rural and remote funding programs to be delivered
through CFs, building on demonstrated success, accessibility, and trusted local

presence.

Our study confirms that, while there are areas for improvement, overall the RRRF-CF was highly
successful in achieving its core objective of supporting rural and remote businesses to weather the
most challenging phases of the COVID-19 pandemic. CFNC could leverage this evidence to
demonstrate the value and effectiveness of pan-Canadian program delivery through the CF

network.

2. Advocate for future federal rural and remote funding programs to be co-constructed

with local delivery partners, incorporating lessons learned from the RRRF-CF.

Results from our research show a gap in consideration of rural and remote in program design and
implementation at the federal level. Further, the value of the RRRF-CF to rural and remote
communities, as well as the ease of implementation for local CF offices, could have been improved
with some adjustments to program design. The program was intended to fill an immediate need
during a critical period. The post-pandemic period provides an opportunity for reflection and

development of systems and policies that address identified issues, including:

e alack of meaningful and early input from CFs in program design parameters, meaning
these parameters were largely not evidence-based or oriented around the needs and
context of the target group;

e insufficient support for the capacity of delivery partners to meet the demands of usual
operations in addition to those associated with program implementation;

e inconsistent relationships and contracts with the Regional Development Agencies,
which led to differences in regional implementation unrelated to place-based need and
a perceived lack of equity; and

e the need to strike a deliberate balance between national consistency and local
flexibility, ensuring accountability is upheld while allowing adaptation to community-

specific realities. Local adaptations should be transparently documented and justified.
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Flexibility in programs will come with a degree of uncertainty, necessitating trust

between the organizations involved.

The RRRF-CF's focus on maintenance and retention of existing businesses and jobs was also highly
effective in supporting local economies, though this focus is rare among economic development
programs which tend to be growth-oriented. CFNC could encourage federal programs to continue

offering supports that are not solely focused on growth.

3. Develop capacity for improved program tracking and reporting among CFs that is

standardized but enables local flexibility

Though our research revealed a range of important qualitative findings about the impacts of the
RRRF-CF, there is a shortage of quantitative data to corroborate these findings. CFNC could
strengthen the capacity of local CFs to collect, analyze, and share these data by providing clear
mechanisms, tools, and training. Reporting frameworks should go beyond the minimum required
in program delivery contracts to generate deeper insights, support learning, and demonstrate
broader community impact. They should explicitly connect to program purpose, using consistent,
relevant performance indicators that can be aggregated and used at both regional and national
levels. Reporting frameworks should also be structured to resonate with funders, emphasizing
tangible economic and social impacts and standardized to facilitate consistency and data quality
across regions, while allowing flexibility to tailor to local differences. A sample framework for future

impact tracking is provided as Appendix 3.

Beyond quantitative impact tracking, CFNC could strengthen the capacity of local CFs to

systematically identify, document, and critically reflect on how local knowledge shapes program
management and delivery decisions. These capacity improvements will help CFs tell the story of
why place matters to program success. They could also create an additional benefit of improved

documentation and justification of local program delivery adaptations.

4. Advocate for transparent reporting about similar COVID-era programs
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It was difficult for the research team to fully understand the impact of the RRRF-CF without access
to data that would allow for comparison with programs that were not specifically targeted at rural
communities—most notably the Canada Emergency Business Account. We heard opinions about
how RRRF-CF and CEBA compared and were able to somewhat corroborate these opinions with
sample data, but a more fulsome assessment would support a robust analysis of factors like
program reach and default rate, and how those factors influenced overall success within each
program’s intended niche. Such an assessment will not be possible without greater transparency
around how CEBA funds (and those from other comparable programs like the Indigenous Business

Stabilization Emergency Loan Program) were distributed and repaid.

5. Adapt ongoing and future CF programs to incorporate successful procedures and

efficiencies developed during delivery of the RRRF-CF

Research participants shared that the realities of the COVID-19 pandemic forced innovation and
development of new procedures or approaches that improved delivery speed, accessibility, and
responsiveness. CFNC could encourage and support CFs to conduct a structured assessment of
pandemic-era practices to determine those that should be embedded into ongoing operations and

future programming.

6. Conclusion

The study demonstrates that the RRRF-CF brought substantial value to the COVID-19 funding
landscape by reaching businesses and communities that were underserved by broader national
programs. Through Community Futures organizations, the program combined accessibility, local
knowledge, trusted relationships, and flexible implementation to stabilize rural and remote
economies during a period of severe disruption. Ultimately, the RRRF-CF experience demonstrates

that local delivery partnerships enhance the success of national-scale programs.

The RRRF-CF was implemented during an extraordinary and rapidly evolving period in Canadian
history. The urgency of the COVID-19 pandemic required governments and delivery organizations

to respond quickly, often developing and adjusting systems in real time. While this urgent
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environment created inconsistencies and operational challenges, the experience generated
important lessons for future economic development and emergency response initiatives in rural

and remote communities across Canada.
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Appendix 1: Comparison of RRRF-CF Stream and other COVID-Era
Programs

Amount Timeline

Available -

Amount
Available -

Program Delivery

Agency

Objective/
Purpose

Eligible Organizations

Eligible Expenses Funding Mechanism

Regional Relief
and Recovery
Fund -
Community
Futures
Stream*”

Regional
Development
Agencies via
Community
Futures
Development
Corporations
(268
organizations
across Canada)

