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Around the world, 
governments are 
seeking to maximize 
infrastructure 
spending and 
achieve multiple 
policy objectives by 
generating greater 
social and economic 
value with the same 
investment.

Introduction 

Around the world, governments are seeking to maximize infrastructure 
spending and achieve multiple policy objectives by generating greater social 
and economic value with the same investment. One way to accomplish this is 
through community benefits: supplementary social and economic benefits for 
local communities leveraged by dollars already being spent, usually on major 
infrastructure and land development projects. 

Ontario’s Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act (IJPA) aims to encourage 
principled, evidence-based, and strategic long-term infrastructure planning 
that supports jobs, economic growth, and protection of the environment. To 
achieve its goals, the IJPA requires public infrastructure builders to consider 
community benefits. The act also sets out requirements respecting long-term 
asset management planning.

Municipal governments own almost 60% of Canada’s infrastructure. In 
Ontario, billions of dollars in investment are forthcoming from the provincial 
and federal governments over the next decade to assist with municipal 
infrastructure needs. In light of the scale of this investment, enactment 
of the IJPA, and growing interest in this topic in Ontario, this study was 
commissioned by Evergreen with three objectives:

1. to explore how Ontario municipalities can use community benefits to 
maximize social and economic outcomes through better infrastructure 
planning and investment, in order to deliver greater value for people 
and communities;

2. to address how community benefits can be aligned with or incorporated 
into Ontario’s municipal asset management program; and

3. to provide preliminary thinking as to how community benefits can be 
evaluated. 

Executive  
Summary 
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Document structure

This paper begins with a jurisdictional scan to investigate how community benefits 
have been used elsewhere, the different approaches that could be applicable 
to Ontario, and lessons learned. We provide an overview of Ontario legislation 
and policy that is relevant to community benefits. We then define and review 
municipal asset management planning, decision-making and current approaches to 
evaluation, and proposes how community benefits could be incorporated into asset 
management planning. Finally, major evaluation methodologies and approaches 
are reviewed and related to Ontario’s results-based management framework, ending 
with a series of community benefits evaluation considerations.

The last section of the paper proposes a framework with essential components and 
key recommendations, sets out options for municipalities that could be adapted to 
various contexts, and provides recommended next steps to the province.

Findings 

Jurisdictional scan

We review how community benefits are implemented in four jurisdictions and find 
there are four main approaches: senior-level legislation or policies, municipal 
strategies and policies, project-based or planning initiatives, and municipal asset 
management planning.  

Any of these methodologies could be used by Ontario municipalities. In this study, 
we focus primarily on municipal strategies and policies, and on how community 
benefits can be incorporated into strategic asset management planning.

Opportunities to incorporate community benefits into asset 
management planning and evaluation

Asset management planning (“AMP”) is a clear, organized, and defensible 
decision-making process with identified criteria and intended outcomes subject to 
evaluation. The paper sets out a generalized decision pathway for AMP in Ontario 
municipalities that moves from categories of assets, to procurement, to managing 
construction through on-the-ground projects in communities. 

Within this generalized municipal AMP decision process, there are multiple 
opportunities to incorporate community benefits that would enable systematic 
integration and evaluation. By doing so, community benefits would be considered 
vertically throughout the entire AMP decision pathway and horizontally across 
the corporation and its departments or functions. In this way, infrastructure 
investments could be better directed and maximized to contribute to local 
communities through AMP and procurement processes, aligning strategically to 
support other municipal objectives in addition to any actual construction projects 
in communities.
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There are both challenges and significant opportunities for integrating community 
benefits evaluation into existing asset management and infrastructure investments 
in Ontario’s municipalities. We find that municipalities commonly use four 
evaluation methods — in AMP, other planning processes and projects — with 
strengths in identification and modelling of costs against anticipated levels 
of service. However, we note three important gaps that provide considerable 
opportunity for the province, municipalities, communities, and stakeholders.

First, planning must include evaluation, which should be positioned alongside 
the development of any policy, plan, program or project in order to forecast, 
monitor and assess an intervention over its entire lifecycle. Second, actual 
outcomes and impacts must be evaluated to determine if, how, what type and 
when real change was achieved, not attained or had negative results. Third, levels 
of service assumptions and standards need updating to reflect sustainability and 
human impacts such as social, environmental and health benefits. New metrics 
for community benefits are required to estimate and assess asset-based levels of 
service beyond conventional methods.

Evaluation

We analyze different evaluation approaches for their application to community 
benefits. All evaluation schools of thought promote systematic assessment. 
Broadly, there are two approaches or purposes for performing an evaluation which 
inform the specific type of evaluation, research design, methods, stakeholder 
participation, and data needed: judging the effectiveness, sustainability, impact 
and merit of an intervention (e.g., of a policy, program or project); and/or learning 
and improving the implementation of an intervention based on an assessment of 
how it’s working. Both approaches are relevant to community benefits evaluation 
and could be applied at different stages to address different purposes.

Municipal community benefits evaluation could also be framed strategically within 
the Ontario government’s Results-based Management and Accountability Framework 
(RMAF). Ideally, any evaluation of municipal infrastructure planning and projects 
would not only align with but enable evaluation results to link and demonstrate 
logically how interventions implemented at the local level contribute to ministry 
and government goals. 

We suggest reviewing how evaluation of community benefits from infrastructure 
planning and investment might work through a series of key considerations:

1. Defining the intent or purpose of the evaluation,

2. Identifying who will use the evaluation and feasibility,

3. Framing the time and scale,

4. Scoping key evaluation questions, and

5. Developing the framework and logic. 
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These are described step-by-step as part of our review.
 
The Ontario government could lead and set an example for other jurisdictions on 
how infrastructure planning and delivery with communities could be evaluated. A 
comprehensive approach to evaluation at all levels not only ensures community 
benefits are systematically, strategically and logically aligned with legislation, 
provincial and municipal policy, programs and infrastructure projects, but also 
allows all parties, including communities and stakeholders, channels to influence, 
learn, and adapt with any initiatives rolled out. 

Recommendations

Community benefits can be achieved through asset management planning, 
procurement, or other areas of municipal planning outside the scope of this study. 
We conclude that regardless of the process used, the following are fundamental to 
successful implementation:

It starts from the top
Community benefits should be embedded into a high-level municipal strategic 
plan, corporate policy, or business plan where they can be aligned with other 
overarching policy objectives. They can then be systematically integrated into the 
workplans of city departments, such that maximizing social and economic value 
becomes a way of doing business.

Rationale and strategic objectives
A municipality should identify why it is using community benefits and the 
objectives it hopes to achieve by doing so, whether in a policy, guidelines, or 
other form.

An internal champion and staff capacity-building 
An internal champion who is senior enough to drive change is critical. Increased 
understanding and knowledge is required for both communities and staff to 
ensure any policy can be implemented. This will require staff training, internal and 
external communications, toolkits, and materials. 

Engaged and involved communities and stakeholders
It is essential to have robust community and stakeholder engagement from 
the very beginning of the process in order to build trust and relationships. 
Communities and stakeholders play an important role in helping shape, implement, 
and evaluate the benefits for a given project. 

An evaluation plan and framework 
When crafting a community benefits policy or framework, it is important to 
formulate the evaluation plan at the same time, identifying the goals of the 
evaluation, precisely what will be evaluated, who will conduct it and when, and 
how the findings will be used. 
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Other recommendations and considerations include: 

• Systematically integrate community benefits throughout municipal processes, 
including the asset management planning process.

• Ensure the framework is sufficiently flexible to account for differences in 
needs, capacities, and systems among municipalities.

• Foster a culture of learning with accessible resources for both implementation 
and evaluation, including tools, clear metrics, and evaluation methodology.

• The province should lead and support community benefits to help all 
players in the ecosystem adopt this new way of doing business, including 
communities and governments. 

Next Steps

We recommend the province consider the following next steps: 

1. Determine which specific community benefits evaluation method or methods 
are feasible and appropriate in the Ontario context. 

2. Create, or fund the creation of, a set of tools and resources for use by 
municipalities. This could include precedent policies (corporate, strategic 
asset management, procurement), sample language for use in tenders, 
roadmaps to assist with engagement of internal and external stakeholders, 
and sample evaluation plans. 

3. Resource a pilot of one or two specific evaluation methods that include a 
pre- and post-intervention community impact evaluation to test feasibility, 
understand the challenges in the Ontario context, and refine. 

4. Based in part on the results of that pilot, develop standards and/or best 
practices for community benefits evaluation, including identifying data 
requirements so that community-level outcomes can be consistently aligned 
and systematically aggregated.

5. Enable systems change by making initial support available to municipalities to 
assist with training, implementation, and evaluation of community benefits. 

6. Require or incentivize municipalities to adopt and implement community 
benefits, potentially aligning desired outcomes with provincial policy goals 
and accountability frameworks. Such requirements could be phased in over 
time.

7. Given that the majority of infrastructure is owned municipally, ensure any 
provincial level all-of-government community benefits policy applies in part 
or in whole to municipalities. Alternatively, within the province, convene 
interdepartmental and municipal stakeholders to create a coordinated policy 
approach supporting municipal community benefits, drawing on provincial 
authority under applicable legislation and strategies.
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Ontario is not 
immune from the 
many challenges 
confronting 
Western society 
today, including 
rising inequality, 
precarious 
employment, and 
social divisions.

Introduction

1.1 Context

Ontario is not immune from the many challenges confronting Western society 
today, including rising inequality, precarious employment, and social divisions. 
Governments, and municipalities in particular, must address these challenges 
together with a wide variety of community needs: from the provision of 
infrastructure and services that are accessible to all of their citizens, to the 
promotion of local economic development, equity, health, and well-being. 
Solutions and processes are required that place people and communities at the 
centre.

Infrastructure is necessary to provide people with the services they need, 
but infrastructure need not be an end in itself. The current emphasis by both 
the federal and provincial governments on renewing and replacing municipal 
infrastructure offers an opportunity to rethink how infrastructure planning and 
delivery can address multiple policy objectives. This means being more intentional 
about how infrastructure dollars are spent through the entire process, from 
planning and prioritization to procurement, construction, and operations. It also 
means engaging with local communities and stakeholders at an early stage to 
determine how infrastructure dollars can be smartly leveraged to produce greater 
economic and social returns on the investment already being made. 

Those greater returns are called community benefits. Where achievable, community 
benefits should result in, first, more equitable economic development, by targeting 
jobs and training opportunities to disadvantaged groups, and ensuring supplier 
opportunities are available to small-, medium-sized, and social enterprises (SMEs 
and SEs); and second, wider social and environmental benefits by considering, for 
example, social inclusion, civic engagement, health, environmental, and equity 
criteria when determining where and how to build, repair, or replace infrastructure. 

As detailed in this paper, governments in other jurisdictions have used community 
benefits to address a wide range of community needs. In Ontario, there are a 
number of new policies and developments that provide unprecedented opportunity 
to incorporate equitable practices that maximize opportunities for inclusive 
prosperity. The province has passed the Infrastructure and Jobs for Prosperity Act 
(IJPA)1, which calls for consideration of community benefits in infrastructure 
planning. Metrolinx has adopted and implemented a Community Benefits 
Framework. The province has committed $137B to infrastructure spending over the 
next decade.2 And, the federal government has made a corresponding commitment 
of more than $186B in long-term infrastructure spending.3

se
ct

io
n 1
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1.2 Purpose of the Study

Accordingly, the purpose of this study is to explore: 

1. how Ontario municipalities can use community benefits to maximize 
social and economic outcomes through better infrastructure planning and 
investment in order to deliver better outcomes for people and communities; 

2. how community benefits can be aligned with or incorporated into Ontario’s 
municipal asset management program; and 

3. preliminary thinking about how community benefits can be evaluated.

As discussed in the paper below, cities in the U.K. and Australia have typically 
incorporated community benefits at the procurement stage. However, in part 
because the IJPA sets out a cohesive approach to municipal asset management, 
this study examines whether earlier adoption of community benefits as part of 
asset management planning could reap equally or more effective results. 

Ultimately, this work is intended to set the stage for the development of detailed 
municipal toolkits and resources that could be used by local governments who 
need practical assistance to implement community benefits in infrastructure 
planning and projects.

1.3 Study methodology

The conclusions in this paper are based on: 

a. A jurisdictional scan undertaken between September 2016 and February 2017, 
highlighting examples of how community benefits are incorporated by select 
municipalities in four countries. 

b. Interviews with 12 stakeholders between December 2016 and January 2017, 
including staff from the cities of Toronto, Markham, Mississauga, Hamilton, 
Kitchener, and Peterborough, municipal organizations, and other relevant 
associations. Stakeholders were asked a series of questions, including 
their views on whether and how community benefits could be aligned with 
or incorporated into asset management planning, the process by which 
municipalities could adopt community benefits, the kinds of benefits, 
evaluation considerations, and how and when to engage communities in the 
process.

c. A workshop held at Evergreen Brick Works on January 12, 2017 with a diverse 
cross-section of 40 attendees from the government, academic, development/
industry, and nonprofit sectors. The workshop provided an overview of 
community benefits, how community benefits could be incorporated into 
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a representative municipal process model, and explored aspects of policy 
making and implementation through a number of technical exercises.

d. Research on approaches to evaluation, their relevance in the Ontario context 
and an early review of how, at a municipal infrastructure project level, 
evaluation of community benefits could be framed.

