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I. Executive Summary 
 

The Association of Nova Scotia Museums (ANSM) is a non-profit organization which 

supports museums in Nova Scotia. Part of its mandate is “to encourage the 

development of best practices in Nova Scotia’s museums”. In complement to its 

commitment to professional best practices, ANSM partnered with the Department of 

Communities, Culture and Heritage (CCH) to undertake the delivery of museum 

evaluations and implemented a Museum Evaluation Program (MEP) in 2016. 

Organizations participating in the Community Museum Assistance Program (CMAP) 

were the first to be evaluated in the new program, after which the Nova Scotia Museum 

sites were evaluated in 2017.  

The Museum Evaluation Program includes: 

 MEP Working Group 

 Evaluation orientation sessions 

 Guidance and support for participating museums 

 Documentation Review 

 Site Evaluation 

 Application and review process for selecting evaluators 

 Evaluator training and resources 

 Evaluation reports for participating museums 

 Research and development work in preparation for the establishment of an 

accreditation program 

In consultation with CCH, in 2018 ANSM 

re-evaluated those CMAP organizations 

that struggled with the 2016 evaluation 

process. The MEP was also opened to 

other participants, and six organizations 

opted to participate. While the initial list of 

organizations to be evaluated was 21, 

three dropped out of the process in the 

final week before the Documentation 

Review deadline (May 4, 2018), and one 

dropped out of the process the morning of their 

Site Evaluation. The latter faced a unique 

situation and regretted being unable to 

participate fully and so was sent an 

amended report with the results of their 

Documentation Review submission. Two 

Museums that 
were evaluated 
in 2018

18 Average score 
of museums 
evaluated in 
2018

58.3%

Museums that 
were also 
evaluated in 
2016

12
Museums that 
opted into the 
MEP in 2018

6

Museums that 
improved on 
their 2016 
results

8
Museums that 
scored lower 
than 2016

4
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museums did not submit anything for Documentation Review, one of which experienced 

extenuating circumstances which resulted in an amended report.  

The two-part evaluation process (Documentation Review and Site Evaluation), resulted 

in comprehensive reports for each organization. The reports enable museums to review 

their operations with the assistance and input from qualified museum professionals, so 

that they can build on strengths and address weaknesses. Analysis demonstrates that 

many museums utilized their 2016 evaluation reports and results to improve their 

organizational practices, but that more support, guidance, and time is required for 

others to alter longstanding methods of operation. It is also clear that the numerical 

results have 

been greatly 

skewed by 

the two 

lowest 

scoring 

museums.  

*Note – section 

averages for 

2016 were 

derived only 

from those 

museums re-

evaluated in 

2018. 

 

This report outlines the Museum Evaluation Program methodology, analyzes scoring 

trends, shares feedback from participating organizations and evaluators, and details 

some considerations for specific areas of museological practice. Supporting documents 

are provided as appendices. 

II. Preparation Work 
 

Museum Evaluation Program Working Group 

In 2014 a steering committee was established to provide vision, expertise, and guidance 

to ANSM during the development of the new MEP. This committee has evolved into a 

Working Group (MEPWG) (Appendix 1), which is a more accurate reflection of the 

dedication and hands-on approach taken by the group. The MEPWG consists of 10 

members, representing museums of all sizes and operating structures, as well as 

evaluators and municipal and provincial government employees responsible for 

39.9%
26.4%

55.9%

40.8% 41.0%

18.5%
38.3%

68.0%

52.0%

69.9%
58.3% 53.9%

43.6%

58.8%

Average Scores by Section*

2016 2018
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museums/heritage assets. A standing invitation to work with the group has been offered 

to the program officer for the Community Museums Assistance Program. 

The MEPWG meets 4-6 times per year. They review and revise questions to ensure 

clarity, select evaluators, discuss concerns or issues raised by museums and/or 

evaluators, and provide insights and guidance on how to improve the program for all 

involved. 

Current MEPWG members: 

 Oralee O’Byrne (Chair), Age of Sail Heritage Centre/ANSM Board of Directors 

 Lyne Allain, Mahone Bay Museum 

 Cathy Blackbourn, MEP Evaluator 

 Karin Kierstead, ANSM 

 Janice Kirkbright, Cole Harbour Heritage Farm Museum 

 Valerie Lenethen, MEP Evaluator 

 Maggie MacIntyre, Nova Scotia Museum 

 Susan Marchand-Terrio, Isle Madame Historical Society 

 Kellie McIvor, Halifax Regional Municipality 

 Anita Price, ANSM 

Evaluation Timeline 

ANSM strives to be as transparent and informative about the MEP as possible. As such, 

one of the first tasks for 2018 evaluations was to develop a timeline (Appendix 2) that 

could be posted on the ANSM website and enable museums to incorporate the MEP 

into work plans. All key dates and deliverables are included, so anyone can see the 

various elements included in the program, whether relating to a museum being 

evaluated, evaluator involvement, or ANSM’s reporting requirements to government. 

The timeline was also shared and discussed in detail during the Evaluation Orientation 

Sessions. 

Evaluation Orientation Sessions 

Museums slated for evaluation in 2018 were 

invited to attend one of three orientation 

sessions, which took place in October 2017. 

Neutral venues in various parts of the 

province were chosen to host the sessions, 

easing travel time for museum 

representatives. CCH representatives were 

informed of the dates and locations and 

invited to attend.  Figure 1: Evaluation Orientation Sessions 
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Each museum slated for evaluation was contacted directly and informed of the 

orientation sessions and encouraged to send multiple representatives. Results from 

2016 and 2017 demonstrated that museums fared better with the evaluation when 

multiple people attended these sessions. It appears that more people receiving and 

sharing information within an organization results in a higher level of understanding of 

the program. ANSM theorizes that this demonstrates a higher success rate for those 

museums that take a team approach to preparing for evaluation.  

Multiple contact attempts were made with museums that did not register or respond to 

messages about evaluation and/or orientations. All communications and contact 

attempts were tracked throughout the course of the program (electronic attachment). 

Overall, 24 individuals representing 13 museums attended the sessions: 

Antigonish – 4 individuals from 3 museums 

Dartmouth – 6 attendees from 4 museums 

Upper Tantallon – 14 attendees from 6 museums 

Of the 18 museums evaluated in 

2018, 12 attended orientation. 6 

museums declined or were unable to 

attend, and one museum registered 

but did not attend. Two of the three 

museums that dropped out of the 

MEP prior to the Documentation 

Review deadline did not attend 

orientation. 

Orientation sessions were divided into 

two parts. The morning consisted of 

an overview of the evaluation 

program and process, with highlights 

on key areas and questions for each 

section. The afternoon focused on the two 

weakest areas of the 2016 and 2017 evaluations: Management and Community. Current 

standards and good practices were shared, meaning that attendees essentially received 

a primer on the subjects. A question and answer period at the end of the day enabled 

participants to ask about anything not covered during the orientation. Feedback on this 

approach was positive and appreciative, with many participants expressing how helpful 

the session was for both evaluation and daily operational purposes. 

Support for Museums 

The primary means of support contact for museums participating in MEP was email. 

Sign-in sheets from the orientation sessions were used to build an email group list, and 

other museum contacts were added to ensure that each museum was receiving the 

Museums that 
attended an 
evaluation 
orientation session

13 Average score of 
museums that 
attended an 
evaluation 
orientation session

64.5%

Museums that did 
not attend an 
evaluation 
orientation session

6 Average score of 
museums that did 
not attend an 
evaluation 
orientation session

45.9%

Average score of 
museums that had 
one representative 
at an orientation 
session

56.1% Average score of 
museums that had 
more than one 
representative at an 
orientation session

70.9%
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same information. Group emails were somewhat sporadic throughout Fall 2017, but 

became a weekly/bi-weekly occurrence in 2018. These “Q&A” emails addressed 

questions received from every museum. When a museum sent a question to ANSM, 

they received an individual response immediately, and then their question was added to 

the next Q&A email so the entire group would benefit. 16 Q&A messages were 

circulated to the email group over the winter/spring, leading up to the Documentation 

Review deadline. Email communications then lessened in frequency as there were fewer 

questions relating to the site evaluation.  

Updates and resources were also shared via the ANSM website, Facebook page, and 

staff blog. ANSM staff also attended regional heritage group meetings to provide 

updates on the program, process, give reminders and tips, and to answer questions 

directly from museum workers. Museums were encouraged to direct any questions 

relating to CMAP funding or other CCH-related issues to CCH staff. As in years past, 

those museums that engage with their regional heritage network and attend these 

meetings scored better than those 

that do not attend or participate. 

The networking and casual learning 

environment and opportunities 

fostered within these groups are clearly 

beneficial to Nova Scotia’s heritage community. 