- Quickly service

small
businesses and
organizations in
rural
communities
using existing
networks and
support
mechanisms
Provide
assistance
tailored to
regional context
and needs

Goal of
providing 25%
of funds to
tourism sector

Small and medium-sized
enterprises (including sole
proprietorships,
partnerships,
corporations, and social
enterprises) in regions
served by Community
Futures organizations
that:

- Had not received
duplicative supports
through other federal
or provincial COVID
funding programs

- Were established and
viable prior to the onset
of the pandemic

- Experienced an adverse
effect as a result of
COVID

Some regions established
priority sectors

Non-deferrable
operating costs
incurred in any 12-
month period
(originally 6 months)
between March 15,
2020 and September
30, 2021. Eligible
expenses included
but were not limited
to:

- Property taxes

- Utilities

- Insurance

- Lease payments

- Rent (if not
covered through
Canada
Emergency Rent
Subsidy)

- Salaries and
Benefits (if not
covered through
Canada
Emergency Wage
Subsidy)

- Undeferrable debt
expenses

Conditionally
repayable
contributions

For loans fully repaid
before the early
repayment deadline
of Jan 18, 2024
(originally Dec 31,
2022), loan incurred
0% interest and a
portion was forgiven
Businesses accessing
refinancing had an
early repayment
deadline of March
28,2024

Loans not repaid
before the early
repayment deadline
were converted to an
interest-bearing
term loan with final
repayment deadline
of Dec 31, 2026
(originally Dec 31,
2025)

Per
Recipient
Up to
$60,000
(originally
$40,000)

Total

$642
million

Applications
opened in May
2020 and closed
in June 2021
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Program

Regional Relief
and Recovery
Fund -
Regional
Development
Agency Stream
1 (RDA
delivery)™

Delivery
Agency

Regional
Development
Agencies

Objective/
Purpose

- Support for
small
businesses or
organizations
that were
ineligible for
other COVID
support
programs
and/or unable
to access
sufficient
funding.

- Provide
assistance
tailored to
regional context
and needs

- Goal of
providing 25%
of funds to
tourism sector

- Agencies could
set regional
priorities e.qg.,
specific target
sectors or
equity-
deserving
groups

Eligible Organizations

Incorporated
businesses, with the
following
characteristics:

[0}
o

1-499 FTE

In operation
before March
2020

Intending to
continue
operations
Financially viable
with 2019
revenue or
angel/venture
capital funding
Suffered
financially as a
result of COVID
Had active
business
chequing account
Had applied for
other federal
COVID programs
but were
ineligible or could
not access
sufficient funds
Not within a
region serviced
by a Community
Futures office (for
businesses

applying for

Eligible Expenses

As above

Funding Mechanism Amount
Available -
Per
Recipient
- Conditionally Up to
repayable $60,000
contributions (originally
- Same repayment $40,000)
terms as RRRF-CF
stream
Repayable loans, Up to
interest free during 3- $1,000,000

year repayment period
with no payments
required until January
2023

Amount

Available -

Total

$1.5 billion

Timeline

As above
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Program

Delivery
Agency

Eligible Organizations

conditionally-
repayable
contributions)
- Sole proprietorships
were ineligible
- Insomeregions,
partnerships and
social enterprises
were ineligible
- Insomeregions,
businesses from non-
priority sectors were
ineligible (e.g., retail
and several other
sectors were excluded
in northern Ontario)
- Funding was also
available for non-profit
organizations
providing support to
businesses (e.g.,
chambers or
commerce)

Eligible Expenses Funding Mechanism

Amount Amount Timeline
Available - Available -

Per Total
Recipient

Regional Relief
and Recovery
Fund -
Regional
Development
Agency Stream
2 (Third Party
Delivery)i

Regional
Development
Agencies via
Designated
third parties
(varied by
region with two
examples
below)

Included in
$1.5 billion
from
above
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Program

Delivery
Agency

Objective/
Purpose

Eligible Organizations

Eligible Expenses

Funding Mechanism

Amount
Available -
Per
Recipient

Amount
Available -
Total

Timeline

In Western Support women- - Women-owned or Same as RRRF-CF Conditionally-repayable | $60,000 Applications
Canada: led businesses women-led stream contributions with (originally opened in May
Women'’s that were unable businesses, including terms similar to RRRF- $40,000) 2020 and closed
Enterprise to access other sole proprietors, + eligible costs CF stream. in June 2021
Initiative funding or partnerships, and associated with
organizations traditional corporations adapting to new
financing, and - Main street economic conditions
needed support businesses or other
for short-term businesses of
stability strategic importance
to the community
- Established and
viable prior to March
1,2020
- Adversely impacted
from COVID
- Ineligible or not
receiving duplicative
support from other
federal programs
In Southern Support women- - Women-owned for- Costs related to the Performance-based Up to $5000 Spring 2020 -
Ontario: led businesses profit businesses reopening, non-repayable grants spring 2021
designated with re-opening (including sole rebuilding, and
development expenditures proprietorships) revival of businesses,
corporations - Priority to small retail | including:
sector and personal - Capital
service industry - Non-capital
- Expertise
Canada Export Support small - Stream 1: Businesses Non-deferrable - Conditionally- Up to $49.2 Accepted
Emergency Development businesses by with 2019 payroll expenses including repayable $60,000 billion applications
Business Canada (EDC) providing between $20,000 and payroll, rent, contributions (originally from spring
Account™i and 233 EDC- financing for $1.5 million insurance costs, - Same repayment $40,000) 2020 - spring
accredited unavoidable - Stream 2: Businesses property taxes, terms as RRRF-CF 2021

expenses so they

with less than $20,000

stream
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Program

Delivery
Agency

financial
institutions

Note some
small
institutions,
especially credit
unions, were
delayed in
launching
participation in
this program

Objective/
Purpose

were positioned
for successful
relaunch when the
economy
reopened

Eligible Organizations

payroll with eligible

non-deferrable

expenses between
$40,000 and $1.5
million. These
businesses must also
have filed a tax return

in 2018 or 2019.