Based on this research, we identify jurisdictional lessons learned; draw out 
opportunities to include community benefits within Ontario’s asset management 
planning model; provide an overview of approaches to evaluation; and recommend 
potential approaches to guide the use of community benefits by Ontario 
municipalities, including essential components of and key considerations for a 
community benefits framework.
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Background 

2.1 What are community benefits  
and why use them?

Community benefits leverages dollars already being spent on goods, services, or 
infrastructure to deliver greater social and economic outcomes. Benefits typically 
include jobs, apprenticeships, and training for people from low-income or 
historically disadvantaged communities; opportunities for local suppliers and/or 
social enterprises; affordable housing; and/or community amenities.

Community benefits approaches include both private contracts and public 
procurement. Private Community Benefits Agreements (CBAs) are freestanding, 
enforceable legal agreements signed between developers or infrastructure builders 
and community groups or coalitions. 

Through public procurement, governments or public institutions can require 
suppliers of goods or services, or contractors (in the case of infrastructure 
projects) to provide certain benefits to local or targeted communities. Because 
community benefits delivered by the public sector are most often implemented 
through the procurement process, community benefits are also called “social 
procurement” or “social clauses.” 

This study focuses on community benefits that can be delivered through the public 
funding of infrastructure projects in Ontario. It takes as its starting point the 
definition of community benefits found in section 3 of the IJPA:

Infrastructure planning and investment should promote community benefits, 
being the supplementary social and economic benefits arising from an 
infrastructure project that are intended to improve the well-being of a 
community affected by the project, such as local job creation and training 
opportunities (including for apprentices, within the meaning of section 9), 
improvement of public space within the community, and any specific benefits 
identified by the community.

We define “supplementary social and economic benefits” as specific social, 
economic, environmental, health, and equity impacts that are incremental, or 
additional, to the benefits that would normally arise from the building of new 
infrastructure or maintaining, renewing, or replacing existing infrastructure. Such 
benefits range from jobs for targeted populations, to prompt payment provisions 

se
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Community benefits 
involves leveraging 
dollars already 
being spent on 
goods, services, 
or infrastructure 
to deliver greater 
social and economic 
outcomes. 
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for small businesses, to opportunities for small- and medium-sized enterprises 
to bid on portions of construction contracts, to air pollution or carbon reduction 
initiatives, to accessibility and civic empowerment. A glossary of terms used in this 
paper is set out in Appendix A.

2.2 Jurisdictional Scan

Community benefit approaches, agreements, and policies have been used in the 
U.S., the U.K., Australia and (to a lesser extent) Canada.  

In some of these jurisdictions, community benefits policies or legislation are 
created by state or national governments and flow down to municipalities. At 
the municipal level, community benefits have been implemented in a number 
of different ways: through high-level policy documents or charters, usually 
guiding public procurement; through development or redevelopment projects and 
initiatives; and, more recently, through asset management or capital planning. 
These four different approaches, any of which could be used (or expanded on) 
in Ontario, are highlighted below. A full jurisdictional scan and case studies are 
included in Appendix B. Table 1 provides a summary of the scan.

2.2.1 Senior-level legislation and/or policies

In the U.K., national governments have largely taken the lead on incorporating 
community benefits through public procurement legislation or policy. Scotland and 
Wales, in particular, offer an example of how national or provincial governments 
here could set out requirements that would apply to the public sector, including 
municipalities.4

In Scotland, the Procurement Reform (Scotland) Act, 2014 (PRA) places a 
sustainable procurement duty on all public authorities (including municipalities) 
that spend £5M or more annually on procurements. The duty requires an authority 
to consider how it can, among other things, improve the economic, social and 
environmental well-being of its area; facilitate the involvement of small- and 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and third sector bodies; and promote innovation 
in its procurements.5 In addition to this general duty, the PRA requires that major 
public contracts of £4M or more specifically include community benefits as part of 
the procurement.6 A procurement strategy is also mandated, as is an annual report 
that includes a summary of any community benefit requirements fulfilled during 
the period.7

In Wales, the federal Procurement Policy Statement requires all public sector 
procurers (including local authorities) to appoint a community benefits champion 
for their organization; apply a community benefits approach to all public sector 
procurements; apply a measurement tool that quantifies outputs to all such 
contracts over £1M; and provide justification for all contracts valued above £1M 
where the approach has not been used.8
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2.2.2 Municipal strategies and policies

A number of cities use some form of municipal procurement strategy or policy to 
achieve community benefits objectives. 

Birmingham, England, adopted a Procurement Policy for Jobs and Skills in 2010, 
with the goal of boosting the local economy by maximizing the social value 
that the city obtains from its £1 billion purchasing power. Both Birmingham 
and Nottingham, England use “charters” as well: a set of guiding principles that 
extend to their contracted suppliers, which seek to maximize economic, social, 
and environmental outcomes and which require commitments by suppliers to local 
employment, local purchasing, sustainability, and ethical procurement. 

Last year, the City of Toronto adopted a Social Procurement Policy that applies 
to goods, services, and capital projects. With the objective of driving inclusive 
economic growth, Toronto focuses on two areas: diversifying its supplier base and 
targeted workforce opportunities for construction projects of over $5M in value. 
This policy is fairly new and is now in the implementation stage.

The City of Los Angeles implements community benefits through a complex network 
of ordinances — including a Project Labour Agreement, living or prevailing wages, 
permitting, and diversity requirements for contracting of minority/women-owned 
businesses — which all come into play in different ways and which apply to all 
California-based companies undertaking infrastructure and public works contracts 
for the city. The city will also play a role in discussions where needed between 
community and developers when private CBAs are being negotiated. Employment 
and apprenticeship requirements in particular are strictly monitored and enforced, 
and are published regularly for each project on the city’s website (see Appendix B 
for an example).

2.2.3 Project-based / planning initiatives

A number of US cities use community benefits in connection with specific 
development initiatives. One of the largest is the Atlanta Beltline, a $2.8B, 
25-year, 22-mile light rapid transit (LRT) line that loops around the city of Atlanta. 
In addition to transit, the project includes walking trails, streetscape and road 
improvements, green space, affordable housing, brownfield remediation, and public 
art. 

In 2005, the city passed an ordinance creating a Beltline Redevelopment Area 
and Tax Allocation District.9 That ordinance stated that the redevelopment 
plan was intended to improve economic and social conditions in the area, and 
recognized the importance of community involvement in the process and equitable 
development. It specified that capital projects should include community benefit 
principles, including but not limited to prevailing wages for workers; a ‘first source’ 
hiring system to target job opportunities for residents of impacted low-income 
Beltline neighborhoods; apprenticeship and pre-apprenticeship programs; and 
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other benefits, to be developed with community input. It also required that a 
more complete list of principles and a community benefits policy be developed 
with community input and included within the agreements to be approved by City 
Council.10 To date, 560 units of affordable housing have been supported, and an 
estimated 7200 permanent jobs were created between 2006 and 2014, with an 
estimated 26,600 one-year construction jobs created since 2006. 

In England, section 106 agreements under the Town and Country Planning Act 
199011 are somewhat similar to those under section 37 of Ontario’s Planning Act: 
they are “a mechanism which make a development proposal acceptable in planning 
terms, that would not otherwise be acceptable... focused on site specific mitigation 
of the impact of development.”12 Cities such as Nottingham and Birmingham use 
this legal agreement to require contributions or community benefits commitments 
from developers, usually in connection with workforce or training opportunities.

2.2.4 Municipal Capital/Asset Management Planning 

Two of the cities profiled incorporate community benefits into asset management 
planning — Bendigo, Australia and Kitchener, Ontario — and are therefore useful 
precedents for this study. 

Bendigo incorporates certain social, economic, and environmental factors into 
its Capital Works Evaluation Framework, to help set priorities within its capital 
program. Its capital budget is split between two core components: renewal 
and non-renewal.13 Anything classed as non-renewal — new capital expenses, 
expansion and upgrade projects — requires a business case. When evaluating these 
projects against each other, Bendigo uses a “single bucket” methodology that does 
not separate projects by asset type. Rather, it evaluates them on the basis of three 
criteria: governance (40%), financial (40%), and deliverability (20%).14

The financial evaluation is comprised of a cost-benefit analysis with several 
components. Criteria, set out in the framework, are scored based on the importance 
or benefit of the project to the community (as evaluated by a cross-departmental 
committee). This is factored against the cost and potential return on investment 
of the project, leading to a score that favours projects with both high community 
benefits and lower net capital costs.15

In Kitchener, a model is being piloted to weigh and prioritize social, 
environmental, and community benefits through asset management planning. 
Kitchener has designed a matrix to equip the city to formulate consistent, data-
driven business cases for infrastructure investment based on a number of criteria, 
including benefits to the community. It is initially piloting this approach with two 
tax base-funded asset types (to be selected) and over the next two to five years, 
will add the remaining assets (e.g., parks and open spaces as well as non-assets 
like sports) into its new asset management planning matrix. 
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Kitchener is re-thinking conventional asset management in a number of ways 
important for long-term, systematic planning, measurement and evaluation of 
community benefits, level of service and knowledge exchange, including applying 
community benefits into operations; linking the development of their new asset 
management planning approach (with community benefits) to local and data 
innovation; and exploring the need for a corporate asset management policy that 
would guide these initiatives.

2.2.5 Evaluation

In the jurisdictions reviewed, evaluation consists of tracking outputs targeted in 
local procurement, building social accounting into existing cost-benefit analyses 
for investment and asset management decision-making, or senior government 
social value frameworks. 

Most of the local jurisdictions surveyed using procurement lacked a systematic 
approach to evaluation and typically tracked metrics for various output indicators, 
such as workforce targets. A 2015 University of Glasgow report evaluated the 
use of community benefits clauses in Scotland between 2009 and 2014 and 
their impact on employment and skills development, focusing on benefits to 
disadvantaged groups. The report surveyed 62 public organizations and analyzed 
24 contracts, finding that targets around jobs, apprenticeships and training for 
priority groups had been exceeded.16 However, the authors noted that a more 
systematic monitoring of community benefits clauses and their impacts was 
needed, and made several recommendations about how data collection, monitoring, 
and evaluation should be improved.17 

Other local governments have been able to weigh social and sustainability benefits 
as additional indexed factors within conventional cost-benefit analyses in their 
asset management planning and prioritization exercises. This requires some kind 
of social benefits accounting that in practice seems to be given lesser weight 
compared with economic benefits. These make a different investment business 
case, yet there does not appear to be process or post-investment evaluations to 
determine effectiveness or community outcomes.

Since the late 2000s, senior governments in England, Wales, and Scotland have 
developed frameworks, legislation, and social return on investment (SROI) 
standards to forecast and evaluate social value across a variety of sectors (see 
Appendix C for a sampling of frameworks). The Public Services Social Value 
Act, 2012 requires those commissioning or procuring public services contracts 
to consider how the work can improve the well-being of the area. Their 
frameworks measure and account for a much broader concept of value, seek to 
reduce inequality and environmental degradation, and improve well-being by 
incorporating social, environmental, and economic costs and benefits.18

By using SROI, monetary value is assigned to social (and environmental) benefits 
alongside economic benefits to generate a ratio of investment to benefit (or 
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dis-benefit). Adoption and implementation of these social value frameworks by 
local governments are underway. Using these methods in forecasting seems more 
feasible and therefore more common in practice than systematic evaluation of 
impacts post-intervention.

The World Bank also sees additional opportunities to achieve value for money 
(VFM) in projects and so has included non-price attributes and/or lifecycle costs 
into their assessments.19 They do this primarily by ensuring that end-users’ 
and other stakeholders’ needs are appropriately identified and factored into 
the procurement arrangements, and where appropriate, providers are given the 
opportunity to offer cost-effective and innovative solutions to meet identified 
needs.

Each approach, practiced at different jurisdictional levels, attempts to redefine, 
re-evaluate and maximize infrastructure ‘value’ beyond the economic, making it 
more comprehensive with social and sustainability impacts. 

2.3 Lessons learned from other jurisdictions

As detailed in the case studies set out in Appendix B, there are important learnings 
from the development of community benefits approaches in other jurisdictions 
for Ontario. Regardless of the approach used, certain themes emerged from the 
research and interviews undertaken with those who have implemented community 
benefits elsewhere.