 

Evaluator Recruitment, Selection & Training 

The call for evaluators was issued in January 2018, using the same application form used 

in the previous years (Appendix 3). 10 applications were received, primarily from 

individuals who had served as evaluators for the MEP in years past. Given the smaller 

number of organizations to be evaluated in 2018, members of the MEPWG were asked 

to review the applications and select their top 7 choices. Selections were reviewed and 

discussed, and eight applicants were chosen. Evaluation teams were arranged with 

three people each, ensuring that a range of skillsets would enable each team to 

effectively review all seven sections of the evaluation. ANSM’s Executive Director and 

two other evaluators with previous experience served as team leaders, and ANSM’s 

Manager of the Museum Evaluation Program and one other individual served as reserve 

evaluators who could step in if needed. 

Museums were provided with information 

about their evaluation team (Appendix 4) 

when the Site Evaluation schedule was 

circulated on April 20th. 

Evaluators participated in an orientation day 

on July 4th. In addition to discussions about 

the evaluation process, this was a chance 

Average score of 
museums that did 
not attend a 
regional meeting 
within the past year

49.1% Average score of 
museums that 
attended a regional 
meeting within the 
past year

76.8%

Figure 2: Evaluator Orientation Day 

http://ansm.ns.ca/
https://www.facebook.com/AssociationNSMuseums/
http://passagemuseums.blogspot.com/
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to review museum questions and concerns raised in 2016 and 2017. For the 9 

individuals that had served in past years, this was also an opportunity to hear about 

changes and updates to the evaluation questions, and to reconnect with their 

colleagues. Teams were given the list of museums to evaluate (Appendix 5), briefing 

notes on each organization (electronic attachment), and information about travel 

arrangements. Team leaders were instructed to be in touch with each of the 

organizations on their list to confirm their Site Evaluation dates and times. Teams were 

reminded of the importance of reviewing their evaluation forms prior to leaving the 

museums in case there were any major discrepancies in remarks or scoring. They were 

also encouraged to discuss the evaluations during their travels together. Teams 

sometimes held follow-up discussions via email to collaboratively draft general remarks 

and observations about the museums for inclusion in reports.  

Site Evaluation Scheduling 

As in years past, the Site Evaluation schedule was set in collaboration with the 

organizations being evaluated. Museums were asked to submit blackout dates to ANSM 

by mid-March so that site evaluations would not interfere with staff vacations, 

fundraisers or other events, or any other considerations that would impact the 

organization’s ability to participate in the evaluation process. Using this information, 

ANSM developed a schedule with evaluations taking place July 10-26th, Tuesdays 

through Thursdays (Appendix 6). As previously mentioned, Site Evaluation dates were 

circulated on April 20th, and team leaders reconfirmed dates and times with museums in 

early July.  

III. Evaluation Process 
 

Documentation Review 

The first part of the evaluation was a 

Documentation Review (electronic 

attachment), which required 

museums to complete a form and 

submit supporting documents. Due 

May 4th, these policies, procedures, 

forms, and other information were 

reviewed to ensure that current 

professional standards are being 

followed. Several changes were made 

to the secure file transfer protocol 

(ftp) website to make the process 

easier for both ANSM and the 

organizations submitting files. Unique logins Figure 3: FTP Website Submission Page 
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were created for each museum, which enabled users to have more control over their 

submissions than in previous years by being able to review what had been submitted. 

Confirmation emails were also sent to both ANSM and the contributor for each upload. 

The main uploading page was updated to include a list of documents to submit for each 

section, providing museums with a checklist of required documents. This checklist 

(Appendix 7) was also posted to ANSM’s website and circulated via the group email list. 

ANSM monitored all communications with organizations slated for evaluation, and took 

a proactive approach to assisting each one prepare. In February, letters were sent to 8 

boards of directors to ensure that they were adequately aware of deadlines and 

requirements for evaluation. Additional phone messages and emails were sent to 

uncommunicative organizations as the May deadline drew closer.  

717 files were submitted for 

Documentation Review by 16 

organizations. Two museums did 

not submit anything for 

Documentation Review. It was later 

learned that one had experienced extraordinary circumstances which resulted in a 

communication breakdown. This museum had registered for an orientation session but 

did not attend. The other museum provided no explanation as to why they did not 

submit anything for review, and was present at an orientation session.  

All files submitted for Documentation Review were reviewed and scored by ANSM prior 

to the Site Evaluations. A distillation of each organization’s submission was included in 

its Briefing Note so that evaluators were aware of what policies and procedures were in 

place.  

Site Evaluation 

The second part of the evaluation was the Site 

Evaluation (electronic attachment), where three 

evaluators visited museums and spent 

approximately three hours completing the Site 

Evaluation form, making observations, taking 

photographs, and talking with museum workers. 

Evaluators documented the start and end times of 

the Site Evaluation for each site, so that this specific 

information could be included in each museum’s 

report. 

In order to provide evaluators with a basic understanding of the organizations they 

would be evaluating, one-page briefing notes were compiled on each museum. As 

previously mentioned, these included an overview of the Documentation Review 

Average number 
of files submitted 
by a museum for 
review

40
Total number of 
files submitted for 
review

717

Figure 4: Site Evaluation in Action 



9 | P a g e  
 

submission, as well as contact information, mission statement, annual budget, facilities 

overview including ownership, governance structure and human resources overview, 

community involvement highlights, and links to the museum’s online presence. 

Evaluators again expressed how helpful these notes are in preparing for the Site 

Evaluations and in understanding the museums’ operating realities. 

The Site Evaluation began with museums explaining their organizations, programs and 

activities to their evaluation team. As in 2016 and 2017, the way in which museums 

spent these 30 minutes differed greatly. Evaluators often left remarks on their forms 

about this time serving as a clear indication of the passion and dedication of a museum’s 

board of directors and/or staff/volunteers. Museum workers were again forthright in 

their sharing of successes and struggles, which provided evaluators with even more 

valuable information about the organizations prior to the completion of the Site 

Evaluation. Several museums shared what improvements had been made since 2016, 

and how their organization had implemented recommendations from their 2016 

evaluation report. It was noted that one museum was under the mistaken impression 

that the content of their 30 minutes of orientation time from 2016 was shared with 

their 2018 evaluators.  

Evaluators then worked through the Site Evaluation form questions. Team leaders led a 

discussion of highlighted questions which required direct input from workers, and then 

each evaluator completed their own form. Evaluators made notes and observations, 

especially when they saw issues or concerns. They also took photographs for inclusion in 

the reports. Prior to departing, the teams discussed their findings to ensure that there 

were no discrepancies in their comments or scoring. When issues were discovered, the 

questions were reviewed and corrections or additional notes made. In some cases, 

evaluators chose to leave the scores as-is so the results would be reflected in the 

averaging of the three evaluator scores. In other cases, adjustments were made or 

partial points were recommended as a compromise.  

Evaluation Report 

ANSM feels strongly that organizations must be given in-depth, comprehensive 

feedback on their evaluation results. While the new report format and content was 

surprising to many museums evaluated in 2016, feedback from this year demonstrates 

that boards of directors and workers have embraced the reports as helpful tools that 

can provide valuable guidance, especially during strategic planning. Several museums 

noted that the reports did much of the work for them. 

Reports followed the same basic template as in 2016 and 2017, with some minor 

differences depending on whether or not the museum was new to the MEP or had been 

previously evaluated through the CMAP evaluation process delivered between 1995 and 

2011.  
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Feedback from museums and evaluators resulted in several changes to the 2018 

evaluation reports. An introductory message from ANSM’s Executive Director was 

included, which she personally signed in each report. As this was the first year in which 

ANSM could refer back to previous MEP results, a comparison between 2016 and 2018 

results was provided. Special mention was made of any section scores that improved by 

more than 10%. A new section was added, entitled “How to Use this Report”, providing 

organizations with specific recommendations on how to review and address the 

evaluation findings. This addition was a recommendation from evaluators. 

IV. Scoring Trends & Analysis 

 

Results of Organizations that were Re-evaluated 

It is important that the 2018 evaluation results are seen through a comparative lens. In 

2016 ANSM was surprised by the variance in evaluation scores and results. The 

organizations evaluated this year included the 12 museums which struggled the most 

with the 2016 evaluation. It was hoped that improvements would be seen, but 

understood that for some organizations, two years would not be enough time to 

implement new procedures or programs that 

align with community needs.  