Eligibility criteria for

both streams:

o  Organizations
with CRA
Business Number
registered prior
to March 1, 2020

o  Active business
account with a
participating
financial
institution
(original
requirement was
the account was
open prior to
March 1, 2020.
Later, option was
added to open a
new account if an
active account did
not exist.)

o Intentionto
continue to
operate the
business or

Eligible Expenses

regularly-scheduled
debt service, etc.

Funding Mechanism

Amount
Available -
Per
Recipient

Amount
Available -
Total

Timeline

Stream 1
launched in
April 2020,
Stream 2
launched in
June 2020
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Program

Delivery
Agency

Objective/
Purpose

Eligible Organizations

resume
operations

Note some charities and
not for profits met
program requirements.

Eligible Expenses

Funding Mechanism

Amount
Available -
Per
Recipient

Amount
Available -
Total

Timeline

Indigenous National Support - Small and medium- - Non-deferrable - Contribution Up to $307 Applications
Business Aboriginal Indigenous small sized Indigenous expenses consisting of 75% $60,000 million opened spring
Stabilization Capital businesses to businesses that were including payroll, repayable loan and (originally 2020 and closed
Program - Corporations meet short-term current or former rent, insurance 25% non-repayable $40,000) spring 2021
Emergency Association via operating cash clients of an Aboriginal costs, property contribution.
Loan Aboriginal flow needs. Financial Institution or taxes, regularly- - Loan portion was
Program>™ Financial a Métis Capital scheduled debt interest free for 48-
Institutions and Corporation (originally service, etc. month term with no
Métis Capital only an Aboriginal - Coststo payments in first 12
Corporations Financial Institution) implement months
emergency
measures (health
and safety
improvements,
etc.)
Canada Canada Support Businesses (including sole | A percentage of Subsidy (taxable) Maximum Unknown Fall 2020 to fall
Emergency Revenue businesses, non- proprietorships, eligible amounts $75,000 per 2021
Rent Subsidy* | Agency profits and partnerships, and payable to an arms- claim period (succeeded by
charities facing corporations), non-profit length party that (4 weeks), the Tourism
uncertainty and organizations, charities, were agreed to per business and Hospitality
economic or other prescribed before Oct 20, 2020. location Recovery

challenges due to
COVID

organizations that:

- Experienced a drop in
revenue due to COVID
(minimum value of
revenue drop varied
over the term of the
program), and

Includes rent,
utilities, property
insurance, property
taxes, interest on
commercial
mortgages, etc.

Program - Rent
and the Hardest
Hit Business
Recovery
Program - Rent)
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Program

Delivery
Agency

Objective/
Purpose

Eligible Organizations

- One or more of the

following:

o HadaCRA
business number,
or

o Had a payroll
account on March
15, 2020, or

o Purchased the
business assets of
another
organization who
met a or b above

Eligible Expenses

Specific amount of
subsidy was
calculated based on
the value of revenue
drop

Funding Mechanism

Amount
Available -

Per

Recipient

Amount
Available -

Total

Timeline

Canada

Emergency

Wage

Subsidy*

Canada
Revenue
Agency

Allow businesses
to re-hire workers
laid off as a result
of COVID, prevent
further job losses,
and position
companies to
resume
operations.

Businesses (including sole
proprietorships,
partnerships, and
corporations), non-profit
organizations, charities,
or other prescribed
organizations that:
- Experienced a drop in
revenue due to COVID
(minimum value of
revenue drop varied
over the term of the
program), and
- One of the following:
o Had a CRA payroll
account on March
15, 2020

o Purchased the
business assets of
another
organization

A percentage of each
eligible employee’s
pay per week, with
the percentage
being based on the
value of the revenue
drop

Subsidy (taxable)

No limit

Unknown

Spring 2020 to
fall 2021
(succeeded by
the Tourism
and Hospitality
Recovery
Program -
Wage, the
Hardest Hit
Business
Recovery
Program -
Wage, and the
Canada
Recovery Hiring
Program)
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Program Delivery Objective/ Eligible Organizations Eligible Expenses Funding Mechanism Amount Amount Timeline