Among them are the need to: 

• ensure internal leadership, coordination, resources, communication, and 
commitment;

• take a systemic approach, integrated with other municipal policies early in 
the planning process;

• involve and engage the business community and key stakeholders early on, 
and form partnerships to deliver benefits and support contractors to succeed 
(e.g. workforce pathways, business supports, community engagement);

• tailor expectations to municipal capacity, recognizing the importance of 
skilled staff;

• consider methods already being utilized in the asset management planning 
process;

• set up targets, tracking, and penalty provisions to ensure follow-through by 
contractors on commitments;

• plan and develop evaluations, using standardized data collection and making 
the link between activities and outcomes; and

• celebrate and publicize positive outcomes20 
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Table 1:  Jurisdictional scan summary 
 

Country England Scotland Wales Australia United States Canada 

Municipality Birmingham Nottingham   Bendigo Los 
Angeles Atlanta Toronto Kitchener 

National or 
State/Provincial 
legislation 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ 

Principles ✓  
(Charter) 

✓  
(Business 
charter)        

Policy or Bylaw 
(Ordinance) 

  

✓  
Municipal 

sustainable 
procurement 

policy 
required 

National 
community 
benefits & 

procurement 
policy  

✓ ✓ ✓ 

 
AMP     ✓    ✓ 
Procurement ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓  
Project-based/ 
Developments ✓ ✓   ✓  ✓   

Application 

All public 
procurements, 

subject to 
established 

financial 
thresholds 

All works & 
services 

contracts over 
£1 million 

All regulated 
procurements  
of £4 million 

or more 

All public 
procurements 
where benefits 

realizable 

All sectors or 
lines of 

business i.e., 
beyond 
assets 

Project Project 

All public 
procurement 

over $ 
threshold i.e., 
beyond assets 

All assets, 
operations 
and other 

lines of 
business being 

considered 
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Policy and legislative 
context

3.1 Relevant existing provincial policy 
and legislation 

Adoption of community benefits approaches by Ontario municipalities would 
take place within an existing legislative and policy context, some of which are 
highlighted below. This survey is not comprehensive, as a wide range of provincial 
policies could support or be supported by community benefits.21

3.1.1 Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015 (IJPA)

The IJPA’s purpose is “to establish mechanisms to encourage principled, evidence-
based and strategic long-term infrastructure planning that supports job creation 
and training opportunities, economic growth and protection of the environment, 
and incorporate design excellence into infrastructure planning.”22

The IJPA includes 13 principles that must be considered by the province and 
broader public sector, including municipalities, as part of infrastructure planning 
and investment. One of these is to leverage infrastructure planning to support 
other public policy goals including the promotion of supplemental community 
benefits. 

The IJPA also requires the province to develop and maintain long-term 
infrastructure plans. The province also has authority, under the IJPA, to regulate 
municipal asset management planning. 

The adoption of community benefits approaches by both the province and 
municipalities can be fulfilled in several ways through the IJPA. In addition to 
section 3, which requires public sector entities to consider community benefits 
when making decisions respecting infrastructure, section 7 states that the 
Government of Ontario must consider, in its prioritization of projects, whether 
construction of an asset would support “any other public policy goals of the 
Government of Ontario or of any affected municipalities in Ontario.”23 Therefore, 
if a provincial infrastructure project were contemplated for construction in a 
municipality which itself had a policy goal respecting community benefits, and 
such a project could support that municipal goal, the provincial government 
would need to take that into consideration as it was making decisions about 
prioritization.
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Section 9 of the IJPA gives the province the authority, by regulation, to require 
successful bidders for provincial infrastructure projects to provide plans for 
apprenticeship and employment opportunities for targeted communities, which 
is also directly relevant to community benefits. While this applies to provincial 
projects, not to municipalities, such plans could be valuable precedents for 
municipalities wishing to adopt similar requirements.

Section 12 sets out the province’s authority to enact regulations governing both 
municipal infrastructure asset management plans and apprenticeships, each 
of which will be core to the adoption of community benefits approaches by 
municipalities and the province, respectively.

3.1.2 Municipal Act, 2001 and Planning Act, 1990

Municipal Act, 2001
It does not appear that there are any impediments in the Municipal Act that 
would preclude municipalities from adopting community benefits approaches in 
infrastructure planning and investment. The broad purposes of the legislation 
(which are to provide responsible and accountable government for those matters 
under municipal jurisdiction24) as well as the powers provided to municipalities 
with respect to a broad range of infrastructure categories25 and the requirements 
under the Act for a municipal procurement policy,26 all provide ample opportunity 
for the incorporation of community benefits.27

Planning Act, 1990
The Planning Act provides the foundation and rules on how land use planning 
should occur across the province and who controls those uses. The provincial 
government does this through various policies, statements, principles, regulations, 
processes and administrative tools that enable municipalities to act in keeping 
with provincial interests yet autonomously. Municipalities regulate and control 
land uses that govern all aspects of physical communities through official plans, 
zoning by-laws and variances, as well as other land and site planning requirements 
and instruments. 

Municipalities are organized into upper and lower tiers with different 
responsibilities. Broad land use planning issues concerning more than one lower-
tier municipality are handled by upper-tier municipalities (i.e. counties and 
regional/district municipalities) and in some cases, planning boards. Upper-tier 
municipalities may have their own official plans and have powers to approve lower-
tier official plans, in place of the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 

The Planning Act recognizes that all stakeholders (e.g., municipal councils, 
landowners, developers, planners, and the public) have a role to play in creating, 
shaping, and sustaining communities. Finding shared goals and balancing 
competing interests of the various parties are core to community planning.
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Section 37 of the Planning Act
The notion of “community benefits” is often confused with density bonusing 
and more specifically, in Toronto, with section 37 of the Planning Act. Section 
37 states that a municipality may, through a by-law, “authorize increases in the 
height and density of development otherwise permitted by the by-law that will 
be permitted in return for the provision of such facilities, services or matters 
as are set out in the by-law.”28 In other words, municipalities may negotiate 
contributions for a range of local benefits with developers who wish to build a site 
that is taller or denser than allowed under applicable zoning.

A 2015 paper by Ben Hanff that explores the intersection between the provincial 
and city planning frameworks and community benefits concludes that a number 
of planning tools could help encourage community benefits, including s. 37 
agreements.29 However, municipal official plans and policies must allow this. For 
example, the City of Toronto’s s. 37 policy only allows increases to be negotiated 
in exchange for capital facilities that are located near the proposed development 
and address related planning issues.30 Hanff notes that Toronto would need to 
amend its Official Plan and s. 37 protocols to allow for the provision of non-
capital benefits, as well as to require more significant consultation with affected 
communities, should it wish to use s. 37 to provide for supplementary community 
benefits of the sort that are discussed in this study.31

3.1.3 Places to Grow Initiative

Community infrastructure is one of the foundational elements in Places to Grow,32 

the provincial land use legislation created in 2005 and subsequent plans. Under 
Places to Grow, there are two regional growth plans, one for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (GGH)33 developed in 2006 and the other for Northern Ontario34 in 
2011. These direct where and how growth should occur in each region, including 
municipal infrastructure investments. A draft update of the Growth Plan for the 
GGH was released in 2016. 

Community benefits are strongly aligned with Places to Grow and can support 
the implementation of each growth plan and their objectives. By leveraging and 
maximizing planned infrastructure investments, community benefits directly 
contribute to the Places to Grow objectives of:  

• sustaining a robust economy;

• building complete and strong communities that use land, resources 
and existing infrastructure efficiently, with amenities and community 
infrastructure to support a good quality of life; and

• promoting a healthy environment and a culture of conservation through 
stated IJPA goals of job creation and training opportunities, economic growth 
and protection of the environment, and incorporation of design excellence 
into infrastructure planning. 
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When it comes to assessing the implementation of both growth plans, community 
benefits evaluation can further demonstrate the impacts of Places to Grow to 
communities.

3.1.4 Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005

Community benefits offers an opportunity for municipalities to provide benefits 
to people with disabilities that expedite and/or exceed requirements under the 
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 200535 (AODA).

The purpose of AODA is to develop, implement, and enforce accessibility standards 
for Ontarians with disabilities. These standards, developed together with people 
with disabilities, government, and industry, apply to goods and services, facilities, 
accommodation, employment, buildings, and other structures and premises. 
Through regulations,36 accessibility standards have been set for information and 
communications, employment, transportation, the design of public spaces, and 
customer service, which are to come into force over a period of time between 
enactment and 2025.

Municipalities have specific requirements under AODA and the regulations, 
including to provide accessible transportation services, create accessibility policies 
and a multi-year plan, ensure information and websites are accessible, and, by 
January 1 2016, make new or redeveloped public spaces accessible. Municipalities 
are also required to incorporate accessibility design, criteria, and features 
when procuring or acquiring goods, services or facilities, except where it is not 
practicable to do so.37

However, AODA also allows the Minister Responsible for Accessibility to enter 
into agreements to provide incentives to people or organizations bound by the 
act in order to “encourage and provide incentives...to exceed one or more of the 
requirements of the accessibility standards.”38 Such an agreement could extend 
to goods and services, facilities, buildings, employment, among other areas.39 If 
community benefits were incorporated by a municipality, areas such as targeted 
workforce provisions for people with disabilities could potentially be an area that 
would be amenable to such an agreement or incentive. 

3.1.5 Poverty Reduction Strategy

The implementation of community benefits will serve to directly address objectives 
of Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS). In the most recent update of the 
PRS (2014-2019), Minister Deb Matthews noted in her preface that the province 
is focusing on youth employment, education and training opportunities, as well 
as supporting employment for the most vulnerable. Significantly, the PRS states: 

“Our government will explore opportunities to leverage investments in economic 
development, infrastructure, skills and training to yield benefits for specific 
populations at risk of poverty, in line with the objectives of our Poverty Reduction 
Strategy.”40 These goals align with section 9 of the IJPA and with the broader 
purpose of community benefits to maximize equitable economic development.
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3.2 Municipal infrastructure 

To set the context for using community benefits in infrastructure planning and 
investment, this section defines municipal infrastructure assets, provides an 
overview of current municipal asset planning, and addresses existing evaluation 
considerations.

According to the Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities,41 municipal governments own almost 60% of Canada’s infrastructure 
(see Figure 2). In general, municipalities and regional municipalities in Ontario are 
responsible for roads and sidewalks, bridges, water and wastewater systems, their 
buildings, parks, open spaces, and transit. 

Following World War II, massive investments in infrastructure were made 
for economic development and spurred by population growth. Now, Ontario 
municipalities, like most across Canada, are faced with 100+ year old infrastructure 
requiring replacement, renewal, maintenance, and once again, the need for 
significant investment. 

Given the daunting scale and rising costs of our infrastructure needs, new 
approaches to planning, budgeting, and accounting for the full infrastructure 
lifecycle are needed. Hence, accrual accounting and asset management have been 
promoted and adopted across governments, including in Ontario.

Figure 2: Net stock of core public infrastructure by government level, 2013

Federal
1.8%

Provincial-
Territorial

41.4%

Municipal
56.8%
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3.2.1 Defining municipal infrastructure assets

Since infrastructure has come to be considered a monetary asset similar (though 
with differences) to real estate, property management, finance, and information 
technology, principles and best practices of asset management have been 
introduced to municipalities. Since the launch of the 2012 Municipal Infrastructure 
Strategy, the Province has required municipalities requesting funding for 
infrastructure to show how projects fit within a municipal asset management plan. 

In this way, infrastructure is no longer an expense, it is an investment (though 
without the liquidity of other asset types listed above) to be planned, managed, 
and sustained as a basis for the economy, environment, delivering services, and 
quality of life. 

Under s. 2 of the IJPA, infrastructure is described as: 

“the physical structures and associated facilities that form the foundation 
of development, and by or through which a public service is provided to 
Ontarians, such as highways, bridges, bicycle paths, drinking water systems, 
hospitals, social housing, courthouses and schools, as well as any other thing 
by or through which a public service is provided to Ontarians that may be 
prescribed, but does not include:
 (a) infrastructure relating to the generation, transmission, distribution 
and sale of electricity, including generation facilities, transmission systems, 
distribution systems, and structures, equipment and other things connected to 
the IESO-controlled grid, as these terms are defined in subsection 2 (1) of the 
Electricity Act, 1998,
 (b) any other thing wholly or partly owned or leased by Hydro One Inc., 
Ontario Power Generation Inc., or a subsidiary of either of them, and
 (c) any prescribed physical structures or facilities.” 

Infrastructure assets can be further defined by category, class, function, etc. as is 
done by the Chartered Professional Accountants (Canada) formerly known as the 
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA). 42

CICA distinguishes assets by class or type: land, land improvements, buildings, 
machinery and equipment, vehicles, linear assets, and capital work in progress. 
They can also be further divided by local governments according to land holdings, 
basic municipal services and components that contribute to the overall operation 
of the asset class.

The IJPA correspondingly identifies core infrastructure assets as “paved and 
unpaved roads; bridges; culverts; any assets involved in wastewater collection, 
conveyance, treatment and disposal; urban and rural storm water systems; water 
treatment, distribution and transmission; and public and non-profit housing 
infrastructure.”43
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3.2.2 Defining municipal asset management planning 

There are many definitions of asset management planning, and the terms asset 
management and infrastructure planning are often used interchangeably. Common 
to these definitions is that asset management planning is to be a clear, organized, 
and defensible decision-making process with identified criteria and intended 
outcomes subject to evaluation.