ANSM was extremely pleased to see that for 8 

museums evaluated in 2016, scores not only 

increased, but increased significantly – by at 

least 10%. Each of these museums spent a 

significant amount of time and resources to 

0

0

2

2

1

4

4

3

2

0

0-9%

10-19%

20-29%

30-39%

40-49%

50-59%

60-69%

70-79%

80-89%

90-100%

Number of Museums

Museum Scoring Ranges - 2018

8 museums 
increased their 
score from the 
last evaluation

4 museums 
received a 
score lower 
than their last 
evaluation
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address the findings of their 2016 report, and implement appropriate changes. While 

some of their results still may not look impressive from a numerical standpoint, they 

should be commended for how 

seriously they took the 

evaluation preparations, and 

how many improvements they 

were able to make in just two years. 

On the other end of the spectrum, four museums fared worse in their 2018 evaluation 

than their 2016 evaluation. While these scores only went down by a maximum of <7%, 

the results demonstrate that these organizations did not see their 2016 reports as calls 

to action. Each of these four museums saw marginal improvements in at least two 

sections of the evaluation, but the decline in other sections was enough to bring the 

overall score down. In some cases, this decline appears to align with updated questions 

and/or additional requirements incorporated into the 2018 evaluation forms. Other 

scoring differences are so negligible that they can be attributed to the different 

perspectives of evaluation teams. 

 

Results of Organizations that Opted into the MEP 

As previously mentioned, six organizations opted to 

participate in the Museum Evaluation Program in 2018. 

Their motivations for participating in the MEP varied, but 

the commonality was that each of these six organizations 

were eager to receive feedback from their professional peers. 

Through their discussions with other museums and with ANSM, they understood that 

the evaluation process would require much work, but would be an enlightening and 

helpful process to undergo. Several organizations expressed the hope that positive 

results would assist them with eligibility requirements of the Halifax Regional 

Municipality’s Interim Community Museums Grant Program. All of these museums took 

the process very seriously, attended orientation sessions, sought advisory support, and 

actively prepared for their evaluation. The lowest scoring of these organizations 

debated whether or not they were ready to participate in the MEP, but decided that the 

benefits of the input received would far outweigh any risks associated with negative 

results.  

 

Results by Section 

Reviewing the evaluation results by section reaffirms the findings of 2016 and 2017, as 

well as ANSM’s knowledge of the Nova Scotian heritage community. While Governance 

results are generally positive, there is a drop in results for Management. Collections and 

Interpretation scores are again very comparable, suggesting that as work is done in one 

area, it supports the other. Marketing and Revenue Generation results demonstrate 

that organizations need to update practices and embrace their online efforts as integral 

2016 average 
score of 12 
museums 
re-evaluated

38.3% 2018 average 
score of 12 
museums 
re-evaluated

50.2%

Average score 
of organizations 
that opted into 
the MEP

74.5%
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to their work instead of an extra or external element. Community continues to be the 

weakest area, as organizations seek to determine their role in ever-evolving 

communities. ANSM is encouraged by the improvement in results in both Management 

and Community. Having identified these as problem areas, it appears that incorporating 

additional discussion time in the Evaluation Orientation Sessions has paid off. Museum 

workers appear to be gaining a better understanding of good practices and how to 

incorporate community engagement into their programs and activities. 

*Note – section averages for 2016 were derived only from those museums re-evaluated in 2018. 

 

Governance 

Museums again shared that is very difficult to attract new board members and 

volunteers, especially in rural areas where several organizations are all vying for support 

from the same limited community pool. In comparing responses with 2016, two 

museums have instituted new 

terms of office for board 

members that will facilitate 

staggered departures and 

improve knowledge transfer and long-

term planning. Even more impressive is that four museums evaluated in 2016 now have 

strategic plans, and three other museums have developed basic strategic documents 

that are being used as the foundation of full plans. These results are encouraging, but 

the overall numbers demonstrate that much more governance work needs to be done. 

Board members shared with evaluators that they are feeling stretched and stressed and 

39.9%

26.4%

55.9%

40.8% 41.0%

18.5%

38.3%

68.0%

52.0%

69.9%

58.3%
53.9%

43.6%

58.8%

Average Scores by Section

2016 2018

Number of museums 
that do not have 
staggered 
departures for their 
board

9
Number of museums 
that do not have a 
strategic plan in 
place

11
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are concerned about the sustainability of the organizations.  

There is an even split between 

organizations that do and do 

not encourage and/or facilitate 

professional development for 

board members, but the overall 

average scores of these museums do not follow the same divide. The 9 museums that 

ensure boards participate in learning opportunities have an average score of 65.4%, 

more than 14% higher than those organizations which do not encourage or facilitate 

training for board members.  

Management 

As in 2016 and 2017, there was a drop off in scores as questions shifted from 

Governance to Management. There still appears to be a difference in management 

approaches between paid staff 

and volunteers and summer 

students, but some 

improvements in management 

practices have been implemented. Two 

museums that were evaluated in 2016 and admitted to staff working without contracts 

now ensure that all staff have contracts, and four museums that were not conducting 

performance reviews of staff have instituted the practice.  

In consideration of the many children’s and other programs 

included in museums’ interpretive offerings, ANSM is 

concerned with how few organizations conduct security 

(criminal record and/or vulnerable sector) checks on workers. 

While it is understood that this can be a lengthy process to 

undertake, the safety of children and communities at large outweighs any 

inconveniences. In revisiting the 2016 evaluation results, only one museum that was re-

evaluated in 2018 reported conducting these checks. In 2018, only two museums 

reported that security checks were conducted on workers. 

Facilities 

The Facility results were the strongest of all the sections this year. For those museums 

that were evaluated in 2016, some key improvements were made that will serve the 

organizations well. Of particular note is the implementation of Emergency Preparedness 

Plans. In 2016, only 2 museums   

(of the 12 re-evaluated in 2018) 

had plans in place. Three others 

stated that they would follow the 

Nova Scotia Museum’s 1995 Disaster 

Plan in the event of an emergency. ANSM updated this question to include a checklist, 

Number of museums 
that admitted staff 
are working without 
a contract

7
Number of museums 
that admitted staff 
performance reviews 
are not conducted

8

Number of museums 
with Emeregency 
Preparedness Plans 
in 2016

2
Number of museums 
with Emeregency 
Preparedness Plans 
in 2018

12

Number of museums 
that do not conduct 
security checks on 
workers

16

Number of museums 
that do not 
encourage training 
for board members

9 Average score of 
museums whose 
boards do not 
regularly participate 
in training

51.2%
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providing guidance to organizations without plans in place. By 2018, six museums were 

able to develop plans, 5 of the 6 organizations that opted into the MEP had plans in 

place, and only one museum said that it still uses the Nova Scotia Museum’s Disaster 

Plan.  

Another noteworthy improvement relates to museums 

operating in buildings they do not own. In 2016, only one 

museum (of the 12 re-evaluated in 2018) reported having a 

lease or management agreement with the building owner. By 

2018, two museums were successful in negotiating leases, and one other museum 

obtained ownership of its facility. Of all the organizations evaluated in 2018, 6 have 

leases or management agreements, 11 own their facilities, and only one is operating 

without a lease in a building they do not own. These are very encouraging 

improvements.  

A number of museums have also slowly started to improve   

their practices relating to chemicals on-site and WHMIS 

protocols. The majority of organizations evaluated in 2018 

had identified hazardous materials and/or had workers who 

had been trained in WHMIS. Five of these organizations 

improved on their 2016 evaluation score for this question. Discouragingly, many 

museums still seem to rely on their summer students’ WHMIS training, rather than 

ensuring that other workers receive this training.  

Collections and Access to Information 

It is clear that there is much work to be done in the area of collections management, 

ranging from updating foundational policies and procedures, to enhancing existing 

documentation. The Information Integrity check remains the 

most memorable element of the evaluation, when 

evaluators randomly select artifacts and review the 

associated documentation. 2016 results were revisited and 

compared with this year’s results. Marginal improvements can be 

seen for organizations that were re-evaluated. Two museums scored zero on these 

questions, and four others scored less than 50%. ANSM continues to encourage 

museums to work on their collections documentation. While it cannot be predicted 

which artifacts will be selected by evaluators, continuously working on documentation 

will improve the chances of positive results, and will serve the museums and their 

communities well.  

Seven museums shared that they do not have a collections or 

acquisition team in place. Two of these museums reported 

having a team in place in 2016, so appear to have abandoned 

this good practice. One museum that did not have a team in 

place in 2016 has since instituted the practice. Interestingly, the 

Number of museums 
that are operating 
without a lease in 
buildings they do not 
own

1

Number of museums 
that have not 
identified hazardous 
materials or had 
safety training

5

Number of museums 
that scored less than 
50% on the 
Information Integrity 
Check

6

Number of museums 
that do not have an 
acquisitions team in 
place

7



15 | P a g e  
 

overall average score of museums that have a collections or acquisitions team in place is 

17% higher than those without a team in place.  