Agency Purpose Available - | Available -
Per Total
Recipient
Highly Participating Provide a Small and medium-sized Cash flow needs to Guaranteed low- $25,000 - $1 | $3.1 billion | Accepted
Affected financial guarantee that businesses that continue or resume interest loans million applications
Sectors Credit institutions, increases a experienced revenue loss operations from Feb 1,
Availability with a company's ability of 50% or more as a result | (excluding existing 2021 until
Program> guarantee to access the new | of COVID and: debt repayment) March 31, 2022
provided by credit needed to - Were Canadian-based
Business continue or - Were in operation and
Development resume viable as of March 1,
Bank of Canada | operations 2020
- Ifeligible, had
Note fewer received payments
financial from CEWS, CERS,
institutions Tourism and
participated in Hospitality Recovery
this program Program, Hardest-Hit
than CEBA, and Business Recovery
many small Program, or Canada
community Recovery Hiring
institutions did Program
not participate - Met established risk
ratings based on size
of loan
Large Innovation, Provide short- For-profit Canadian Restrictions on Interest-bearing loans $60 million Unknown Opened in
Employer Science, and term bridge businesses or not-for- dividends, capital with 20% being minimum spring 2020
Emergency Economic financing to large | profit organizations that: distributions, share secured and the
Financing Development employersto help | - Had significant repurchases, and remaining unsecured.
Facility*i Canada via preserve operations or executive Interest rate varied
Canada employment and workforce in Canada compensation depending on which
Enterprise operations until - Annual revenue of at during the term of portion of the loan
Emergency traditional market least $300 million the loan applied (secured vs.
Funding financing became | - Demonstrated unsecured) and the
Corporation available commitment to point in the repayment
minimizing period.
employment loss,
sustaining business
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Program

Delivery
Agency

Objective/
Purpose

Eligible Organizations

Eligible Expenses

Funding Mechanism

Amount
Available -
Per
Recipient

Amount
Available -
Total

Timeline

activities in Canada,
and returning to
financial stability
Businesses in the financial
sector were excluded
Indigenous Indigenous Position For-profit Indigenous Stream 1: Non-repayable Unknown $234 2020-2022
Community Services businesses for community- or - Costs to meet contributions with million
Business Canada (for recovery by collectively-owned general funding transferred
Fund*v businesses supporting those businesses* that: economic needs directly to communities
owned by First | that did not - Were located in the including and collectives (no
Nations and qualify for other provinces economic application required)
Inuit federal COVID - Were in operation recovery
communities) relief measures since Oct 1, 2019 strategies and
- Hadincurred a COVID- business support
Designated related financial services
Métis impact or required - Support for small
organizations support to prevent home-based or
in various layoffs, bankruptcy, or family-run
provinces (for permanent closure businesses that
collectively- - Had been financially could not access
owned Métis viable prior to COVID other federal
businesses) - Expected to continue programs
operations with Stream 2: Non-repayable
reduced revenue - Reasonable contributions allocated
- Were denied support operating costs based on proposals
through other federal including
funding programs salaries, utilities,
insurance fees,
*except micro businesses etc.
supported under Stream 1 | -  Costs associated
with adaptation,
planning, and
reopening the
business
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Program Delivery Objective/ Eligible Organizations Eligible Expenses Funding Mechanism Amount Amount Timeline

Agency Purpose Available - | Available -
Per Total
Recipient
including
retraining,
marketing,

technology, etc.
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Appendix 2: RRRF-CF Quantitative Data Summary

Data table

JOB STATISTICS

Jobs Maintained

Province / Territory Applications = Approved Success Total Total Jobs = Full-Time  Part- Seasonal Businesses Businesses Businesses

Submitted Applications Rate [%] Approved Jobs Time Jobs Jobs with 1-4 Jobs with 5-99 with 100-500
Amount Jobs Jobs

NB 1315 1,045 79 $29,865,966 4,435 2369 1103 963 702 241 0

NL 911 776 85 $23,518,492 3,123 1011 532 1580 522 172 2

NS 948 662 70 $17,067,860 2,526 1159 665 702 475 141 0

PEI 461 371 80 $12,115,875 1,151 469 258 424 282 62 0

SK 1043 819 79 $24,669,391 1,537 649 503 385 319 78 0

MB 1122 986 88 $29,827,827 1,620 847 456 317 347 104 0

AB 3696 2,811 76 $85,767,538 5,953 2844 1940 1169 1191 331 2

BC 3050 2,338 77 $72,258,927 6,611 2926 1972 1713 1150 360 3

All ON CFDCs 4182 2,983 71 $123,460,369 8,880

ON Detail - 38/60 2,292 $90,907,312 6,109 214 578 276 1418 269 4

CFDCs

QC 3636 3,570 98 $97,377,903 7,415 2594 222 5

NWT total 51 44 86 $2,166,520 193.5

NU total 25 $2,910,000

RRRF-CF Total 16,488 $521,006,668 43,251
(Including all ON)
RRRF-CF Total 13,322 488,453,611 40,480

(Including ON detail)

4The western provinces (AB, BC, MB, SK) took a different approach to tracking RRRF applications for applicants who accessed the $20,000 extension, counting the initial $40,000 and the
subsequent $20,000 separately. As a result, we acknowledge the potential for businesses to be double counted within the data.
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DEMOGRAPHIC TYPE

Disability Francophone Indigenous LGBTQ2+ Minority New Canadian Women

Province / Disability-  Total Francophone  Total Indigenous- = Total LGBTQ2+- | Total Minority- | Total New Total Women-  Total Total

Territory Owned Approved -Owned Approved Owned Approved Owned Approved Owned Approved Canadian-  Approved Owned Approved Approved

Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Owned Amount Amount Amount

NB $374,120 $10,845,350 $330,000 $300,000 $560,000 $420,000 $7,409,633 $1,833,500
NL 17 $463,608 3 $82,085 62 $2,039,983 9 $179,500 10 $290,000 12 $360,000 243 $6,832,832 26 $769,500
NS 16 $362,300 31 $595,370 1 $227,370 16 $337,274 28 $692,338 26 $710,016 298 $7,235,986 21 $467,000
PEI 4 $140,000 5 $180,000 3 $120,000 2 $70,000 4 $147,000 4 $140,000 62 $2,169,075 14 $480,000
SK 1" $288,700 4 $100,000 29 $622,550 2 $64,000 16 $363,000 10 $227,200 138 $3,265,995 16 $420,082
MB 21 $434,947 18 $390,000 76 $2,254,776 4 $110,000 21 $457,000 18 $373,000 146 $3,227,060 20 $459,452
AB 56 $1,307,500 | 29 $586,500 70 $1,875,323 18 $474,617 103 $2,299,900 | 64 $1,391,500 | 624 $15,656,993 61 $1,573,583
BC 54 $1,570,464 | 27 $786,367 82 $2,312,991 28 $722,300 77 $2,109,012 | 54 $1,466,795 664 $18,091,937 49 $1,321,400
AllON 161 $6,508,082 1224 $46,776,797

CFDCs

ON Detail - | 41 $1,321,236 | 91 $4,789,765 73 $3,192,314 32 $1,138,324 135 $4,705,728 | 6 $230,000 1,034 $39,931,955 245 $8,447,924
38/60

CFDCs

QC 179 $5,348,147 | 15 $5,863,991 149 $4,690,500 206 $6,233,427 1,411 $39,334,824 871 $25,905,923
NWT total 1 $40,000 1 $40,000 17 $741,620 8 $265,000 13 $731,819 3 $180,000
NU total

RRRF-CF $21,723,194 $150,732,950

Total

(Including

all ON)

RRRF-CF 11,651,022 603 24,259,429 18,407,426 123 3,396,015 628 18,122,405 | 208 5,318,511 143,888,108 1,391 41,858,363
Total

(Including

ON detail)
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BUSINESS TYPE

Mainstreet Social Enterprise Sole Proprietor Tourism
Province / Territory Mainstreet Total Social Total Sole Total Approved Tourism Total Approved
Business Approved Enterprise Approved Proprietor Amount Business Amount
Amount Business Amount Business
NB NA NA 9 $294,800 581 $15,244,256 29 $2,985,211.00
NL NA NA 9 $293,450 371 $10,736,897 194 $5,684,996.00
NS NA NA 7 $232,685 317 $7,344,310 192 $5,152,234.00
PEI NA NA 1 $40,000 192 $6,237,585 20 $2,924,500.00
SK NA NA 1 $356,227 192 $4,594,204 65 $1,574,651.00
MB NA NA 1 $40,000 346 $8,387,821 44 $1,028,123.85
AB NA NA 7 $185,800 597 $14,901,540 170 $3,945,283.00
BC NA NA 18 $611,100 772 $21,258,831 361 $9,883,129.80
All ON CFDCs 1106 $42,743,089 $56,033,615 740 $31,417,627.00
ON Detail - 38/60 670 $24,850,348 6 $224,305 1,048 $38,250,829 301 $14,893,681
CFDCs
QC NA NA 414 $98,707,600
NWT total NA NA 22 $959,900
NU total

RRRF-CF Total $42,743,089 $244,406,560 1,955 $64,595,756
(Including all ON)

RRRF-CF Total 24,850,348 2,278,367 226,623,773 1,516 $48,071,810

(Including ON detail)
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Expanded RRRF-CF Quantitative Data Analysis

The following appendix provides a detailed analysis of the RRRF-CF data analysis by classification of size

and remoteness.

Jobs
The total jobs reported for the RRRF-CF recipients for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, ON, PEI, QC, and SK, were
43,251, with distribution (which excludes NT, NU, YK and 22 ON offices) by size and remoteness shown in

Table 4 and Figure 9.

# Total Jobs Maintained Total
Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total $18,471

Table 4. Number of total jobs maintained by region size and remoteness

Remote 0.8 %

Urban Adjacent
282 %

Rural
44.3%

Intermediate
25.9%

Indigenous
0.8 %

Figure 9. Percentage of total jobs maintained by remoteness.

54  RRRF Study: Final Report



Full-time jobs reported for the RRRF-CF recipients for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, NT, 38 ON offices, PEI, and SK
were 12,682. Table 5 below shows the number of full-time jobs maintained by region size and remoteness,

and Figure 10 shows the percentage of total jobs by remoteness (NT jobs are excluded due to the lack of

data of comparable resolution).

# Full Time Jobs Maintained

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
Table 5. Number of full-time jobs maintained by region size and remoteness.

Remote
0.6 %
Urban
Adjacent
30.7 %
Rural
43.9 %

Intermediate
22.8%

Indigenous
1.9%

Figure 10. Percentage of full-time jobs maintained by remoteness.

Part-time jobs reported for the RRRF-CF recipients for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEL, and SK

were 8,007 (Table 6 and Figure 11).
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# Part Time Jobs Maintained

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate

Urban Adjacent
Medium

Total
Table 6. Number of part-time jobs maintained by region size and remoteness.

Remote
0.4‘1%

Urban
Adjacent

35.8% Rural

39.8%

Indigenous

Intermediate
0.7%

23.3%

Figure 11. Percentage of part-time jobs maintained by remoteness.

Seasonal jobs reported for the RRRF-CF recipients for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEI, and SK

were 9,000 (Table 7) and were found across regions by remoteness, but with the majority in regions

classified as rural (Figure 12).

# Seasonal Jobs Maintained

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
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Table 7. Number of seasonal jobs maintained by region size and remoteness.