In the Ontario government’s 2012 guide for municipal asset management plans, 
asset management planning is described as:

“the process of making the best possible decisions regarding the building, 
operating, maintaining, renewing, replacing and disposing of infrastructure 
assets. The objective is to maximize benefits, manage risk, and provide 
satisfactory levels of service to the public in a sustainable manner.”44

In the Canadian Infrastructure Report Card (2012), asset management and an asset 
management plan are respectively defined as:

“the coordinated activities of an organization to realize value from its assets in 
the achievement of its organizational objectives” and  

“how a group of assets is to be managed over a period of time. The AMP 
describes the characteristics and condition of infrastructure assets, the levels 
of service expected from them, planned actions to ensure the assets are 
providing the expected level of service, and financing strategies to implement 
the planned actions.”45

3.2.3 Analysis of existing municipal asset management 
planning decision model 

A generalized decision pathway for asset management planning in Ontario 
municipalities might reflect a process similar to Figure 3 that moves from 
categories of assets (and their respective assessment, accounting, forecasting, 
prioritizing, and financing) to procuring (of their replacement, restoration, and 
maintenance) to managing their construction through on-the-ground projects 
in communities.46 Additional municipal planning requirements may be involved 
depending on the asset category and/or the purpose to replace, rehabilitate, 
or renew. For example, municipal class environmental assessment and public 
consultations could be required.
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Figure 3: Generalized Ontario municipal infrastructure decision pathway  

3.2.4 Existing procuring model for infrastructure 

Under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, a municipality is required to adopt 
and maintain policies respecting its procurement of goods and services.47 A wide 
variety of policies exist in Ontario. Such policies may include provisions that 
address delegation of authority over procurement value thresholds, different 
methods of competitive procurement (e.g. RFQs, RFPs, etc.), informational and 
procedural requirements for bid processes, ethical considerations and other 
elements. Municipalities may also have mechanisms in place for monitoring 
compliance with the procurement policy and for providing training and support to 
procurement staff.

3.2.5 Analysis of existing approaches to evaluation of 
municipal infrastructure and planning

Within this generalized asset management decision pathway, our analysis is that 
evaluation of municipal infrastructure seems to be addressed in four primary ways, 
although they are not formally identified as such (see blue boxes in Figure 4):

1. in making the business case for (re)investments in the asset and to justify a 
particular project, an estimate, often through modelling, of the likely level 
of service benefits is made and compared against the asset’s condition, costs, 
risks (e.g., asset’s performance in meeting level of service requirements) and 
other needs, in order to prioritize which projects are allocated resources and 
when; 

2. tracking unplanned spending on assets (annually) to confirm that an asset 
management plan is effective and unplanned spending is reduced over time; 
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Project Implementation and Monitoring 
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Specific/Other 
Asset Planning Process 

Process 



29

3. in planning specific assets through a master planning process, for example, 
identification of community needs, goals, and potential impact to populations 
as well as particular demographics and stakeholders; and

4. by reviewing and accounting for the delivery of a project in terms of its costs, 
time, and budget with the intention of improving efficiency and reducing 
costs.

Figure 4: Analysis of existing municipal planning and infrastructure evaluation approaches

The strength of existing municipal infrastructure evaluation may lie in its 
identification and modelling of costs against anticipated levels of service. However, 
there are important gaps and weaknesses in this approach, which are highlighted 
next.

Planning must include evaluation
Planning for evaluation should be positioned alongside the development of any 
policy, plan, asset management, program, or project in order to forecast, monitor, 
and assess an intervention over its entire lifecycle (see Figure 5). In practice 
however, it appears that asset management planning and other asset planning 
processes use evaluation mostly to inform investment decisions (e.g., cost-risk-
benefit analyses prior to any infrastructure project) or monitor the performance 
of the asset itself (e.g., in delivering levels of service over time, maintaining 
its physical condition, and against the intended management plan and project 
goals). Planning consultations with communities do take place, at times even 
without legal obligation, and while these solicit identification of community needs 
and aspirations, mitigate problems and shape plans and projects, they are often 
criticized for their limitations and lack of community accountability.
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Figure 5: Interconnected nature of planning, monitoring and evaluation48

Note: Planning for monitoring and evaluation must occur at the planning stage.

Determining outcomes and impacts
Planning for evaluation (outside of AMP), monitoring, and post-project 
infrastructure evaluation seems to be missing from the perspective of determining 
community outcomes and impact. Remarkably, the actual measuring results of an 
infrastructure plan or project in communities throughout its implementation and 
following its completion is also largely missing. The ability to confirm or determi 
ne if, how, what type, and when real change was achieved, not attained, or had 
negative results, seems at best periodic and at worst, lost.

Levels of service assumptions and standards
Levels of service categories, their definition, and measurement are based on 
assumptions and standards in engineering (e.g., road standards of automobile 
volumes and flow), and largely overlook sustainability and human impacts such 
as social, environmental and health benefits. Although engineering assumptions 
and standards are updated consistently, they are slow to change due to the need 
to experiment and test new interventions across variable real-world contexts 
to generate new standards and metrics. A good example of this is the ongoing 
development of pedestrian and cycling patterns and standards to incorporate into 
road and transit levels of service and corresponding models. Similarly, new metrics 
for community benefits would be required for estimating and assessing asset-based 
levels of service beyond conventional methods.
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3.3 Opportunities to incorporate community 
benefits into municipal infrastructure decisions

Within this generalized municipal asset management planning decision process 
there could be two main opportunities to incorporate community benefits: 
vertically and horizontally, depicted in Figure 6. Vertical integration of community 
benefits would be forward and/or backward throughout the municipal decision 
pathway while horizontal integration would be across municipal divisions or 
functional areas. 

Figure 6: Vertical and horizontal opportunities to incorporate community benefits into current 
municipal asset management planning

3.3.1 Forward vertical integration

If we wish to systematically consider community benefits in municipal thinking 
and throughout municipal decisions, two processes could significantly influence 
community benefits integration horizontally across functional areas and vertically 
down into communities. These would be:

• Asset management planning, and

• Procurement.
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To ensure community benefits are integrated into these two municipal processes, 
clear direction and guidance to identify why, when, how, and who are needed. This 
is the realm of policy and sometimes legislation.

Policies have the potential to: 

• direct, standardize, and guide expectations and actions;

• embed community benefits systematically in municipal processes related to 
infrastructure; and

• ensure community benefits are considered, implemented and evaluated.

Policies could be developed for asset management planning, procurement and/or 
corporately. 

Other examples of vertical integration would be to ensure evaluation of community 
benefits is planned at the outset and to embed community benefits into level of 
service assumptions and standards within AMP. In both situations, community 
benefits would flow forward.
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3.3.2 Backward vertical integration

Integrating community benefits in a reverse vertical fashion could include, for 
example, assessing community needs prior to infrastructure projects; bottom-up 
involvement of communities and stakeholders in policy development and decision-
making; and provision of opportunities within monitoring and evaluation to feed 
results back into projects, procurement, planning, and policy.

3.3.3 Horizontal integration

Horizontal integration of community benefits in this existing municipal 
infrastructure context would entail their consideration across functional units, 
divisions, or departments so that they are not overlooked in one area that could 
influence success.

3.3.4 Combined and systematic opportunities

Within our existing infrastructure decision pathway, there are many opportunities 
to integrate and evaluate community benefits in Ontario municipalities — 
vertically and horizontally (Figure 7). No doubt, supplemental benefits from 
infrastructure investments can be achieved through project procurement and 
construction of infrastructure in communities. For systematic integration however, 
there are options to embed community benefits considerations and evaluation in 
a municipal strategies and plans right from the start, as well as to engage and 
inform communities and stakeholders in the development of relevant policies, 
plans and practices. 

The extent to which municipalities could feasibly, effectively, and systematically 
integrate and evaluate community benefits depends on provincial objectives and 
resources made available to municipalities, as well as municipal capacity. Further 
investigation and collaboration with all appropriate provincial ministries would 
be needed to explore this and how provincial efforts could be shared, maximized, 
and not duplicated. Municipal capacity could be reviewed through potential pilot 
projects to extract tangible evidence, results, and lessons.
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Figure 7: Combined municipal opportunities to systematically integrate community benefits
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How could community 
benefits be evaluated in 
Ontario municipalities? 

4.1 Background to evaluation

The breadth of social evaluations is significant given origins in social research and 
methodologies: from community needs assessments, to measuring improvements in 
a neighbourhood organization after funding, to decades-long accounts of changes 
as a result of major government policy and to newer social return on investment 
calculations.

With Ontario and its municipalities at the early stages of considering community 
benefits and the recent adoption of IJPA, it is an ideal time to review evaluation 
approaches simultaneously with the development of any community benefits 
policies, programs, and projects. In Section 3 of this report, we explained that 
evaluation must be included as part of planning in order to properly forecast, 
monitor, and assess an intervention over its entire lifecycle.

In Section 3.2.4 of this report, we also identified key gaps in evaluation and 
opportunities for community benefits incorporation within existing Ontario 
municipal infrastructure planning and procurement pathways.

In this section of the study, we will: 

• outline existing evaluation methodologies;

• investigate relevant evaluation approaches and types;

• discuss if, how, and when these approaches and types apply;

• explore how to think through community benefits evaluation; and

• identify where more work is needed.

The scope of this study does not include developing an evaluation plan, framework, 
logic model, methods, or measures for community benefits, but rather will provide 
an overview of different approaches and methods that could be used to lay the 
basis for future work. 
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Two contextual factors also guide this evaluation review: the Ontario government’s 
Results-based Management and Accountability Framework (RMAF) and the reality 
of differently sized and resourced communities and municipalities across Ontario.

4.1.1 Major evaluation methodologies, approaches and types

Generally, there are four methodologies in evaluation, though in practice 
evaluators utilize methods from across these domains: scientific-experimental, 
management-oriented, qualitative, and participant-oriented.49 While these 
overarching perspectives reflect different theories of knowledge and research 
techniques, they can also represent functional areas or intended audiences served 
by evaluation. Characteristic of all evaluations however, is systematic assessment. 

Broadly, there are two approaches or purposes (see Figure 8) for performing an 
evaluation that subsequently inform the specific type of evaluation, research 
design, methods, stakeholder participation, and data needed:  

1. judging the effectiveness, sustainability, impact, and merit of an intervention 
(e.g., of a policy, program or project); and/or

2. learning and improving the implementation of an intervention based on an 
assessment of how it’s working.

Both approaches are relevant to community benefits evaluation and could be 
applied at different stages to address different purposes. For example, community 
needs prior to a transit project could be assessed, how a transit project is being 
implemented in communities could be evaluated to reduce negative outcomes 
to communities, and that project could be evaluated for its impacts to particular 
targeted populations in communities.

Figure 8: Broad evaluation approaches or purposes50
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Within each approach are several types of evaluations shown in Table 2. Types 
highlighted in blue represent the most relevant to infrastructure planning and the 
implementation of community benefits throughout the municipal pathway.

Formative and summative evaluations are not mutually exclusive and each 
approach and type has its own particular set of strengths and weaknesses 
reflecting differences in research methods. As a result, they can be combined to 
corroborate and build evidence as well as serve different purposes throughout the 
course of a multi-year intervention such as an infrastructure construction project.

Each evaluation type has an associated set of steps designed to guide evaluation 
processes and activities. There is a large degree of overlap in the suggested steps, 
although the nature of the methods and tasks related to each step vary.51

Table 2: Types of relevant evaluations

Types	of	evaluations	

Summative	evaluations	 Formative	evaluations	

Outcome/Impact	evaluations	investigate	
whether	the	intervention	caused	
demonstrable	effects	on	specifically	defined	
target	outcomes	and	overall	
intended/unintended	effects	of	the	
intervention	as	a	whole	

Needs	assessment	determines	who	needs	
the	intervention,	how	great	the	need	is,	and	
what	might	work	to	meet	the	need	

Evaluability	assessment	determines	whether	
an	evaluation	is	feasible	and	how	
stakeholders	can	help	shape	its	usefulness	

Cost-effectiveness	and	cost-benefit	analyses	
(including	SROI	and	VFM52)	address	
questions	of	efficiency	by	standardizing	
outcomes	in	terms	of	their	dollar	costs	and	
values	

Structured	conceptualization	helps	
stakeholders	define	the	intervention,	the	
target	population,	and	the	possible	outcomes	

Secondary	analysis	re-examines	existing	data	
to	address	new	questions	or	use	methods	not	
previously	employed	

Implementation/Process	evaluations	
investigate	the	process	of	delivering	the	
intervention,	including	alternative	delivery	
procedures	and	how	to	optimize	operations	

Meta-analysis	integrates	the	outcome	
estimates	from	multiple	studies	to	arrive	at	
an	overall	or	summary	judgement	on	an	
evaluation	question	

Modified	from	Trochim,	2006	
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4.1.2 Results-based management (RBM)

Over the last three decades, major international, governmental, and non-
governmental organizations have adopted a strategic approach called results-
based management (RBM). Essentially, planning, monitoring, and evaluation come 
together as RBM. Result-based management is defined as:

[A] life-cycle approach to management that integrates strategy, people, 
resources, processes, and measurements to improve decision-making, 
transparency, and accountability…..The approach focuses on achieving 
outcomes, implementing performance measurement, learning, and adapting, as 
well as reporting performance.53

The public demand for accountability and reporting coincided with reform of 
historical objectives- and outputs-based evaluation toward a focus on impacts and 
later, emphasis toward the impacts on real people’s lives more than an agency’s 
internal performance.54

Embedded in a RBM lifecycle is monitoring and evaluation of both processes 
and impacts intended to demonstrate achievement of results and accountability 
aligned with identified needs and priorities of all stakeholders (see Figure 9). 
Moreover, RBM allows for organizational learning as policies, programs, and 
projects are implemented with flexibility to adapt as initial results emerge. While 
RBM serves an end-to-end management function, it does not replace all the 
research aspects of formal summative or formative evaluations. 