Interpretation 

As noted in previous evaluations, some museums are still in the process of evolving 

from traditional, static museums to institutions with dynamic programming. Of the 

museums evaluated in 2016, only two were able to share basic interpretation plans. One 

of these museums submitted a more comprehensive plan in 

2018, and three others submitted newly developed plans. 

Five of the six museums that opted into the MEP have 

plans in place, and the other’s interpretation plan is currently 

in development. Unfortunately this still means that 8 

organizations are lacking this important guiding document. 

During the evaluator debrief, several evaluators remarked        

on the poor state of interpretive text; labels that required 

replacing, handmade repairs or edits to text that resulted in 

a lack of uniformity. In reviewing these results, it was 

confirmed that this is an area in which many museums are 

struggling.   

In 2016, evaluators noted that many museums responded 

to the question about school program elements by 

expressing what they would do if a school group visited the 

museum. This made it difficult to obtain an accurate 

understanding of the scope of school programming in Nova 

Scotian museums. As such, ANSM shifted this question from the Site Evaluation to 

Documentation Review, and requested that museums share examples as well. Of those 

museums that were evaluated in 2016, seven stated that they had some form of school 

programming in place. However, in 2018 when examples of this programming were 

sought, only one museum was able to respond affirmatively. On a positive note, one 

museum that had no school programming in 2016 has since developed some, and five of 

the six museums that opted in the MEP offer school programs.  

Community 

The Community section was once again the lowest scoring area of the evaluation, 

although the results are not nearly as stark as they were in 2016. This can be attributed 

to more familiarity with the questions, and ANSM focusing extra time and attention on 

community engagement during the MEP orientation sessions. 

Some results of concern are in the limited ways in which 

organizations are sharing their missions. The first item on 

each organization’s briefing note was its mission statement. 

Unfortunately, evaluators found that some workers were not 

able to communicate the museum’s mission or purpose. One 

Number of museums 
that do not have an 
interpreration plan

8

Number of museums 
that do not have  any 
school programming

10

Number of museums 
that are not 
communicating their 
mission statement

14

Number of museums 
that have weak 
interpretive text or 
labels

7
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evaluator shared that he asked this directly of workers, and was surprised to find that 

not everyone could respond. Overall, 14 of the 18 organizations evaluated are only 

nominally communicating their mission statement. Interestingly, the average score of 

these museums was 31% lower than that of museums that communicate their mission 

statement in a variety of ways and using a variety of platforms.  

A disconnect also remains between the collection and use of 

visitor statistics. In 2016 it was noted that about half of the 

museums evaluated were not using their visitor statistics to 

focus their programming or marketing efforts. Unfortunately 

the percentage is worse this year, with 78% of organizations 

admitting that they are not using their visitor statistics in meaningful ways. This is an 

untapped source of rich information that could greatly benefit museums as they seek to 

maintain relevance in their communities and make effective use of limited resources. 

Marketing and Revenue Generation  

As noted in other sections, key guiding documents are often 

either missing, outdated, or are extremely basic in their 

content as the organization builds toward its future. In terms 

of marketing, 3 museums that were evaluated in 2016 and had 

no marketing strategy at that time have since developed one. Four 

of the six organizations that opted into the MEP have marketing strategies, and one 

other museum is actively working on one.  

Previous evaluation reports made note of the variety of retail 

offerings in museums; from a few books and postcards on a 

table to full gift shops with wide-ranging products. As such, 

the majority of museums are offering some retail services to 

visitors. However, none of these museums are sharing stories 

about the products or artisans. This is a missed opportunity to celebrate creativity and 

entrepreneurship in communities, and to connect products with an organization’s 

mission and collection. 

 

Scoring Influences 

As it is the third year for ANSM to deliver 

the Museum Evaluation Program, there is 

now a general understanding of the factors 

that affect an organization’s results. 

Previous assumptions about an 

organization’s resource level being the 

major (or even sole) contributing factor to 

evaluation success have been proven false. 

It is now understood that a variety of 

Number of museums 
that do not use 
visitor statistics to 
focus efforts

14

Number of museums 
that do not have a 
marketing strategy in 
place

10

Number of 
museums that 
have no retail 
offerings

4

1. Mission Statements 

2. Community Engagement 

3. Professional Development 

4. Communications 

5. Experience & Familiarity 

6. Resource Levels 

7. Teamwork 

8. Disengagement 

SCORING INFLUENCES 
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factors impact an organization’s evaluation outcome, but that most can be traced back 

to organizational culture.  Those museums that are inward-looking and/or attempting to 

maintain a status quo fare worse than those that are outward-looking and actively 

seeking to grow and evolve with their communities. 

Mission Statements 

In Nina Simon’s book The Art of Relevance, she warns that “institutions with clouded or 

contested missions are like ships full of mutinous factions. If [people] disagree about 

what the mission means or how it relates to community relevance, they’ll never be clear 

about what’s worth pursuing or letting go.” Simon employs another marine analogy to 

organizations lacking clear missions, calling them rudderless ships. These are bold 

statements, but align with 

evaluation findings. ANSM often 

has conversations with museums 

that are struggling to be relevant 

and figure out a new way forward for 

the organization. Most of these organizations have been operating with the same 

mission statement for decades. Only four of the organizations evaluated have actual 

mission statements by current standards. The remaining 14 are variations of the 

International Council of Museums’ definition of a museum. One museum did not submit 

its mission statement, nor could it be found online or in previous evaluation records. 

Considering these results, it is no wonder that so few museums and workers are able to 

effectively communicate their organization’s mission.  

Community Engagement 

The 2016 evaluation report stated that there appeared to be   

a disconnect between what the museums were doing and 

why they were doing it. While this section continues to be 

the lowest-scoring section of the evaluation, ANSM is very 

encouraged by the improvements in understanding and 

application. Overall, museums were able to share far more examples of activities and 

programs that meet community engagement goals than were submitted in 2016. As 

museums engage in partnerships and become active members of their communities, 

they are reaping benefits in all areas of their operation. They are starting to think of 

themselves beyond traditional notions of what a museum is or does.  

Professional Development 

During the Evaluation Orientation 

sessions, attendees were 

reminded of the importance of 

understanding that museums are 

educational institutions, and that must 

Average score of 
museums with a 
"definition" 
mission statement

56.0%
Average score of 
museums with a 
guiding mission 
statement

73.9%

Number of museums 
that received their 
lowest score in the 
Community section

11

Average score of 
museums that rarely 
or never participate 
in training 
opportunities

48.1% Average score of 
museums that 
participate in 
training 
opportunities at 
least once a year

68.3%
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include embracing internal education through training and development of workers. As 

expected, the organizations that encourage workers to participate in learning 

opportunities achieved far better results on their evaluation than those museums which 

rarely or never participate in training. Aside from one question which asks if any workers 

have museological training, the questions relating to professional development are 

flexible and meant to fit an organization’s diverse activities and programs. From First Aid 

to Food Handling, these questions seek to ensure that workers are given the resources 

they need to accomplish their given tasks in safe and responsible ways.  

In a cross-over between community 

and professional development, 

when museums are active 

members of Nova Scotia’s heritage 

community, this has a positive impact on 

their evaluation results. During   

casual learning opportunities such 

as regional groups, museum 

workers are able to build 

relationships, share ideas, and conduct 

joint advocacy work. Organizations   

that are members of ANSM also 

fared better than those that are 

not, and members of ANSM’s 

Advisory Service scored even higher. 

It is worth noting that one museum which 

was almost entirely disengaged in the evaluation process has skewed these results, and 

if it were not included, Advisory Service museums would have scored 20% higher than 

non-Advisory Service sites, and 10% higher than general ANSM members. 

Communications 

As in 2016 and 2017, the 

organizations that engaged in 

the evaluation preparation 

process and proactively sought 

assistance and guidance 

experienced better results than 

those that did not regularly communicate with ANSM. In response to this trend, ANSM 

was more proactive in reaching out to organizations being evaluated. Generally 

speaking, organizations that opted into the MEP were in contact with ANSM more than 

those museums that were being re-evaluated.  