Remote
0.9%

Urban Adjacent
23.4%

Rural

56.5%
Intermediate

18.7%

Indigenous
0.5%

Figure 12. Percentage of seasonal jobs maintained by remoteness.

The RRRF-CF program contributed to the stability of workforce across different types of rural regions, from

urban adjacent to remote communities.

Business Types

Sole Proprietor-Owned Businesses

The RRRF-CF program addressed the existing funding gap by expanding eligibility criteria to sole business
proprietors (which were not eligible for other relief programs) (Table 8). 36.4% of total approved loans were
reported for sole proprietor-owned businesses (data reported for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, NT, 38 CF ON,
PEI, QC, and SK), accounting for 46.5% of total RRRF funding. 48% of sole proprietor-owned businesses

were in the rural classified regions (Figure 13).
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# Sole Proprietor-owned Businesses

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Medium

Total
Table 8. Number of sole-proprietor businesses by region size and remoteness.

Remote
0.9%

Urban Adjacent
26.5%

Rural
48.4%

Intermediate
23.3%

Indigenous
0.9%

Figure 13. Percentage of sole proprietor-owned businesses by remoteness.

Businesses with 1-4 jobs

Businesses with 1-4 jobs make up 59.1% of Canadian businesses and are the most common business size
in rural areas (59%). 68% of total RRRF-CF recipients were businesses with 1-4 employees. Out of all RRRF
recipient businesses with 1-4 jobs, 44% were in rural classified regions. This is likely an underestimation

since these data are reported for AB, BC, MB, SK, 22 ON offices and QC only.
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Businesses with 1-4 Jobs

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate

Urban Adjacent
Medium

Total
Table 9. Number of businesses with 1-4 jobs by region size and remoteness.

Remote
0.9%

Urban Adjacent
31.5%

Rural
44.3%

Intermediate Indigenous
22.9% 0.4%

Figure 14. Percentage of businesses with 1-4 jobs by remoteness.

Businesses with 5-99 jobs
The total number of 1,354 RRRF-CF businesses reported to have 5-99 jobs. Data reported for AB, BC, MB,
SK, QC, and 38 ON offices. Businesses with 5-99 jobs were relatively evenly distributed by region size and

rural, intermediate, and urban adjacent remoteness.
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# Businesses with 5-99 Jobs

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate

Urban Adjacent
Medium

Total
Table 10. Number of businesses with 5-99 jobs reported by size and remoteness.

Remote
0.2%

Urban Adjacent

36.6% Rural
39.9%
Indigenous
Intermediate 1.5%
21.8% '

Figure 15. Percentage of businesses with 5-99 jobs by remoteness.

Mainstreet Businesses
Mainstreet businesses are defined as small, locally owned and pedestrian-friendly operations. They are

considered vital for local economies. In the RRRF-CF data set mainstreet businesses were reported for 38

Ontario CF offices only, with the majority in urban adjacent regions.
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# Mainstreet Businesses

Rural
Intermediate

Urban Adjacent
Medium

Total
Table 11. Number of Mainstreet businesses by region size and remoteness.

Rural

Urban
Adjacent
50.0%

Intermediate
26.7%

Figure 16. Percentage of Mainstreet businesses by remoteness.

Social Enterprises

A total of 69 RRRF-CF recipient businesses reported being a social enterprise (data reported for AB, BC, MB,
NB, NL, NS, and 38 ON offices, PEI and SK), however data reported by remoteness was only available for

AB, BC, MB, 38 ON offices and SK (43 businesses).

# Social Enterprises

Rural
Indigenous
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
Table 12. Number of social enterprises by region size and remoteness.
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Urban Adjacent
32.6%

Rural
48.8%

Intermediate
16.3% Indigenous

2.3%

Figure 17. Percentage of social enterprises by remoteness.

Tourism
A total of 1,955 RRRF-CF recipient businesses were reported for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, ON, PEI, and SK.

The distribution by remoteness is 54% rural classified regions, but this excludes 22 ON offices.

# Tourism

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
Table 13. Number of tourism businesses by region size and remoteness.
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Remote

Urban Adjacent
22.6%

Rural
54.2%

Intermediate
22.2%

Indigenous
0.7%

Figure 18. Percentage of tourism businesses by remoteness.

Demographics and Diversity Supported through the RRRF-CF Program

Women-Owned Businesses

Although, no specific demographic groups were targeted through RRRF design, data indicate support for
various groups. Women-owned businesses (data reported for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, NT, ON, PEI, QC, and
SK) were 36.5% of total RRRF recipients, with 43% situated in rural areas (the distribution by remoteness
excludes 22 ON offices). Women-owned businesses were relatively evenly distributed by region size and

were found across regions by remoteness.

# Women-Owned Businesses

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Medium

Total
Table 14. Number of women-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.
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Remote

Urban
Adjacent
29.4%
Rural
43.0%
Intermediate Indigenous
26.7% 0.2%

Figure 19. Percentage of women-owned businesses by remoteness.

Minority-Owned Businesses

Minority-owned businesses were only 4.7% of total RRRF-CF recipients (data reported for AB, BC, MB, NB,
NL, NS, NT, 38 ON offices, PEIL, QC, and SK), of which 41.2% were in urban adjacent places (data reported for
AB, BC, MB, 38 ON offices, QC and SK).

# Minority-Owned Businesses
Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
Table 15. Number of minority-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.