In many respects, an RBM approach sets the stage for the inclusive development, 
planning, monitoring, and reporting, evaluating, and continuous improvement of 
community benefits. 

Results-based management in Ontario
The province of Ontario adopted its Results-based Management and Accountability 
Framework in the mid-2000s after periodic performance, planning, and 
accountability reforms and refinement over the past three decades. The Ministry 
of Municipal Affairs is one of many ministries with annual results-based plans that 
support informed government decisions, spending, alignment with government 
priorities, and accounting for results.

Ideally, any evaluation of municipal infrastructure planning and projects should 
not only align with Ontario’s RMAF but enable evaluation results to link and 
demonstrate logically how interventions implemented at the local level contribute 
to ministry and government goals. 
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Figure 9: Types of stakeholders
 

Results-based management in Ontario municipalities
There is some evidence of results-based management in Ontario municipalities, 
most often linked to business planning and performance measurement, though 
it does not appear to be framed more holistically to include lifecycle, continuous 
improvement, or systematic monitoring, evaluation, and reporting of results.

The earlier review of evaluation in Ontario municipal infrastructure planning 
(Section 3), showed where evaluation was present, missing, and where 
opportunities for systematic incorporation of community benefits existed. 

4.2 Thinking through community benefits 
evaluation

With the context of Ontario’s existing municipal infrastructure evaluation, basic 
terminology and understanding of evaluation approaches and types described, we 
can consider how evaluation of community benefits for infrastructure planning and 
investment might work. This may best be achieved by thinking through a series of 
questions or key considerations. These questions, highlighted next, may vary across 
the literature and in practice, though, the common goal is to clarify expectations 
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and responsibilities, develop plans, frameworks, procedures, and an overall logic 
linking activities. These considerations are:

1. Defining the intent or purpose of the evaluation,

2. Identifying who will use the evaluation and feasibility,

3. Framing the time and scale,

4. Scoping key evaluation questions, and

5. Developing the framework with a clear logic. 

4.2.1. Defining the purpose of the evaluation

There can be several purposes for evaluating community benefits and these could 
extend into the provincial policy-program context as shown conceptually in 
Figure 10 and Table 3. Starting from a community context, we may wish to know 
the full outcomes/impacts of a particular infrastructure project, such as a transit 
corridor project across several neighbourhoods. Additionally, other evaluations 
are possible and by using the transit project example and progressing logically 
and hierarchically from the ground up, other purposes could relate to municipal 
project implementation, efficiencies, levels of service, costs, social value, policy 
improvements, up to large-scale provincial program evaluation. The breadth of 
evaluations across community to provincial levels are shown using this transit 
example in Appendix D.

Conceptually, these evaluation serve purposes that can be organized into 
provincial, municipal, and community stages of implementation over time. 
Evaluations then, not only move across these levels and timing but also if planned 
systematically in advance, can enable strategic and causal links to be made over 
the entire lifecycle of infrastructure policy, planning, and projects as demonstrated 
in Figure 10 and Table 3.

In addition, in Table 3, we have identified typical existing approaches to 
evaluation to illustrate the absence of or opportunity for systematic evaluation 
across each organizational level or stage, proposed how community benefits could 
be strategically aligned at each level, and suggested relevant evaluation types to 
serve that purpose.
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Figure 10: Provincial to municipal to community levels for evaluating community benefits

We can see from Figure 10 and Table 3 that exploring if and how community 
benefits can be evaluated in the context of infrastructure planning, construction, 
and asset management yields a considerable range of evaluation opportunities 
with potential to systematically anticipate, scope, integrate, weigh, and prioritize 
community benefits throughout provincial-municipal infrastructure decision 
pathways.

There is significant merit in developing a comprehensive approach to evaluation 
at all levels so that community benefits are not only systematically, strategically, 
and logically aligned with legislation, provincial and municipal policy, programs, 
and infrastructure projects, but also so that all parties, including communities 
and stakeholders, are provided channels to influence, learn, and adapt with any 
initiatives rolled out. By facilitating this, the Ontario government could lead and 
set an example for other jurisdictions on how infrastructure planning and delivery 
with communities could be evaluated. 

Given the scope of this study and central interest on community, our evaluation 
focus will be on infrastructure projects in communities shown in green in Table 3 
(community and stakeholders and regional/municipal) and labelled as pre-project, 
in-project, and post-project evaluations. With this scope in mind, the next key 
considerations are identifying who will use the evaluation, framing the timing and 
scale, and assessing feasibility.
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F.		
Provincial	
infrastructure	
program	

Various	infrastructure	
evaluation	approaches,	not	
yet	with	community	benefits	

Measuring	and	reporting	
impact	of	program	to	province,	
municipalities	and	
communities;	assessing	value	
for	decisions	

Process,	outcome,	impact,	
cost-benefit	and	meta-
analysis	evaluations;	tie	to	
RBM	framework	

G.		
Provincial	
policy/legislation	

Various	evaluation	
approaches,	not	yet	with	
community	benefits	

Assessing	policy/	legislation,	
alignment	with	government	
priorities,	reporting	and	
determining	merit	of	policy	for	
decisions	

Community	benefits	
evaluation	framework	
strategically	aligned	with	
provincial	RBM;	Process,	
outcome,	impact,	cost-benefit	
evaluations	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

Organization level 
(↑) and stage 

Existing evaluation 
approaches 

Community benefits 
evaluation purpose 

Relevant evaluation 
types 

A.  
Community and 
stakeholders 
Infrastructure 
project 

Ad hoc community project 
planning participation and 
feedback dependent on 
municipality, project, and 
contractor 

Shaping projects; influencing 
decisions; monitoring projects, 
assessing supplemental 
benefits/impacts of 
infrastructure projects to 
community well-being; and 
accountability 

Needs assessment, structured 
conceptualization, process, 
monitoring, outcome, impact 
and cost-benefit evaluations 
with emphasis on needs, and 
inclusion in process and 
outcomes 

B. 
Regional/Municipal 
Infrastructure 
project 

Project monitoring and post-
intervention assessments 
without community benefits 
considerations unless an 
explicit project goal; level of 
service; can be linked back to 
cost-risk optimization and/or 
project and planning 
objectives 

Determining value; prioritizing; 
validating with community and 
stakeholders; monitoring, 
assessing supplemental 
impacts of infrastructure 
projects to communities and 
ability to deliver benefits via 
projects; improving project 
outcomes, learning 

Evaluability assessment, 
process, monitoring, outcome, 
impact, cost-benefit, SROI 
and VFM evaluations aligned 
with strategic/corporate 
and/or procurement policy 
with/out municipal RBM tool 
and with/out cost-risk 
optimization 

C. 
Regional/Municipal 
Asset planning-
management with 
community benefits 
considerations 

Level of service; cost-risk 
asset optimization, e.g., 
International Standards 
Organization (ISO), without 
community benefits 
considerations 

Assessing how community 
benefits are considered, 
delivered, and improved; 
determining value; validating 
method with communities 

Process, monitoring, impact, 
cost-risk-benefit, SROI and 
VFM evaluations that could 
include community benefits 
aligned with 
strategic/corporate policy or 
Level of “Community” Service 
weighting  

D.		
Regional/	
Municipal	
procurement	policy	
integrating	
community	benefits	

Does	not	yet	exist	 Assessing	policy,	alignment	
with	council	priorities,	
reporting	and	determining	
merit	of	policy	for	decisions;	
measuring	community	input	
into	policy	

Structured	conceptualization,	
process,	outcome,	and	
secondary	analysis	
evaluations	aligned	with	
strategic/corporate	
community	benefits	policy	
with/out	municipal	RBM	tool	

E.		
Regional/	
Municipal	
corporate/strategic	
policies	related	to	
community	benefits	

Does	not	yet	exist	 Assessing	policy,	alignment	
with	council	priorities,	
reporting	and	determining	
merit	of	policy	for	decisions;	
measuring	community	input	
into	policy	

Process,	outcome,	and	
secondary	analysis	
evaluations	aligned	with	
provincial	RBM	framework	
and/or	new	municipal	RBM	
tool	

Table 3: Alignment of evaluation approaches to community, municipal and provincial purposes and audiences 
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4.2.2. Evaluation audience and feasibility

Audience
Our broad audience categories of community, stakeholders, and municipal and 
provincial governments can be specified further into audiences according to 
stakeholder types listed in Figure 9 in section 4.1.2. In this way, our evaluation 
audiences include: 

• beneficiaries – sets of individuals and targeted communities;

• intermediaries – municipal asset managers and planners, procurement and 
policy staff;

• implementers – suppliers and contractors delivering the infrastructure project;

• funders – upper and lower tier municipalities and their councils, Ontario and 
federal governments; and

• other stakeholders – any interested or concerned groups in the project or 
events surrounding the project.

Depending on the purpose of the evaluation, audiences would be involved at 
different times. 

Feasibility
Feasibility generally means whether stakeholders can practically contribute to and 
conduct an evaluation. This depends on several factors including legal, technical, 
operational, financial and scheduling skills and capacity. These factors influence all 
stakeholders but to different degrees.

With the significant variance across municipalities and all stakeholders listed 
above, an assessment would be advisable to determine common municipal 
needs, technical, operational, and financial feasibility of how, when, and types 
of community benefits evaluations that could be performed. Such an assessment 
would inform the development of an evaluation resource as part of any community 
benefits toolkit.

Legal feasibility would determine whether and what type of community benefits 
evaluation is mandatory, in accordance with or in conflict with other legal 
requirements. If the province were to make community benefits a municipal 
requirement of infrastructure funding, for example, their evaluation could be 
included, framed, and resourced. This would aid in standardizing, accountability, 
reporting, and balancing political with evidence-based decision-making.

Similarly, within municipal procurement, a contractor could be required to include 
and evaluate community benefits providing clear responsibilities and resources.
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Part of technical feasibility is whether all stakeholders have the awareness, 
knowledge, and skills to effectively contribute to and/or perform an evaluation. 
Given that community benefits and the IJPA are relatively new to Ontario, all 
relevant stakeholders would need to be aware that community benefits are to be 
included and evaluated for infrastructure projects. Prior to projects, it would be 
important to engage with and provide resources to all stakeholders to build a 
rationale, awareness, technical competence, and to explain opportunities to be 
involved in evaluations at pre-project, in-project, and post-project stages.

Municipal tier and size will likely affect the ability to undertake community 
benefits evaluations as well as engage across all stakeholders types. It could be 
possible to create evaluation resources that match municipal tier and capacity, a 
minimum evaluation standard with options, as well as additional materials to guide 
how to integrate evaluation in other related planning processes such as planning 
consultations or environmental assessments. Similar assessments would be helpful 
for operational, financial, and scheduling aspects.

From our earlier review of evaluation types, we know that at minimum there could 
be pre-project, in-project, and post-project evaluations of community benefits. 
These three project stages can be further divided, at least conceptually, into 
smaller time periods relevant to data collection and measurement of community 
benefits. If a feasibility assessment were to be conducted, the timing of specific 
evaluation activities should be included in order to inform municipalities and 
communities. For our discussion now, three project stages and conceptual time 
periods will be outlined in the next section framing the time and scale.

4.2.3 Framing the timing and scale

Timing
The timing of evaluation and measurement of community benefits for 
infrastructure projects is yet another important consideration. Figure 11 
conceptually frames supplemental community benefits from broader infrastructure 
benefits, and evaluation stages across our three infrastructure project periods. It 
also highlights time periods when types of evaluation, measurement, and data 
collection could occur: 

• pre-project
 3 Year 0 pre-project community condition
 3 Years 0-1 planning

• in-project
 3 Years 1-2 procurement
 3 Years 2-4 and Years 5-10 implementation (depending on project)

• post-project evaluation 
 3 Years 5-10 depending on project 
 3 Year 10 and beyond community condition
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Time and measurement periods will need to reflect the feasibility, scale, and 
complexity of any infrastructure project. While evaluation may be scheduled with 
the updating of asset management plans within approximately five years, this will 
depend on the duration of the phases highlighted earlier. 