Average score of 
museums that 

reached out for 
support 1-3 times

54.0%
Average score of 

museums that 
reached out for 

support 4-6 times

65.1%

Average score of 
museums that are 
not ANSM members

41.9%
Average score of 
ANSM members

64.8%

Average score of 
museums not in the 
ANSM Advisory 
Service

55.5%
Average score of 
ANSM Advisory 
Service member 
museums

65.7%

Average score of 
museums that did 
not attend a 
regional meeting 
within the past year

49.1% Average score of 
museums that 
attended a regional 
meeting within the 
past year

76.8%
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Experience & Familiarity 

As previously noted, some 

impressive results were seen in 

those museums that were re-

evaluated. Overall scores improved 

from between 10 and 52%, and five 

museums that were re-evaluated saw scoring improvements in all seven sections of the 

evaluation. First and foremost these results are a testament to the hard work and 

dedication of the individuals running these museums. They also speak to the fact that 

museums are gaining familiarity with the MEP. Whereas in 2016 almost half of the 

museums’ key staff or volunteers had never been through an evaluation before, this 

year the vast majority of workers had experience with the MEP. They knew what to 

expect, and felt more comfortable with the questions and process and evaluation 

report. This comfort level is reflected in the feedback received from museums. For the 

six organizations that opted into the MEP this year, the evaluation was an opportunity 

to really review and analyze their operations, and gain feedback from professional 

peers. This motivation to learn and improve was a driving factor in their participation 

and is reflected in their engagement throughout the process and impressive results. 

Resource Level  

Seven of the museums evaluated 

this year have at least one paid 

staff person, while the remaining 

11 are operated by volunteers. The 

two lowest scoring museums are 

operated by volunteers, but the only museum to score in the 30th percentile has paid 

staff. Conversely, of the two highest scoring museums, both scoring in the mid 80th 

percentile, one is operated by volunteers and the other is operated by paid staff. As 

mentioned in the preamble to this section and noted on other influences, the 

organizational culture and approach to the preparation work have a far greater impact 

on the evaluation outcome than a museum’s budget or personnel structure. 

Teamwork  

Those organizations that 

developed teams or committees 

or otherwise worked 

collaboratively to prepare for the 

evaluation experienced better results 

than the ones that relied on one individual. Through conversations with museums and 

evaluators, ANSM learned which organizations took which approach. As expected, when 

the burden of preparing for evaluation was shared, organizations were able to review 

and update more policies and procedures, gather more files for Documentation Review 

Average score of 
museums that relied 
on one person to 
prepare for 
evaluation

46.4%
Average score of 
museums that 
prepared for 
evaluation as a team

67.9%

Average score 
of volunteer-
run museums

54.3%
Average score 
of museums 
with paid staff

65.1%

Average score of 
12 museums 
re-evaluated

50.2%
Average score of 
6 organizations 
that opted into 
the MEP

74.5%
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submission, and share more examples of how the museum meets its community’s 

needs. This is also proven in Orientation Session attendance as previously mentioned. 

When more than one person was receiving information, through orientation and 

through the group email support, organizations were better equipped to use the 

information to their advantage. 

Disengagement 

Unfortunately, this year’s 

evaluation again saw some 

organizations decline to attend an 

Orientation Session, or disengage 

from the process after the Orientation 

Sessions, or decline to communicate at all until the Documentation Review deadline 

arrived and Site Evaluation dates needed to be confirmed. In February, ANSM mailed a 

reminder letter (Appendix 8) to eight organizations that were not responding to 

messages. Three organizations contacted ANSM upon receipt of the letter, one of which 

later dropped out of the MEP. Another museum that received a letter dropped out of 

the program in the Spring, prior to the Documentation Review deadline. It appears that 

some organizations are still unclear on the value of participating in the MEP and how it 

can help their museum move forward. Several organizations either asked why they 

should dedicate resources to preparation efforts, what the consequences were for a 

poor result, or what the benefits were for a positive result.  

V. Feedback 
 

Evaluator Debrief 

A debrief teleconference was held for evaluators on August 7th. This idea was suggested 

by evaluators in 2017 and has become an important element of evaluators’ participation 

in the MEP. Evaluators are on the front lines of this program delivery, and are asked 

questions and given feedback by museum workers. They have consistently 

demonstrated a keen understanding of the process and how it can be improved for all 

involved. From clarifying the wording of questions, to ensuring that each Site Evaluation 

form includes documenting the start and end times of the evaluation, evaluators have 

shared their ideas and provided the MEPWG and ANSM with very valuable input.  

As part of the debrief, evaluators were asked if they had general thoughts or 

observations to share for inclusion in this report. The following was received: 

I have been an evaluator with ANSM for the last three summers and have come away 

with a great appreciation of the challenges facing community and branch museums 

through-out Nova Scotia.  Shrinking budgets, aging buildings, reduced staffing and 

visitation, as well as board issues can complicate a museum’s attempt to operate as 

Number of reminder 
letters mailed to 
incommunicative 
organizations

8
Average score of 
these museums

48.6%
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professionally as desired. I feel that the evaluation process is a proactive way to help 

these museums in a practical way by focussing on strengths and weaknesses. On a 

personal level, I enjoyed the team approach to the evaluation process as I missed that 

interaction since my retirement from Parks Canada.  

I have been a Museum Evaluation Program evaluator for ANSM for the past three 
summers and this is what impresses me the most: 

 it is well organized and both the evaluators and the museums being evaluated 
receive clear communication of what is being evaluated, how it is evaluated and 
why/how good museum practice benefits everyone 

 the evaluators and the sites are asked for feedback each year on ways to improve 
wording, communication, what works well and what could be improved. ANSM 
responds to all feedback from both sites and evaluators 

 all evaluation teams consist of 3 members who each bring different areas of 
expertise in museum practice and come from different museum and/or museum 
support organization experience…Why is this impressive? 

o the evaluated sites receive brief bios of “their” evaluation team in advance 
which both allows them to know that they will receive useful (to them) 
feedback from knowledgeable colleagues and an opportunity to request a 
change in advance if a team member is felt to have an unforeseen conflict of 
interest 

o working with a team provides excellent professional development for the 
evaluators who review each other’s completed individual evaluations and 
discuss what was seen/heard (or missed) and results in interesting and useful 
conversations over meals and while travelling to sites about trends, examples 
of sector challenges and good practice 

o each site sees all 3 scores, by question, in their site report, in addition to 
specific written comments which documents the openness of the evaluation 
process even when one evaluator many not have “seen” something in the 
same way as other team members. This is done without identifying which 
team member assigned which score. 

 
I have participated, in another province, as a site staff of an evaluated museum, as a 
museum association staff with a role in supporting community museums who will be 
evaluated and, as a Ministry Standard evaluator during a period of Standards Review. I 
am impressed with ANSM by comparison. 
 
Evaluation Report Responses 

An important element of the MEP is the ability for museums to review and give 

feedback on their reports. ANSM views evaluation reports as being in draft form until 

the deadline for feedback passes, in case any scores or remarks require adjustment. 

October 5th was the deadline for feedback, and 13 museums (72.2%) responded in some 

capacity. Nine museums requested a pdf version so that they could easily share the 
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report with the entire board of directors. Six 

museums required slight adjustments to their 

scores and/or reports. One museum that had 

not participated in the 2016 evaluation phoned 

to say that they were disheartened by the 

results and were concerned that the evaluation 

did not fit their small organization.  

Following are remarks received by email, 

separated into feedback from museums and 

feedback from evaluators. Names and museum 

affiliations have been removed to protect the privacy of the individuals and 

organizations. 

Thanks so much – cannot wait to share our mark with our board – we have worked so 

hard, but it will be very worthwhile to find out where our weak points were so we can 

improve our score in the future!! 

Thank you for doing such a great job coordinating and keeping us informed.  

To say that our [society] is happy with our mark, is an understatement! Although the 

majority of our board members were involved and worked extremely hard, we knew 

there were requirements we just could not do – but we did give it our best! Thank you so 

much to all your staff for the huge amount of work you do to support our museums! 

We received our evaluation report yesterday, thank you, we were quite excited. 

Our Chairperson has just reviewed the results of our summer evaluation. We are pleased 

that we have improved sufficiently to pass. We also note that there have been 

suggestions put as to how we can do even better next time. These suggestions are, 

indeed, helpful. We also note that we have an opportunity to address any concerns or 

questions we may have by early October. Thank you for giving us a second chance. 

I received the Evaluation report in the mail as promised, thank so very much for investing 
the time and effort on my behalf. I wasn't surprised by anything I saw, and was 
encouraged we performed as well as we did. I am encouraged that despite being a 
stranger in a strange land, I am not lost entirely to my museum community "on the 
outside" and confident you'll see improvements next time around. Thanks again, for all 
of your hard work on our behalf; please know it is very deeply appreciated. 