Remote
TR Rural
Urban 26.3%
Adjacent
41.2%
Indigenous
0.2%

Intermediate
31.0%

Figure 20. Percentage of minority-owned businesses by remoteness.
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Disability-Owned Businesses

Disability-owned businesses were only 3.1% of total RRRF-CF recipients, however 42% were in rural areas.

(All data reported for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEI, QC, and SK).

# Disability-Owned Businesses

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total

Table 16. Number of disability-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.

Remote
1.7%
Urban
Adjacent

29.3%
Rural
42.1%

Intermediate Indigenous
26.6% 0.2%

Figure 21. Percentage of disability-owned businesses by remoteness.

Francophone-Owned Businesses

Francophone-owned businesses were reported for AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEI, NT and SK.
There were 15 anglophone businesses reported for QC, however they were not reported at CF office level
and could not be included in the language-minority category. A total of 587 francophone businesses were

reported and 15 anglophone businesses.

65 RRRF Study: Final Report



# Francophone-Owned Businesses

Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent

Total
Table 17. Number of francophone-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.

Remo‘te 0.3%

Urban Adjacent

10.2%
Intermediate
0,
31.9% Rural
57.4%
Indigenous
0.2%

Figure 22. Percentage of francophone-owned businesses by remoteness.

Indigenous-Owned Businesses

A total of 671 Indigenous-owned businesses were reported in the RRRF-CF program (data reported for AB,

BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, ON, PEIL, QC, NT and SK). Regional data excludes 22 ON offices.

# Indigenous-Owned Businesses
Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent
Medium
Total

Table 18. Number of Indigenous-owned businesses reported by region size and remoteness.
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Urban Remote
Adjacent
19.1%

Intermediate

0,
15.4% Rural

57.4%

Indigenous
7.2%

Figure 23. Percentage of Indigenous-owned businesses by remoteness.

New Canadian-Owned Businesses
A total of 152 new Canadian-owned businesses were reported in the RRRF-CF program for AB, BC, MB, NB,
NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEI and SK. Regional analysis includes data reported for AB, BC, MB, 38 ON offices

and SK.
# New Canadian-Owned Businesses Total

Indigenous

Rural

Intermediate

Urban Adjacent

Medium
Total

Table 19. Number of new Canadian-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.
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Rural
Urban 35.5%
Adjacent

41.4%

Indigenous
2.0%
Intermediate
21.1%

Figure 24. Percentage of new Canadian-owned businesses by remoteness.

Youth-Owned Businesses

A total of 1,391 youth-owned businesses were supported through the RRRF-CF program (data reported for
AB, BC, MB, NB, NL, NS, NT, 38 ON offices, PEI, QC, and SK). Of these, 41.1% were in rural areas
(classification by remoteness for AB, BC, MB, 38 ON offices, QC, and SK).

# Youth-Owned Businesses
Remote
Indigenous
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent
Medium
Total

Table 20. Number of youth-owned businesses by region size and remoteness.
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Remote

Urban
Adjacent
28.1%
Rural
41.1%
Intermediate Indigenous
28.9% 0.1%

Figure 25. Percentage of youth-owned businesses by remoteness.

LGBTQ+ Owned Businesses
A total of 84 LGBTQ+ owned businesses were reported through the RRRF-CF program for AB, BC, MB, NB,
NL, NS, 38 ON offices, PEI and SK. Regional analysis includes data reported for AB, BC, MB, 38 ON offices

and SK.
# LGBTQ+ Owned Businesses Total
Rural
Intermediate
Urban Adjacent
Medium
Total

Table 21. Number of LGBTQ+ -owned businesses by region size and remoteness.
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Urban
Adjacent
25.0%

Rural
40.5%

Intermediate
34.5%

Figure 26. Percentage of LGBTQ+-owned businesses by remoteness.
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Appendix 3: Framework for Future Impact
Evaluation

The ability to measure effectiveness and impact of programs is dependent on timely collection of key data.
Community Futures Network of Canada could take a leadership role in advocating for locally collected data
that can be rolled up at either the regional or national level to demonstrate the impact of programs. The
following identifies key performance indicators (KPIs) and related primary and secondary data that could
be used by Community Futures locally, as well as at the regional and national scales to evaluate and
measure the impact of programs.

The goal of this framework is to provide KPIs and other indicators that combine different sources of data
(primary and secondary, qualitative and quantitative) in a pragmatic way (i.e., can be done internally) in
order to provide reasonable proxies for the value of Community Futures and its programs, their use and
impact. Using a standard framework with potential for local tailoring enables use at multiple scales. Using
the same framework over time allows for a known baseline and evaluation of temporal trends.

Table Key
* Emerged during our research as desired by CFs
~ Emerged during our research as existing among CFs
A Existing, complementary data sets that can be leveraged

Indicators Primary Data Secondary Data How to use it and what it
tells you
~Amount lent ($) Internal tracking / e Amount invested
existing reporting e Track change over time

e Connect with program
use and impacts

Program costs ($) Internal tracking / e Funds required to

existing reporting operate program

e Track change over time

e Connect with program
use and impacts

ABusiness counts (#) External sources: e Point of comparison,
e Business use in connection with
licenses client count and
e Provincial business status
business counts
*Business status Survey (see Q#4) e Business count e Survival rate and
e (lient count current trend (+/-) of

client businesses
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Indicators

Primary Data

Secondary Data

How to use it and what it
tells you

Proxy for overarching
and program specific
impact

Data could be collected
at multiple times (i.e.,
start of program, mid-
way, end of program,
2-3 years after
program)