Scale
Community benefits are expected to occur across all audiences and several scales. 
These can be evaluated by using different approaches and types of evaluations 
highlighted earlier in this report. For example, summative and formative 
evaluations could be utilized to show both project outcomes and improvements to 
beneficiaries and implementers, as well as organizationally to intermediaries and 
funders. 

“Community” could be framed by the nature of an infrastructure asset whether 
linear or non-linear (e.g., a road or transit project compared to a building 
facility or a park). Each project could have an associated catchment area that 
could be spatially defined, for example, by area of influence to affected physical 
communities and/or geographically by neighbourhood, census tract, electoral 
districts, and municipal boundaries. Large or complex infrastructure projects such 
as a waterfront redevelopment project, could include both linear and non-linear 
assets and the physical scale of benefits would likely need specific definition.
“Community” could also be framed by a set of individuals or targeted demographics 
such as equity-seeking groups most often identified as youth, minorities, new 
Canadians, people with disabilities, or other groups. These may not necessarily be 
defined spatially or geographically. 

Scale could also be defined by an asset category, type, or specific infrastructure 
project from which associated costs could be contrasted against new metrics for 
“community” levels of service, social ROI, or additional value generated beyond 
typical value for money infrastructure assessments.

Defining all types of communities affected by a planned infrastructure project 
should occur in the planning stages in order to ensure that community needs 
assessments are included in an evaluation plan and subsequently performed prior 
to a project commencing.
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Figure 11: Conceptual project evaluation and measurement periods 

4.2.4 Identifying key evaluation questions

Evaluation questions are framed by the purpose and type of evaluation i.e., 
judging (summative) or improving (formative). Answers to the questions will 
help us determine whether an intervention achieved the expected results and 
need modification or if the intervention made a difference/impact to targeted 
groups and communities. The next step is to operationalize evaluation questions 
and specify what will be measured and how. Sample key evaluation questions are 
presented in Table 4 according to our three project stages.

The fifth step or key consideration in thinking through community benefits 
evaluation is developing a plan, framework with logical results, indicators, and 
measures. 
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Table 4: Sample key evaluation questions 

4.2.5 Developing an evaluation plan and framework with clear 
results logic

The largest and most time-consuming step is formulating the evaluation plan and 
its monitoring and evaluation framework with a clear and causal roadmap showing 
how impacts at the community level will likely and logically be attributable to an 
intervention, or in the case of SROI and social value, its costs.

An evaluation plan is a written document that describes the overall approach 
or strategy that will be used to guide the evaluation. Typically, it includes 
information on: 

• why the evaluation is being conducted;

• what will be done;

• who will do it;

• when will it be done; and

• how evaluation findings will likely be used.55 

A monitoring and evaluation framework is a tool used to organize and connect 
evaluation questions, outputs, activities, indicators, outcomes, impact, data 

 

Organization level 
and stage 

Key evaluation questions 

Potentially all 
audiences 

Pre-project 
 
 

● What are the existing conditions and needs of the targeted communities and 
stakeholders?  

● How and when might targeted communities and stakeholders be involved in 
communicating their needs, informing and shaping the project and its evaluation? 

● Can evaluation be used as an empowerment tool in the targeted communities? 
● How will identified needs be translated into benefits or outcomes for communities and 

stakeholders? 
● What resources are available or will be provided to communities, stakeholders, 

suppliers, and municipalities to support ongoing involvement? 
● Which types of evaluations are feasible for the project? 
● What are the costs and risks of the project? Can community value be defined? 
● What types of data are needed and how will we collect and use this data? 
● Are there relevant evaluation tools (e.g., framework, plan, and model) to guide the 

evaluation of this project? 

Potentially all 
audiences except 
provincial funder 

In-project 
 
 

● How is the project progressing (e.g., effectively, efficiently, sustainably)? 
● Is the project delivering new levels of “community” service within AMP?  
● Can initial outcomes be linked to project costs and risks? 
● Is the project on track to deliver the outcomes? What is needed to improve it? 
● What is being learned about implementing community benefits in this project that 

informs future projects, models, policies, and community benefits? 

Potentially all 
audiences 

Post-project 
 
 

Has the project resulted in benefits and expected outcomes to targeted communities and 
stakeholders? 
● What other positive or negative outcomes occurred? Were any unexpected? 
● Overall, have the conditions of the targeted communities changed/improved? 
● What costs and risks, if any, can be associated with any outcomes? 
● What has been the additional value generated to communities? 
● Do the project benefits merit the costs and risks? 
● How will these and other key findings inform community benefits incorporation and 

decisions? Will they continue, replicate, and/or scale up? 
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sources, and data collection methods. It is commonly presented visually as a table 
or flowchart. The validity and ‘logic’ of making causal links between activities to 
outcomes is imperative in summative, post-project evaluations assessing outcomes, 
impacts and value, as would be the case with community benefits. Two relevant 
logic models from an Aboriginal and Northern Affairs Canada evaluation of the 
Procurement Strategy for Aboriginal Businesses are depicted in Appendix E.

A logic model could be formulated using the proposed list of community benefits 
validated at the workshop (Table 5 below). Such a logic model could be used in 
SROI or VFM evaluations. 

Table 5: Preliminary list 
of community benefits
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Recommended  
framework

5.1 Essential components

As noted above and in the options set out below, community benefits can be 
achieved through asset management planning, procurement, or other areas 
of municipal planning outside the scope of this study. Based on our research, 
interviews with stakeholders, and the workshop, we conclude that regardless of the 
process used, the following are fundamental to any use of community benefits by 
municipalities.

5.1.1 It starts from the top

Community benefits should be embedded into a high-level municipal strategic 
plan, corporate policy, or business plan where it can be aligned with other 
overarching policy objectives. It can then be integrated into the work plans of city 
departments, such that maximizing social and economic value becomes a way of 
doing business.

5.1.2 Rationale and strategic objectives

A municipality should identify why they are using community benefits and the 
objectives that it hopes to achieve by doing so. For example, the City of Toronto 
positions its social procurement policy as a core poverty reduction strategy. It 
chooses to achieve that strategy in two ways: by diversifying its supplier base 
and by increasing the number of employment, apprenticeship, and training 
opportunities for people experiencing economic disadvantage.56

5.1.3 An internal champion and staff capacity-building

It is critical to have an internal champion who is senior enough to drive change, 
particularly where such change is being integrated across multiple departments 
or areas. Increased understanding and knowledge for communities and staff is 
required to ensure any policy can be implemented. This process requires staff 
training, internal and external communications, toolkits and materials. It is 
important to engage communities and local stakeholders, a process which may 
need to be resourced by the municipality. Plans must also recognize and support 
the skilled staff and time that it takes to implement new processes. 

se
ct

io
n 5
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5.1.4 Engaged and involved communities and stakeholders

Robust community and stakeholder engagement from the very beginning and 
throughout the process is key to building trust and relationships, and plays an 
important role in laying the foundation for evaluation and helping shape the 
benefits for a given project. It is critical to form partnerships with the business 
community, labour, contractors, and workforce agencies to implement and monitor 
community benefits. Community expectations and municipal constraints should be 
identified and managed early on.

5.1.5 An evaluation plan and framework 

When crafting a community benefits policy or framework, it is important to 
formulate the evaluation plan at the same time, identifying the goals of the 
evaluation, identifying precisely what will be evaluated, who will conduct it and 
when, and how the findings will be used. Linking activities to outcomes is a critical 
piece of the work, regardless of how a municipality chooses to approach it. Making 
a plan should include ensuring appropriate resources (staff time and money) are 
earmarked to carry it out following the project.

5.2 Other recommendations and considerations

Based on our research, we believe the following recommendations to inform 
the framework or approach to incorporating community benefits into municipal 
infrastructure investment and asset management planning in Ontario should be 
carefully considered. 

5.2.1 Systematically integrate community benefits throughout 
municipal processes

While community benefits can be integrated into asset management planning, 
they should be embedded earlier in the process, at a higher strategic or corporate 
level. This could be a municipal strategic plan, corporate policy or business plan, 
or a combination of policies. Wherever the overarching policy, the need for an 
integrated approach was stressed by stakeholders and workshop participants. 
Community benefits should be incorporated into asset management, but also into 
social planning, land use planning, procurement, etc. 

Community benefits can be incorporated into asset management planning in 
several ways: 

• along business lines (i.e. construction, professional services, goods and 
services, etc.), then move to the specific asset planning process;

• divided between new and existing assets; and

• tied to lifecycle management and service levels requirements.
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A range of strategic criteria can be used to determine when and how community 
benefits can be applied. Some criteria are relevant to strategic and/or procurement 
policy, while others are asset management decisions or community/project-
based. A point system to track community benefits and incorporate them into the 
decision-making or prioritization process, such as that used by Bendigo, Victoria 
(Australia) is one possible route. 

5.2.2 Ensure the framework is sufficiently flexible to account 
for differences

A framework needs to consider the differing needs, capacities, and systems among 
municipalities, particularly small municipalities. A framework and its application 
criteria need to be sufficiently flexible to reflect local contexts and needs, 
including resource and staffing constraints. Incorporating community benefits 
should align with existing objectives and priorities, be feasible, and not create 
high costs or a heavy administrative burden.

While the focus of this study is on infrastructure investment, stakeholders and 
workshop participants noted that community benefits need not be restricted to 
infrastructure spending: almost any project or procurement could have community 
benefits, including service and operational contracts. Moreover, workforce 
opportunities need not be restricted to construction: operational jobs are longer-
term and may offer more sustainable employment. This has been recognized in 
Australia and the U.K. where governments are moving to using community benefits 
approaches for goods and services as well as infrastructure.

5.2.3 Foster a culture of learning with accessible resources  
for both implementation and evaluation

Effective implementation requires tools, clear metrics, and knowledge exchange 
between municipalities. Stakeholders suggested a variety of methods, including 
weighing/scoring, qualitative descriptions, templates, toolkits/roadmaps, 
checklists, best practices, and other resources. Numerous precedents are available 
from other jurisdictions that can help inform a “made in Ontario” approach. 
Ensuring there is a clear understanding of the benefits sought, defining monitoring 
and evaluation metrics, and providing a methodology for evaluation where 
standardized data is collected is also important to being able to provide an overall 
picture of progress over time.

5.2.4 The province should lead and resource community 
benefits

Ultimately, incorporating community benefits in Ontario will require a culture 
change within municipalities as well as among stakeholders. In the policy’s early 
days, all players in the ecosystem need support to adopt this new way of doing 
business. Communities are likely to require resources to participate effectively 
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in the process. Funding in the form of provincial grants, particularly for smaller 
municipalities, could incentivize local governments to adopt this new process and 
assist with initial systems change. Convening labour, contractors, and industry 
players could help drive knowledge exchange and foster practical solutions to 
implementation challenges.

The province should consider either incentivizing or mandating the adoption 
of a community benefits policy by municipalities, whether in the context of a 
strategic asset management policy, asset management planning regulations, 
or as a condition of infrastructure funding. Provincial leadership will also help 
overcome any reluctance by local councils. A phased approach could be used, 
whereby a requirement for community benefits could be required initially only 
for infrastructure projects over a certain dollar value, for example, with such a 
requirement becoming ubiquitous at a later point. 

Other provincial legislation and policies could be aligned to assist in this 
respect. For example, as noted in section 3.1.4 above, the AODA already provides 
its attendant minister with the power to enter into agreements to incentivize 
municipalities and other organizations to exceed requirements for accessibility 
standards.

5.3 Options/possibilities

In Table 6, we lay out the various elements of a community benefits framework 
organized by mechanism, intent, and criteria, and provide a preliminary assessment 
of which elements could constitute a minimum, medium, and maximum approach 
that could be adopted by municipalities of various sizes and capacities. These 
options are not definitive: depending on the municipality’s resources and interest, 
elements could be combined in different ways. These options could also be phased 
in over time, since as noted above, there will necessarily be a learning curve both 
within municipalities and externally with community groups, contractors, and other 
stakeholders. 
 



Table 6: Options to incorporate community benefits municipally based on mechanism, intent, criteria

60 

Table 6: Options to incorporate community benefits municipally based on mechanism, intent, criteria 

 
Mechanism 

 
Intent 

 
Sample criteria 

Implementation Options 

Min. Medium Max. 