 

Overall, we found the process very informative and useful. Especially useful was the level 
of reflection the evaluation process encouraged us to bring to all aspects of what we do. 
The exercise also prompted us to make improvements to a number of our practices and 
allowed us to see more clearly improvements we would like to make in the future. We 
are very grateful for the opportunity that ANSM provided, and especially for its guidance 

72.2%

Evaluation Report 
Response Rate
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and support throughout the evaluation process, to strengthen our organization and 
tighten up a number of our operations. 
Having taken the evaluation process quite seriously and appreciating what we might 
gain by doing so, we had already anticipated much of what was contained in our report. 
Even before we received it, we had begun to incorporate what we had learned into our 
planning for the future. Our Board of Directors is highly encouraged that the evaluation 
report confirms that we have been and are moving in the right directions.  

 
We certainly welcomed the opportunity to start our site visit by showcasing some 
features of what we do that might not be evident during a brief visit. We also took that 
opportunity to answer questions that we anticipated the team might have. A great deal 
of the 45 minute, sit-down, question-and-answer session, however, it seems to us, could 
much more efficiently have been dealt with through a written questionnaire. The 
majority of the questions were looking for simple answers to factual questions such as 
“Do you conduct a Board orientation?”, etc. with the site team simply ticking answer 
boxes. If much of this could be sent ahead of time as a written questionnaire that was 
returned to the site visit team before their visit, the 45 minutes could perhaps be more 
productively spent. Face-to-face questions could then cover further questions arising 
from answers to the questionnaire. Alternatively, or in addition, the question session 
could be placed after the team has a chance to tour the site on its own, and the session 
could be devoted to asking questions raised by both the tour and the questionnaire. Had 
the site visit been organized such that the team conducted its face-to-face interview with 
our museum representatives after its tour, and then asked questions arising out that 
tour and our answers to the site – visit questionnaire, a number of questions that appear 
in our report might have been answered. 

 
It is clear that many of the requirements of Museums Nova Scotia can be quite time 

consuming for an organization run 90% by volunteers. A great deal more of the 

requirements could be addressed with sufficient funding from Museums Nova Scotia. 

Existing funding covers at the most 10% of our costs. Volunteers in many cases are at 

their limit. It is time for Museums Nova Scotia to step up to the plate and assist the 

smaller museums in Nova Scotia with sufficient funding to operate to the standard they 

have set. 

[A response was sent to clarify the Nova Scotia Museum and Association of Nova Scotia 

Museums’ roles and responsibilities] 
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VI. Moving Forward 
 

The evaluation report in 2016 included a list of 

recommendations, and the report in 2017 

outlined considerations. In essence, the question 

to be asked is, how does Nova Scotia’s museum 

community move forward? The answers differ 

for each stakeholder group. ANSM is gaining 

crucial insights into the specific needs and 

realities of museums. Museums are gaining a 

better understanding of current museological 

standards and how they can apply them to their 

community service efforts. They are seeing the 

usefulness of their evaluation reports as they 

tackle strategic planning. The Department of 

Communities, Culture and Heritage (CCH) is 

gaining a better understanding of successes, struggles, and community impact of museums that 

are financially supported through the Government of Nova Scotia’s Community Museum 

Assistance Program (CMAP).  

1. Implementation of 4-year evaluation cycle 

On September 20th, 2018, ANSM announced the new 4-year schedule for the MEP. The 

rotation includes museums receiving funding through CMAP, the 28 Nova Scotia Museum 

sites, as well as other organizations that have opted into the MEP. A maximum of 33 

museums will be evaluated in a given year, and the current schedule (Appendix 9) will allow 

another 27 organizations to opt into the MEP before this cap will be reached. Museums will 

now be able to anticipate their next evaluation date and incorporate preparations into job 

descriptions, work plans, and strategic plans.  

 

2. Respond to museum needs 

Having three years of evaluation results has provided ANSM with rich information about the 

current needs and realities of museums. ANSM has been incorporating this information into 

its Museum Studies Program workshops, annual conference/symposium, and through 

special training with partner organizations such as the Canadian Conservation Institute. 

ANSM will continue to seek opportunities to address evaluation findings and work with 

museums to fulfill the vision of all museums in Nova Scotia being valued by Nova Scotians, 

being sustainable, and operating according to established standards of excellence. 

This rich information is also very valuable to CCH, and can be used when funding and 

support programs are being reviewed as a means of confirming relevancy.   

 

3. Review & refine evaluation 

ANSM will continue to work with the MEPWG to review and refine the evaluation process 

and questions. Participating organizations and evaluators are encouraged to share their 

1. Implementation of 4-year 

evaluation cycle 

2. Respond to museum needs 

3. Review & refine evaluation  

4. Strengthen partnerships 

5. Development of 

Accreditation Program 

 

MOVING FORWARD 
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ideas for improvements, and to inform ANSM if they find questions to be confusing or 

unclear. All issues that are brought forward are taken to the Working Group for discussion 

and consideration. The process will gradually shift and evolve as the expectations and 

standards around museum operations shift and evolve.  

 

4. Strengthen partnerships 

Two notable opportunities exist for CCH to strengthen its partnership with ANSM and its 

relationship with organizations receiving CMAP funding. At the Orientation Sessions and 

throughout the evaluation process, CMAP museums asked about the impact of their 

evaluation score on their funding level, and are still harbouring the concerns noted in the 

2016 report, “that adjustments would be made with little or no notification to the 

museums.” If a CCH representative were present at the Orientation Sessions, these concerns 

could be addressed directly. It would also enable CCH to build stronger relationships with 

the organizations it funds. Another opportunity to strengthen partnerships is by 

participating in the Museum Evaluation Program Working Group. When the group was 

established, two CCH representatives were included and their perspectives and knowledge 

were very valuable assets. As mentioned previously, a standing offer has been given to the 

CMAP Program Officer to participate in the MEPWG. Having CCH rejoin this group would be 

a way to gain more understanding of the MEP which it funds, as well as the museums it 

funds, and to ensure that its perspectives and priorities are being incorporated into the 

Museum Evaluation Program.  

 

5. Development of Accreditation Program 

When ANSM took on the MEP, it was agreed that the evaluation process should continue to 

evolve, eventually becoming an accreditation program. Research has been conducted on 

comparable programs, and ANSM regularly communicates with these program coordinators 

to learn from their experiences. The MEPWG is of great assistance to this research and 

development process. To date, the benefits statements, appeal process, and timeline have 

been approved, and the application form, eligibility requirements, and program guide are in 

draft. A graphic designer has been engaged to develop branding. It is anticipated that the 

program will be ready to launch in Autumn 2019. 

 

VII. Appendices 
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Appendix 1.  Museum Evaluation Program Working Group Terms of Reference 
 

Terms of Reference  

Museum Evaluation Program Working Group 

 

Purpose: To provide vision, expertise, and guidance to ANSM on the Museum 
Evaluation Program (MEP). 
 

Roles & Responsibilities: The committee shall advise ANSM in some or all of the following 
areas: 

1. Review and update evaluation criteria 
2. On-site evaluation process 
3. Documentation Review process 
4. Development of accreditation process 
5. The overall participant experience, at all levels and stages, 

within the scope of the program 
6. Evaluator criteria, selection, and training 
7. Review of evaluation score grievances  

 
Working group members will be expected to: 

1. Think broadly about the information needs and perspectives 
of stakeholders who are not represented in the planning 
process and ensure that a variety of perspectives is 
represented. 

2. Act as champions for the Museum Evaluation Program. 
Demonstrate to other stakeholders an interest in the process 
and products of the evaluation. Reinforce the notion that 
evaluation activities are intended to be helpful to museum 
workers and other decision makers. 

 
As this is a working group members have expertise in different 
areas, members may be asked individually to assist on certain 
aspects of the work. Regional representatives may assist with 
communications between ANSM and participating organizations. 

Membership: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The MEP Working Group shall consist of 9 members who have 
expertise related to one or more areas of the evaluation program. 
Two representatives from the Department of Communities, Culture 
& Heritage (CCH) will provide government perspective. Committee 
members may be part of other ANSM groups such as the Board of 
Directors. 
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The Working Group will include participants of MEP, representing a 
variety of museum types. 
Individuals will be selected based on: 
 

1.  Knowledge of and experience with museum evaluations 

2.  Regional diversity      

3.  Size and operating structure of museum 
 
ANSM & CCH shall have two members each on the Working Group, 
but only one vote each.  
 
The Working Group shall appoint a chairperson and a secretary. The 
chair will be responsible to ensure meetings are organized and held 
in timely fashion, committee goals realized, appropriate 
membership and participation in the committee is maintained. The 
secretary shall prepare, maintain and circulate minutes of meetings 
and other supporting documents.  
 
The Working Group may recruit specific expertise to advise it or 
address specific situations, as required.  Any such individuals are not 
formal members of the Working Group and will not participate in 
final decision making. 