~Client count (#) and
characteristics

Internal tracking /
existing reporting

Survey (see Q#7-9)

Track change over time
Connect with program
use and impacts

*Employment change
due to program (i.e.,
gained, maintained

Consistent,
standardized survey
(see Q#3)

Proxy for employment
maintained, improved,
grown

Data could be collected
at multiple times (i.e.,
start of program, mid-
way, end of program,
2-3 years after
program)

*Impact

Consistent,
standardized survey
(see Q#3)

Proxy for program
impacts - type and
prominence

Connect with amount
invested and program
cost

~Processing speed
(time)

Internal tracking /
existing reporting

Proxy for internal
efficiency

~Program use

Internal tracking /
existing reporting

Connect with impacts

standardized survey
(see Q#1)

Consistent,
standardized survey
(see Q#2)
*Reach of CF Client count Business counts e Changein client
Programs (#) numbers over time
Consistent, e Proxy for reach of CFs

Share of local
businesses served
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Indicators Primary Data Secondary Data How to use it and what it

tells you
~Repayment rates Internal tracking / e Proxy for return on
and losses existing reporting investment
e Proxy for program
success
Satisfaction Consistent, e Proxy for value of CF
standardized survey client relationships
(see Q#5)
*Sector Consistent, Statistics Canada e Track change over time
standardized survey | Census Profilesand | ¢ Compare clients to
(see Q#9) Labour Force Survey overarching region to
Data understand sectors
being impacted

Example Survey

e Created based on the business survey designed for the RRRF-CF Delivery Process and Impacts Study,
modified for general operations.

e Survey is designed to be done on a regular schedule (e.g., annually), however, could be modified to best
suit the needs of the program.

e Designed to be tailored and distributed at the local level, providing a complete local data set.

e The common framework, structure and headings aim to enable datasets to be merged nationally.

e Explanatory text and survey logic is in italics.

e Tailorable details or those details to be determined by CFs at the local level in red.

Preamble Text
Thank you for taking time to share your experience as a client of Community Futures, Community Business
Development Centre, or Société d'aide au développement des collectivités.

This survey aims to help us understand the impacts of Community Futures/CBDC/SADC programs. Your
participation will help [Local Office name] and the Community Futures Network of Canada to continue to
support and create appropriate and accessible business supports. The survey consists of 10 questions and
will take approximately 2-3 minutes to complete.

Share details of consent, data sharing and use.

Programs, Supports, and Impacts
1. Are you/have you been a client of [Local Office name] in the past 12 months? (required, select one)
o Yes ->continue to next question
o No ->ineligible, moves you to thank you page
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2. Select the [Local Office name] program(s) / support(s) you have used in the past 12 months?
(required, select all that apply)
o Business Advising
o Business Loans
o Business Training
o Add local specific business programs as applicable
o Other, please describe: open
3. What were the impacts of [selected program] on your business? (required, select all that apply)
o Outputs
o New or improved infrastructure or equipment
o New or improved product or service
o Migrate produce or service to online platform
o Outcome
o Avoid unnecessary debt
Capacity building (knowledge, skills)
Decreased business losses
Improved efficiency
Increased revenue
Prevented permanent closure
Improved mental health of owners and/or staff
Staff
= Prevented laying off or terminating existing staff
= Improved staff stability (e.g., contract to permanent)
= Increased number of staff
= Decreased number of staff
o If staff is selected, follow up question
o Please list number of full time, part time, seasonal/temporary gained / lost
4. What is the current status of the business associated with the activities and impacts selected
above? (required, select one)
o Business remains open - improved outlook
Business remains open - similar outlook
Business remains open - decreased outlook
Business was permanently closed
Business was sold or transferred
5. How satisfied were you with the assistance you received from [Local Office name]? (required, select
one)

O 0 0O 0 0 O O

O O O O

Extremely satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
o Extremely dissatisfied
6. Isthere anything you would like to share about your experience with or the impact of [Local Office
name]? open ended

o O O O
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Program specific objectives, targets, or other key elements
Note these questions should be customized to an individual program. Questions below are examples only.

7. Please identify the gender of the primary business owner.
a. Man
b. Non-binary
¢. Woman
d. Prefer to self-describe:
e. Prefer notto answer
8. Please check any of the following descriptions that apply to the primary business owner. Select
all that apply.
a. Member of First Nation, Inuit, or Métis
b. Member of the LGBTQ2IA+ community
¢. New Canadian (arrived in Canada in the past 10 years)
d. Visible minority or member of a racialized group
9. Please check the age category that best represents the primary business owner.
Under 24 years of age
25-44 years of age
45-64 years of age
65+ years of age

oan oo

Business Details
10. Ownership (required, select one)
Sole Proprotor
Partnership
Limited Partnership
Corporation
Cooperative
Non-profit / social enterprise
Other, please describe: open
11. Please select the size of your business: (required, select one)
Owner Operator
1-4 employees
5-9 employees
10-29 employees
30-99 employees
100-499 employees
12. Please select the sector that best reflects your business: (required, select one)
o Accommodation and food services
o Agriculture
O
O

O O O O O O O

O O O O O O

Arts, entertainment and recreation
Construction
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0O o o0 o o o 0 o O o0 o O

Finance and insurance

Forestry

Health care and social assistance
Local Government
Manufacturing

Mining

Oil & Gas

Professional, scientific, technical services
Real estate

Retail

Transportation and warehousing
Other:

Close / Thank You
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