Corporate/ 
strategic 
policy 

Align community benefits with corporate municipal 
objectives to guide vertical and horizontal integration  
across and into departments; define community 
benefits and their evaluation and plan 

Relies on municipal objectives; could link to and influence e.g., poverty 
reduction, local economic growth, social inclusion,  accessibility,  
environmental sustainability; community and stakeholder input could be 
sought 

 
● 

 
●  

 
● 

Strategic 
Asset 
Management 
Policy 

To guide if/when community benefits should be 
applied to infrastructure planning, rationale and 
further evaluation e.g., across all business lines or all 
asset types 

A dollar value of forecasted annual costs; an asset class or category; 
percentage of annual infrastructure budget; potential for community 
benefits; combinations; apply evaluation framework and plan 

  
● 

 
● 

Asset 
Management 
Planning 
process 

Define and calculate value of community benefits; 
consider a range of community benefits; prioritize 
and/or evaluate asset planning; trigger community 
benefits procurement 

Assess value of community benefits (e.g., weighting in infrastructure 
decisions or quantified social value for use in VFM and cost-benefit analyses 
like SROI); types of benefits or outcomes, timing, scale; 
possible tools include checklists, weighing/scoring for prioritization; 
qualitative descriptions; combinations 

     
 

● 

Social 
Procurement 
Policy 

To guide if/when social/community benefits 
procurement applies and articulates policy provisions 
e.g., all municipal purchases vs. construction only  

≥ project dollar value; percentage of labour required on project, community 
issues; Provisions could include workforce e.g., percentage of apprenticeship 
hours, fair wage, carbon reductions, targeting populations e.g., youth, 
supplier diversity 

   
● 

  
● 

Project 
Procurement 
Process 

Implement all earlier asset management and 
procurement policy and planning directives to ensure 
systematic community benefits integration; comply 
with policy requirements; and/or adopt best 
practices in purchasing and contracting specific to a 
project and with bidders 

Apply AMP and social procurement criteria in tender documents; or case-by- 
case 

 
 

● 

 
 

● 

 
 

● 

Case-by-Case Address community benefits on a case-by-case basis  Community benefits could be considered for cases warranting strategic 
attention, e.g. a particular AMP business case, a specific project, particular 
community sensitivities.  

 
● 
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Conclusion and  
next steps

In this paper we have explored how Ontario municipalities can use community 
benefits to maximize social and economic outcomes through infrastructure 
planning and investment, to deliver additional outcomes for people and 
communities; analyzed how community benefits can be aligned with or 
incorporated into Ontario’s municipal asset management program; and considered 
preliminary approaches to community benefits evaluation. 

Ontario municipalities can use community benefits in a variety of different 
ways. Our investigation — which consisted of a jurisdictional scan, key 
informant interviews, research, and a stakeholder workshop — has shown 
that community benefits can be incorporated across AMP, procurement, and 
the entire municipal infrastructure planning pathway. Furthermore, there are 
opportunities for systematic consideration of community benefits in any size 
of city through strategic vertical and horizontal integration across and within 
municipal departments. Our analysis of evaluation reveals gaps and possibilities 
in existing municipal infrastructure decisions, other evaluation approaches, 
factors, alignment, and key evaluation considerations. We also suggest areas 
where further evaluation work is needed. Finally, this study culminates in a 
recommended framework and a spectrum of options for minimum, medium, and 
maximum community benefits application. 

As next steps, we recommend a series of actions that can be taken by the 
provincial government to enable municipalities to adopt community benefits in 
their infrastructure planning and investment, ordered from near-term to longer-
term action.

1. Determine which specific community benefits evaluation methods are 
feasible and appropriate in the Ontario context through a focused 
examination; whether an evaluation standard could be developed and led by 
the province; what municipalities need to plan and conduct infrastructure 
evaluations; and evaluation data requirements. 

2. Create, or fund the creation of, a set of tools and resources for use by 
municipalities. This could include precedent policies (corporate, strategic 
asset management, procurement), sample language for use in tenders, 
roadmaps to assist with engagement of internal and external stakeholders, 
and sample evaluation plans. 

3. Resource an organization or municipality to pilot one or two specific 
evaluation methods that include a pre- and post-intervention community 
impact evaluation to test feasibility, understand the challenges in the 
Ontario context and refine.
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4. Based in part on the results of that pilot, develop standards and/or best 
practices for community benefits evaluation, including identifying data 
requirements so that community-level outcomes can be strategically and 
consistently aligned, and systematically aggregated across municipal and 
provincial scales.

5. Support systems change by making initial support available to municipalities 
to assist with training, implementation, and evaluation of community 
benefits. 

6. Require or incentivize municipalities to adopt and implement community 
benefits (whether via policy, through asset management planning regulations, 
or as a condition of infrastructure funding), potentially aligning desired 
outcomes with provincial policy goals and accountability frameworks (for 
example, targeted workforce development, apprenticeships, social enterprise, 
poverty reduction). Such requirements could be phased in over time.

7. Given that the majority of infrastructure is owned municipally, ensure any 
provincial level all-of-government community benefits policy applies in part 
or in whole to municipalities. Alternatively, within the province, convene 
interdepartmental and municipal stakeholders to create a coordinated policy 
approach supporting municipal community benefits, drawing on provincial 
authority under applicable legislation and strategies.
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Appendices

Appendix A – Glossary of key terms 

 
Asset - see Core Infrastructure Asset or Tangible Capital Asset
 
Asset class or type - includes land, land improvements, buildings, machinery 
and equipment, vehicles, linear assets, and capital work in progress; can also be 
further divided by local governments according to land holdings, basic municipal 
services and components that contribute to the overall operation of the asset 
class (see for example, the table below).
 

Asset management - the coordinated activities of an organization to realize value
from its assets in the achievement of its organizational objectives. (Canadian 
Infrastructure Report Card, 2016 accessed at: https://csce.ca/wp-content/
uploads/2016/01/CIRP-2016-full-report.pdf )
 
Asset Management Plan (AMP) - defines how a group of assets is to be managed
over a period of time. The AMP describes the characteristics and condition of

Asset System Components 

Buildings and Equipment Administrative facilities, warehouses, libraries, museums, 
recreational centres, social housing and health related facilities, fire 
stations and fire trucks, police stations and vehicles, snow clearing 
vehicles. 

Roadways Pavement, bridges, tunnels, embankments, slopes, avalanche and 
rock shelters, retaining walls, signal and lighting systems, 
maintenance facilities. 

Mass Transit Elevated track and station structures, bridges, tunnels, subway 
stations, platforms, rail power, overhead catenary, signal and 
control systems, rolling stock, and maintenance facilities. 

Water and Sewer Dams and diversion structures, pipelines, tunnels, aqueducts, 
canals, reservoirs, tanks, wells, pumps, mechanical and electrical 
equipment, buildings, electric power and emergency equipment. 

 
(Research Report (2002), Accounting for Infrastructure in the Public Sector. Canadian Institute of Chartered 
Accountants: Toronto) 
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infrastructure assets, the levels of service expected from them, planned actions to
ensure the assets are providing the expected level of service, and financing 
strategies to implement the planned actions. (Canadian Infrastructure Report Card, 
2016, accessed at https://csce.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/CIRP-2016-full-
report.pdf )
 
Asset management planning - the process of making the best possible decisions 
regarding the building, operating, maintaining, renewing, replacing and disposing 
of infrastructure assets. The objective is to maximize benefits, manage risk, 
and provide satisfactory levels of service to the public in a sustainable manner. 
(Province of Ontario, June 9, 2016, Building together – Guide for municipal asset 
management plans, accessed at https://www.ontario.ca/page/building-together-
guide-municipal-asset-management-plans#section-2 )
 
Benefits - positive social, economic, environmental, health and equity impacts 
that are incremental to the benefits that would normally arise from the building of 
new infrastructure or maintaining, renewing, or replacing existing infrastructure. 
(D. Graser, 2016)
 
Co-benefits - refers to a range of anticipatory benefits that extend beyond one 
policy, strategy, plan or project to aid in infrastructure planning and investment 
prioritization. For example, co-benefits of building transit infrastructure are those 
that also promote or deliver positive outcomes across other areas of sustainability 
such as environment (e.g. air pollution and carbon reduction), health (e.g. 
increased physical activity and reduced respiratory illness), social (e.g. employment 
and services accessibility) and economic (e.g. faster commuting time and urban-
regional competitiveness). (N. Leanage, 2016)
 
Community benefits - the supplementary social and economic benefits arising 
from an infrastructure project that are intended to improve the well-being of 
a community affected by the project, such as local job creation and training 
opportunities (including for apprentices, within the meaning of section 9), 
improvement of public space within the community, and any specific benefits 
identified by the community (Infrastructure and Jobs for Prosperity Act, S.O. 2015, 
s. 3)
 
Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) - a legally binding and enforceable 
contract that sets forth specific community benefits for an infrastructure or 
development project, which benefits have been defined through an inclusive 
community engagement process. (D. Graser (2016), Community Benefits and Tower 
Renewal. Evergreen: Toronto)
 
Construction - includes reconstruction, improvement, extension, alteration, 
replacement and repairs. (Infrastructure and Jobs for Prosperity Act, S.O. 2015, s. 2)
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Core infrastructure assets - includes paved and unpaved roads; bridges; 
culverts; any assets involved in wastewater collection, conveyance, treatment 
and disposal; urban and rural stormwater systems; water treatment, distribution 
and transmission, and; public and non-profit housing infrastructure. (Province of 
Ontario (July 2016), Possible components of a regulation that may be proposed 
under s. 6(2) of the Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015 - Asset 
Management Planning Consultation)
 
Decision-tree - a schematic, tree-shaped diagram used to determine a course 
of action or show a statistical probability. Each branch of the decision tree 
represents a possible decision, occurrence or reaction. The tree is structured to 
show how and why one choice may lead to the next, with the use of the branches 
indicating each option is mutually exclusive. A decision trees give people an 
effective and easy way to understand the potential options of a decision and its 
range of possible outcomes. This helps people identify every potential option and 
weigh each course of action against the risks and rewards each option can yield. 
(Investopedia, accessed at: http://www.investopedia.com/terms/d/decision-tree.
asp#ixzz4R3kbEXed)

Enhanced Value for Money (EVFM) - the optimum combination of whole-of-
life costs in terms of not only generating efficiency savings and good quality 
outcomes for the organisation, but also benefit to society and the economy, whilst 
minimising damage to the environment. (Welsh Government 2008, Community 
Benefits.)
 
Infrastructure - the physical structures and associated facilities that form the 
foundation of development, and by or through which a public service is provided 
to Ontarians, such as highways, bridges, bicycle paths, drinking water systems, 
hospitals, social housing, courthouses and schools, as well as any other thing by or 
through which a public service is provided to Ontarians that may be prescribed, but 
does not include:
 (a) infrastructure relating to the generation, transmission, distribution and sale 
of electricity, including generation facilities, transmission systems, distribution 
systems, and structures, equipment and other things connected to the IESO-
controlled grid, as these terms are defined in subsection 2 (1) of the Electricity 
Act, 1998,
 (b) any other thing wholly or partly owned or leased by Hydro One Inc., Ontario 
Power Generation Inc., or a subsidiary of either of them, and
 (c) any prescribed physical structures or facilities (Infrastructure and Jobs for 
Prosperity Act, S.O. 2015, s. 2)
 
Infrastructure asset - all or part of any single physical structure, facility, or other 
thing that falls within the definition of “infrastructure.” (Infrastructure and Jobs 
for Prosperity Act, S.O. 2015, s. 2)
 
Proxy - an indirect measure of an abstract concept that is assumed to be 
sufficiently correlated with the original measure so as to be substituted. (N. 
Leanage, 2016)
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Result - a describable or measurable change in state that is derived from a cause 
and effect relationship. Results are the same as outcomes and further qualified as
immediate, intermediate or ultimate. (CIDA RBM Policy Statement, June 25, 2008 
accessed at: http://www.international.gc.ca/development-developpement/assets/
pdfs/partners-partenaires/bt-oa/RBM-Logic_Model_Def-Eng.pdf)
 
Results-based logic model (LM) - shows a logical sequence of activities, outputs 
and a chain of outcomes for a policy, program, project or initiative. Sometimes also 
called a “results chain,” a LM is a depiction of the causal or logical relationships 
between inputs, activities, outputs, and the outcomes of a given policy, program or 
investment.
 
The LM is divided into six levels: inputs, activities, outputs, immediate outcomes, 
intermediate outcomes, and ultimate outcome. Each of these represents a distinct 
step in the causal logic of a policy, program, or investment. The bottom three 
levels (inputs, activities, and outputs) address the how of an investment, whereas 
the top three levels (the various outcomes) constitute the actual changes that take 
place: the results.
(Global Affairs Canada accessed at: http://www.international.gc.ca/development-
developpement/partners-partenaires/bt-oa/rbm_tools-gar_outils.aspx?lang=eng)
 
Results-based management and accountability framework (RBM) - a blueprint 
for managers to help them focus on measuring and reporting on outcomes 
throughout the lifecycle of a policy, program or initiative.
 
It is intended to help managers:

• describe clear roles and responsibilities for the main partners involved in 
delivering the policy, program or initiative – a sound governance structure;

• ensure clear and logical design that ties resources to expected outcomes - a 
results-based logic model that shows a logical sequence of activities, outputs 
and a chain of outcomes for the policy, program or initiative;

• determine appropriate performance measures and a sound performance 
measurement strategy that allows managers to track progress, measure 
outcomes, support subsequent evaluation work, learn and, make adjustments 
to improve on an ongoing basis;

• set out any evaluation work that is expected to be done over the lifecycle of a 
policy, program, project or initiative; and

• ensure adequate reporting on outcomes.