Meetings:  The Working Group will meet 3-4 times per year depending on the 
program timeline. Meetings may be held in person, by 
teleconference, or virtually, and it is the responsibility of the chair 
to call and organize them. Members are expected to:  

1. Act collectively as a group and not in the interests of a 
specific region, board or organization.  

2. Adhere to all ANSM policies and practices including 
confidentiality and privacy.  

3. Respect decisions made by majority vote. 

Commitment: Members serve for a term of 2 years and may serve up to 2 
consecutive terms and should expect 1-3hrs/month of work. 
 
To ensure continuity the expiry of terms is staggered so that no 
more than 66% of the members leave in the same year.  

Formal Reporting: The Working Group liaises with the ANSM Executive Director who 
reports to the Board and membership through regular meetings 
and communications about the progress of its activities. 
 
The Executive Director acts as a fulcrum ensuring that all ANSM 
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projects and initiatives, often inter-related, are carefully aligned and 
in accordance with the organization’s strategic plan.  

Review & Evaluation: 1. The Terms of Reference shall be updated as required. 

Endorsed by:   Anita Price, ANSM Executive Director 
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Appendix 2.  Museum Evaluation Program Timeline for 2018 Evaluations  

 

Museum Evaluation Program 

Timeline for 2018 Evaluations 
 

 

 

 

January 2018 Applications for Evaluators opens 

February 12, 2018 Deadline for Evaluator applications (midnight) 

October – May Evaluation preparation support 

May 4, 2018 Documentation Review submission deadline 

July 4, 2018 Evaluator Training 

July 9 - 27, 2018 Site Evaluations 

Early September 2018 Evaluation Reports to Sites 

October 4, 2018 Deadline for museums to respond to reports 

November 2018 Report to Communities, Culture, and Heritage 
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Appendix 3.  Evaluator Application Form 

 

Museum Evaluation Program 

     Evaluator Application 
 

 

The goal of the Museum Evaluation Program is to conduct professional assessments of 

museum operations by engaging with qualified, experienced individuals, which will result 

in helpful, practical feedback and advice to museums in Nova Scotia.  

 

Evaluator commitment includes three weeks of volunteer time, up to 3 days each week, plus 

one day of orientation. Some schedules will include overnight travel.  

 

Please forward all applications to: Anita Price, director@ansm.ns.ca  

 

 

A. Contact Information 

Name  

Organization  

Street Address  

City, Province, Postal Code  

Daytime Phone  

E-Mail Address  

Available July 9-27 2018 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 

Note: If possible please include a current résumé.  

 

B. With which region in Nova Scotia would you most identify: 

Region: ☐Cape Breton    ☐Central/Halifax  ☐Northeast  ☐Southwest 
 

C. Which position(s) have you held in museum-related work? (check all that apply): 

Position: ☐Staff ☐Volunteer  ☐Board  
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D. With which museum(s) in Nova Scotia do you have (or have you had) a working 

relationship? 

 

E. Interest 

1. Please tell us why you are interested in volunteering as an evaluator. 
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F. Availability 

1. Do you anticipate any changes in your residence or work 

commitment(s) in the next year that would affect your volunteer 

contribution? If yes, please explain. 

 

2. Evaluation team work can include long work days on your feet, long 

distance driving, and overnight stays. Are you comfortable with these aspects 

of the work? 

☐Yes   ☐No 

 

Do you have a valid Nova Scotia driver’s license? 

☐Yes   ☐No 

 

G. Special Skills or Qualifications 

1. Please tell us about any experience you have in the following areas: 

 

Have you been involved previously with any museum evaluation programs such as CMAP, 

CMOG, or the Recognized Museum Program?  

If yes, please explain: 
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2. Museum/heritage related experience. Please include relevant training 

& dates, and years of experience: 

 

 

Do you belong to any heritage organizations such as CMA or your local historical society? 

If so, please list them: 

 

 

Areas of Expertise. We are interested in learning about your specialty areas of knowledge 

and/or experience. Please check all that apply: 

Governance: 

☐ Policy Development          ☐ Strategic Planning       ☐ Working with Boards 

☐ Other:  

 

Management: 

☐ Accounting/Financial     ☐ Human Resource Management ☐Insurance  ☐ Legal  

☐Other:  

 

Facility: 

☐ Built Heritage Standards  ☐ Facility Maintenance   ☐ Emergency Planning   
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☐ Security    ☐ Other:  

 

Collections: 

☐ Conservation    ☐ CMS Databases   ☐ Documentation Standards   

☐ Research        ☐ Storage   ☐ Other:  

 

 

Interpretation: 

☐ Exhibit Design    ☐ Personal Interpretation  ☐ Program Development   

☐ Program Delivery    ☐ Other: 

 

Community: 

☐ Partnership Projects    ☐ Regional Heritage Groups ☐ Visitor Statistics Analysis   

☐ Volunteering    ☐ Other: 

 

Marketing & Revenue Generation: 

☐ Fundraising  ☐ Marketing   ☐ Retail  ☐ Social Media    

☐ Other:  

 

Language Skills: 

☐ English  ☐ French  ☐ Gaelic  ☐ Mi’kmaq     ☐ Other:  
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Appendix 4.  Evaluator Biographies 

 

 

 

Evaluator Biographies 2018 

 

Andrea Arbic: Andrea Arbic has a degree in archaeology and an MA in Museum Studies. She 

worked with LORD Cultural Resources for nine years before forming her own consulting firm in 

2001, which provides services to the museum/heritage and cultural sector. Andrea’s work 

includes strategic planning, business planning, feasibility studies, organization development, 

programming planning, evaluation, and community consultations. 

Joe Ballard: Joe Ballard holds the position of Senior Preservation Consultant at Vineberg & 

Fulton Ltd. He provides advice on the maintenance and treatment of heritage sites and buildings 

throughout Nova Scotia. He is the president of Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia and a past 

president of the Colchester Historical Society. Joe has been an evaluator for the Museum 

Evaluation Program since 2016.  

Cathy Blackbourn: Cathy Blackbourn has worked at the Ontario Museum Association and was 

a Museum Advisor for the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport. She has conducted 

standards reviews, taught workshops, developed new resources, and worked in and with a wide 

variety of museums – large and small. Cathy has been an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation 

Program since 2016. 

Robert Frame: Robert Frame is a museum and heritage specialist with over four decades of 

service to a variety of heritage interests. Specializing in interpretive planning and management 

and development, his work has included the restoration of heritage sites and buildings, and senior 

management responsibilities within the Nova Scotia Museum. Robert has played leading roles in 

heritage tourism projects, in overseeing museum operations, and the development of CMAP. For 

the past 17 years Robert has been an independent museum consultant in Atlantic Canada. 

Denise Hansen: Denise Hansen worked in collections and heritage education at Parks Canada 

and currently works as a heritage and education consultant. She also tutors at a private learning 

centre. Denise’s volunteer work has included teaching English as a second language and being a 

historic storyteller for a graphic recording program at nursing homes. Currently she is conducting 

interviews with residents at a local care facility as part of a new volunteer Living History 

program. Denise has been an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program since 2016.  

Karin Kierstead: Karin Kierstead is ANSM’s Museum Evaluation Program Manager. Her work 

with ANSM has largely focused on artifact digitization/enrichment, online collections, database 

management, and project planning/management. Karin teaches the Museums 101 and 

Collections Management workshops, part of ANSM’s Museum Studies Program. In her spare 

time she is an archaeological conservator. Her 15+ years of museum experience has spanned four 

provinces. Karin was an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program in 2016. 
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Valerie Lenethen: Valerie Lenethen worked in collections management with the Nova Scotia 

Museum for over 30 years. She spent 2 years at CHIN as a Museum Consultant. Valerie served 

as a Team Leader for the CMAP evaluations almost every year from 1995 to 2011. She was an 

evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program in 2016. 

John McIntyre: John McIntyre is a member of the Parrsborough Shore Historical Society, 

which owns and operates Ottawa House by the Sea. He has extensive experience working at 

museums in Ontario and is currently in the midst of restoring a historic house in Parrsboro to its 

original appearance. John was an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program in 2016. 

Marven Moore: Marven Moore is a self-employed heritage consultant and researcher and has 

extensive experience working for the Prince Edward Island Heritage Foundation and the Nova 

Scotia Museum. He delivers presentations on the marine history of Atlantic Canada to a broad 

range of audiences and provides curatorial advice to maritime museums. Marven was an 

evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program in 2016. 

Anita Price: Originally from Wales, where she participated in a museum apprentice program, 

Anita has over 25 years’ experience working in the museum field. She has worked with 

community, municipal, provincial and federal museum and heritage organizations and brings this 

wealth of experience to her role as Executive Director for the Association of Nova Scotia 

Museums. Anita has been an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program since 2016.  

Virginia Stephen: Virginia Stephen has experience as a consultant, staff member and volunteer 

at several museums, heritage and arts organizations, including the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia. 

She has taught museum studies, practice courses and workshops for staff and volunteers, and has 

previously served as an evaluator for the Alberta Museums Association Recognized Museums 

Program. Virginia has been an evaluator for the Museum Evaluation Program since 2016.  
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Appendix 5.  Evaluation Teams and Site List 
 

Museum Evaluation Program  

Evaluation Teams & Site List 

2018 

 Evaluators Sites Evaluating 

Team 1 Week 1:  Anita Price, Bob Frame, 

and Andrea Arbic 

Week 2: Anita Price, Bob Frame, and 

Andrea Arbic 

Week 3: Anita Price, John McIntyre, 

Cathy Blackbourn, and Virginia 

Stephen 

 

Whitman House Museum 

Carmichael Stewart House 

Inverness Miners Museum 

Amos Seaman Museum 

Springhill Miners Museum 

Hooked Rug Museum of NA 

SS Atlantic Heritage 

Team 2 Weeks 1-2: Cathy Blackbourn, 

Denise Hansen, and John McIntyre 

Archelaus Smith Museum 

Cape Sable Historical Society 

Little School Museum 

Isle Madame 

Nicholas Denys Museum 

Team 3 Week 2: Marven Moore, Joe Ballard, 

and Virginia Stephen  

Week 3: Marven Moore, Joe Ballard, 

Valerie Lenethan, and Karin 

Kierstead  

 

Shearwater Aviation Museum 

James House Museum 

Tupperville Schoolhouse Museum 

Canning Heritage Centre 

Urban Farm Museum 

NS Sport Hall of Fame 
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Appendix 6.  Site Evaluation Schedule 

 

Museum Evaluation Program  

Site Evaluation Schedule 

2018 

 Morning Afternoon 

July 10th  Whitman House Museum 
Little School House Museum 

July 11th Carmichael-Stewart House Museum 
Archelaus Smith Museum 

Cape Sable Historical Society 

July 17th  Inverness Miners Museum 
Isle Madame Historical Society 

July 18th  Nicolas Denys Museum 
Nova Scotia Sport Hall of Fame 

 

July 24th   Amos Seaman Museum 
Tupperville School Museum 

July 25th  Springhill Miners Museum 
James House Museum 

Canning Heritage Centre 

July 26th SS Atlantic Heritage Park Hooked Rug Museum of North America 
Urban Farm Museum Society 
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Appendix 7. Documentation Review – File Checklist 

 

DOCUMENTATION REVIEW – 2018 DOCUMENT SUBMISSION 

CHECKLIST 

 Please ensure your submitted documents are titled to match the list below 

 Do not submit additional documents except as supplemental information 
for certain questions…see below. 

 For any clarification, please refer to the full Documentation Review Form 

 

DOCUMENTATION REVIEW FORM 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Completed Documentation Review form 

 

GOVERNANCE 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Bylaws 

 2. Mission Statement and/or Statement of Purpose 

 3. Organizational Chart 

 4. Code of Ethics and/or minutes from board meeting where Code of Ethics was adopted 

 5. Board of Directors - Board manual and any committee Terms of Reference and job descriptions 

 6. Strategic Plan 

 7. Board minutes – showing when policies were last reviewed or schedule of policy review 

 8. Board minutes – from most recent meeting when Board (or organization) last evaluated its own 
performance related to Strategic Plan and/or copy of Board’s evaluation form 

 

MANAGEMENT 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Insurance Policy 

 2 Human Resources Policy 

 3. Job Descriptions 

 4. Staff Orientation Materials 

 5. Performance Review forms 

 6. Exit Interview forms 

 7. Volunteer Policy & Application form 

 8. Work Plans 
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FACILITY 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Emergency Preparedness Plan 

 2 Facility Management Plan 

 

COLLECTION & ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Care & Handling Guidelines 

 2. Catalogue Worksheet 

 3. Collections/Acquisition Committee Terms of Reference 

 4. Collections Management Policy 

 5. Collections Management Procedures Manual 

 6. Condition Report 

 7. Incident Report 

 

INTERPRETATION 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Interpretation Plan 

 2. Exhibition Policy 

 

COMMUNITY 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Membership documentation for professional affiliations 

 2. Examples of community activities 

 

MARKETING & REVENUE GENERATION 

Submitted 
 

 

 1. Marketing Strategy 

 2. Media releases 

 3. Newspaper or other published articles 

 4. Fundraising Plan 

 5. Annual budget 

 6. List of Links to Online Presence (Website, Facebook, Instagram, Etc.) 
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION (optional): 

Submitted 
 

 

 Q. 140 Additional explanation of recent public programming examples 

 Q. 141 Additional explanation of recent school programming examples 

 Q. 156 Visual examples of promoting other sites 
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Appendix 8.  Evaluation Reminder Letter 
 

 

 

February 12, 2018 

 

Dear             , 

The 2018 Museum Evaluation Program work continues, and we have noticed that you have not 

been in touch about evaluation preparations and we are not sure whether our group e-mails or 

phone calls are reaching you and helping you as you prepare. We want to make sure that you 

are feeling confident in your preparations, and remind you that we are here to answer any 

questions that may arise during the process. We also wanted to update you on progress and 

remind you of some key deadlines.  

There are three documents that you will want to download, each of which can be found by 

clicking here. The first part of the evaluation is the Documentation Review, which is due May 

4th 2018. The Site Evaluation Form will be used by evaluators for the on-site visit in July, and 

the Scoring Matrix outlines the value of each question so that you can prioritize preparation 

work.  

The Document Review online submission is due May 4th, which only leaves 12 more weeks to 

prepare for this portion of the 2018 evaluation program. As we explained during the orientation 

sessions, this is not a self-assessment, but a chance for evaluators to review your key policies, 

procedures, and other documentation. It will also enable us to provide evaluators with briefing 

notes about your museum – a cheat sheet for them to refer to as they conduct the site 

evaluation. In order to streamline this process, we are updating our online presence so that you 

will be able to start submitting this information securely via our website beginning in late 

March. We will send out a group e-mail with instructions and reminding you of this once we 

know the site is ready. 

Since the evaluation documents were released last fall we have been actively assisting many 

museums with their preparations. Requests for assistance are taking many forms; people are 

asking questions about specific aspects of the site evaluation, seeking feedback on existing 

policies, and some are even getting help from local librarians and other community resources, 

with organizing and scanning their handwritten documents in preparation for submission. We 

are tracking all of our communications in order to identify any problems areas in the evaluation, 

https://ansm.ns.ca/museum-evaluation-program.html
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because, over the past two years, we have noticed that there is a correlation between active 

assistance and evaluation scores, and most importantly, because we want your success as a 

well-managed museum that gets the best possible scores when it is evaluated in May 

(Documentation Review) and July (site evaluation). This is also an opportunity for your site to 

improve you score, as ANSM lobbied for your site’s re-evaluation prior to any changes being 

made to CMAP.  

Site Evaluations will take place between July 10th and 26th (Tues-Thurs of each week). If you 

have any special events, staff holidays, or other activities/issues during this time that would 

impact on your site evaluation date please let me know. Last year we were able to 

accommodate all blackout dates, but we’ve got to get this info early so it can be worked into 

the schedule. Your deadline to submit blackout dates is March 16th.    

As a reminder, there are 21 museums being evaluated this year. As evaluation time gets closer, 

queries are increasing in depth and frequency, and response time may be slower as a result. We 

strongly urge you to reach out with any questions you have, as you have them (don’t save them 

up!). We look forward to hearing from you [support@ansm.ns.ca] over the coming weeks.  

 

 

 

 

 

Cathy Blackbourn 

Association of Nova Scotia Museums 
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Appendix 9.  Evaluation Cycle Announcement 

 

Museum Evaluation Program 

2019-2022 

For more than 20 years, many museums in Nova Scotia have participated in an evaluation process 

through the Community Museum Assistance Program (CMAP). CMAP is a Government of Nova 

Scotia supported program currently delivered through the Department of Communities, Culture 

and Heritage. 

The Association of Nova Scotia Museums (ANSM) is a non-profit organization which supports 

museums in Nova Scotia. Part of its mandate is "to encourage the development of professional best 

practices in Nova Scotia's museums". In complement to its commitment to professional best 

practices, and in partnership with the provincial government, ANSM entered into an agreement to 

undertake the delivery of museum evaluations and implemented a revised evaluation program in 

2016. Since its launch, 99 museums have participated in the program. ANSM has continuously 

engaged with a working group and sought input from participating museums to build and improve 

the evaluation process. 
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