 
(Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (2016) accessed at: http://www.tbs-sct.
gc.ca/cee/tools-outils/RMAF-CGRR/guide01-eng.asp)
 
Scorecard - a report or indication of the status, condition, or success of something 
or someone. (Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, 2016)
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Social return on investment (SROI) - a framework that identifies and appreciates 
social, economic and environmental value created. It involves reviewing the inputs, 
outputs, outcomes and impacts made and experienced by stakeholders in relation 
to the activities of an organisation, and putting a monetary value on the benefits 
and dis-benefits created. (Arvidson, M, Lyon, F., McKay S. & Moro D. (2011) The 
ambitions and challenges of SROI. Working Paper 49. Third Sector Research Centre: 
Birmingham, accessed at http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/generic/tsrc/documents/
tsrc/working-papers/briefing-paper-49.pdf )

Tangible capital asset (TCA) - non-financial assets having physical substance 
that:

• are held for use in the production or supply of goods and services, for rental 
to others, for administrative purposes or for the development, construction, 
maintenance or repair of other tangible capital assets;

• have useful economic lives extending beyond an accounting period;

• are to be used on a continuing basis; and

• are not for sale in the ordinary course of operations.

(Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA) Public Sector Accounting 
Handbook (PS 3150.05), 2007.)
 
Value For Money (VFM) - quantitative comparison of costs and risks between 
traditional versus alternative infrastructure project delivery; decision made on the 
magnitude of positive value difference. (Assessing Value for Money: An Updated 
Guide to Infrastructure Ontario’s Methodology, Infrastructure Ontario, 2015)
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Appendix B - Detailed jurisdictional scan

Community benefit approaches, agreements and policies have been used in the U.S., 
the U.K., Australia and (to a lesser extent) Canada. In some of these jurisdictions, 
community benefits policies or legislation are created by state or national 
governments rather than by municipalities. 

At the municipal level, community benefits have been implemented in a number 
of different ways by cities: through high-level corporate documents like corporate 
charters; via public procurement for infrastructure; as part of policies addressing 
targeted hiring and living wages; and through development projects and land use 
planning.

National legislation and/or policies

In the U.K., national governments have largely taken the lead on incorporating 
community benefits through legislation or policy that deals with public 
procurement. Scotland and Wales, in particular, offer an example of how national or 
provincial governments here could set out such requirements for municipalities.[1]

In Scotland, legislation now requires that all major public contracts of £4M or more 
(about C$7.6M) should include community benefits as part of the procurement.[2] 

This includes municipalities (local authorities). 

• Northern Ireland recently revised its procurement policy to ensure a more 
integrated approach to adding social value across government, focusing on 
targeted recruitment and training initiatives. Its “BuySocialNI” model applies 
community benefits clauses to projects with a minimum value of £2M for 
construction, £4M for infrastructure and £500,000 for services.[3] However, this 
only applies to the national government.

• The Wales Procurement Policy Statement requires all public sector procurers 
(including local authorities) to appoint a community benefits champion for 
their organization; apply a Community Benefits approach to all public sector 
procurements; apply a Measurement Tool that quantifies outputs to all such 
contracts over £1M; and provide justification for all contracts valued above 
£1m where the approach has not been used.[4]  

Two of the cities profiled incorporate community benefits into asset management 
planning — Bendigo, Australia and Kitchener, Ontario — and are useful precedents 
for this study. 

In the U.K. and Australia, community benefits are generally embedded into public 
procurement practices for construction projects – and in some areas, service 
contracts. In the U.S., while there are also examples of the use of community 
benefits on major projects (like redevelopment or transit projects, as discussed 
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below), there are also cities that are beginning to put community benefit-type 
provisions into place in conjunction with policies around living wages or area 
regeneration. 

The following section provides a brief overview of how community benefits are used 
in four countries, followed by selected municipal case studies of interest from each 
country. 

United Kingdom

Early municipal pilot projects in Scotland
In Scotland, an initial Community Benefits in Procurement (CBIP) Pilot Programme 
between 2003-2008 tested how community benefits could best be undertaken so as to 
comply with good procurement practice, and what impact they might have on value 
for money.[5] Five pilot projects were undertaken, including three by small to mid-
sized local authorities, focusing primarily on targeted recruitment and training.[6]

In a 2008 report assessing the success of these initiatives, Richard Macfarlane and 
Mark Cook note mixed results in two of the cities (Dundee and Inverclyde), with 
more success in the third (Falkirk). A lack of internal coordination, resources and 
commitment in Dundee and Inverclyde meant that the outcomes were less successful 
than envisioned. In Falkirk, better results were obtained, largely as a result of a more 
integrated, systemic, and earlier approach to the procurement within the city. 

Birmingham, England
Birmingham City Council (BCC) adopted a “Procurement Policy for Jobs and Skills” in 
2010, with the goal of boosting the local economy by maximizing the social value 
that BCC obtains from its £1 billion purchasing power. 

The policy embeds a requirement to consider community benefits clauses for 
targeted recruitment, training and apprenticeships at every stage of the procurement 
process, and is implemented at a variety of thresholds. For example, new service and 
construction contracts with an annual value of more than £1 million will be required 
to consider jobs and skills contract clauses. The minimum requirement is 60 person-
weeks per £1 million of spending.

While Birmingham does not use community benefits in asset management planning, 
it does incorporate them at a higher strategic level through its 2013 “Birmingham 
Business Charter for Social Responsibility.” This is a a set of guiding principles that 
must be approved for each company carrying out contracts for the BCC regardless 
of the value of contract (see Figure 13). Principles include commitments to local 
employment, local purchasing, sustainability and ethical procurement; depending on 
the value of the contract, some principles are mandatory while others are voluntary. 
However, all contractors will be required to create a jobs and skills policy, and to 
commit to targeted recruitment and training. By late 2015, 255 charters were in place 
with local Birmingham companies.
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Staff cite the involvement of the business community and key stakeholders as 
key to the success of the policy, and note that achieving initial buy-in within 
government was difficult. Work was needed to shift the culture and the practice of 
those in various departments and the procurement division in particular, to ensure 
that the policy is implemented for all contracts from the beginning of the process. 
The importance of support for internal and external players was stressed, as was 
communication at all relevant levels to show how the approach has resulted in 
positive outcomes, as demonstrated in Figure 12 below.[7]

New Street Station redevelopment

Figure 12: Birmingham New Street Station project using community benefits
New Street Station redevelopment
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Figure 13: Birmingham Community Charter
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Nottingham, England
Like Birmingham, the City of Nottingham instituted a high-level Business Charter 
to improve social, economic, and environmental outcomes for the City. The Charter 
includes a set of guiding principles to which Council will adhere, and which extends 
to its contracted suppliers, including a principle to support the growth of the local 
economy.

Charter signatories are expected to consider how they can improve the economic, 
social and environmental wellbeing of Nottingham; identify outcomes through 
their commissioning and procurement; and commit to the principles, either by fully 
adopting the Charter or providing a timetable for such commitment.

Principles and policies of the Charter are mandatory for organizations for individual 
contracts over £1 million for services and works, and individual contracts over 
£1M per annum for goods, and are voluntary for those under the threshold. Charter 
signatories agree to create employment and training opportunities for local people 
(including apprenticeships, work experience placements and internships), buy from 
local businesses where possible, undertake school visits to support learning and 
career choices, provide support for employment and skills programmes, and adopt 
procurement strategies that remove barriers to local businesses. Signatories are also 
committed to work inclusively, and actively promote equality and diversity.[8]

While the Charter is primarily implemented through procurement, it is used to 
ensure community benefits are addressed in the land use planning process as well. 
For the past four years, Nottingham City Council has used workforce predictions 
for both the construction and operational phases of large development projects, 
including housing, universities, retail and offices. When seeking planning 
permissions, a developer must produce Employment and Training Plans for their 
developments, as well as contributions of a designated sum to support the 
Nottingham Jobs Hub. An Employment and Training Plan includes targets for 
workers for both the construction and operations phases, and are negotiated by 
Employment & Skills Officers, the client department and the procurement team 
during the planning application period, based on the workforce predictions that 
have already been produced. This agreement is completed as part of the initial 
project planning process, prior to the tendering process.[9]

Once the project moves to procurement, provisions are placed into the tenders with 
a Social Value weighting of between 5 and 15%. Successful bidders are required to 
submit quarterly updates showing their performance against the targets which are 
included in the agreement, followed by a final report at the end of the contract.
 
Australia
The governments of Australia and New Zealand have a “Framework for Sustainable 
Procurement” but it is primarily directed toward environmental sustainability goals, 
not community benefits.[10]

In the early 2000s, the state of Victoria amended its legislation to require local 
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governments to incorporate the principles of “best value”into their procurements 
to provide for a broader sense of purpose than simply value for money.[11] Social 
procurement guidelines were published in 2010 in order to provide support and 
advice to the 79 municipal governments in the state. 

With respect to infrastructure spending, there are specific instances where local 
content requirements, local staff and employment provisions have successfully been 
used in tenders. However, local governments have struggled to ensure both that 
tangible social benefits are realized and value for money have been adhered to. 
Staff note that the concepts of “best value” and “social benefit” have been difficult 
to integrate and meaningfully implement, in part because they require a degree of 
organizational maturity that is not always found, particularly in rural areas.
The importance of professional staff to this effort is demonstrated by the experience 
in the City of Greater Bendigo (“Bendigo”). In contrast to many rural and regional 
cities in Victoria where staff lack higher level procurement experience, management 
in Bendigo recruited highly skilled professionals to set up a Procurement and 
Tendering Centre of Excellence with the goal not only of administering tenders 
but to improve overall project management — a role that is unique in Australia. 
As demonstrated in the following case study, Bendigo’s approach to community 
benefits is integrated with its capital planning program as well as with its 
procurements.

Bendigo
Bendigo, a city of about 110,000 people, aspires to be the most livable city in 
Australia. For the last three years, it has incorporated community benefits in its 
tendering, by requiring bidders to address and demonstrate their commitment to 
local employment opportunities, social enterprise, and social inclusion. Similarly, 
bidders are asked to demonstrate local content for itself, its staff, subcontractors 
and suppliers. 

Because social procurement (as they call it) is relatively new in Bendigo, the city 
has not been overly prescriptive in its tenders with respect to targets, but provides 
direction with respect to the specific areas in which it seeks outcomes (for example, 
employment of indigenous people) and invites bidders to come forward with plans. 
The City is working to raise awareness and ensure the marketplace is ready and able 
to meet municipal goals. Social provisions are weighted at 10% of the bid, which 
makes them meaningful in the procurement process. 

Bendigo has had limited but growing success with social procurement — it is 
still early days. But of perhaps more interest for the purposes of this study is how 
Bendigo incorporates certain social, economic and environmental factors into its 
capital planning process. 

Bendigo’s Capital Works Evaluation Framework sets priorities within its capital 
program. The budget is split between two core components: renewal and non-
renewal.[12] Anything classed as non-renewal — new capital expenses, expansion 
and upgrade projects — requires a business case. When evaluating these projects 
against each other, Bendigo uses a “single bucket” methodology that does not 
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separate projects by asset type. Rather, it evaluates them on the basis of three 
criteria: governance (40%), financial (40%) and deliverability (20%).[13]

The financial evaluation is comprised of a cost-benefit analysis with several 
components. Criteria, set out in the framework, are scored based on the importance 
or benefit of the project to the community. This is factored against the cost and 
potential return on investment (ROI) of the project, leading to a score that favours 
projects with both high community benefits and lower net capital costs.[14] 

In the 2017/18 budget year, there are 8 community benefit criteria that must be 
addressed in the business case for every project.[15] A committee drawn from across 
city departments meets to evaluate these factors as set out in the information and 
facts in the business case, scores each of them qualitatively and numerically (see 
Figure 14), and comes up with a total score which is then matched against the value 
of the project for an overall cost-benefit score.[16] This embeds community benefits 
criteria into the capital planning framework across multiple sectors/business lines, 
including construction.

Figure 14: Scoring guide for community benefits criteria - Bendigo’s Capital Works Evaluation 
Framework
 
This system is a good example of how community benefits can be considered at 
more than one point in the infrastructure planning process, and provides one 
approach that might usefully be applied in Ontario, as discussed in more detail later 
in this paper. 

United States
In the United States, private CBAs arose in the late 1990s and have become 
increasingly common in major infrastructure and development projects. Agreements 
are driven primarily by coalitions of community groups, who mount sophisticated 
and well-researched campaigns. Currently, there are 17 CBAs in effect across the US, 
tied primarily to private developments.[17]

In more recent years, American municipalities have begun to incorporate community 
benefits in two ways: through policies that require targeted recruitment and hiring 
(sometimes coupled with living wage requirements), as demonstrated in the Los 
Angeles case study below; or into specific infrastructure or development projects, 
as has been done with respect to major transit projects in Maryland and Atlanta, or 
with a major land redevelopment project in Milwaukee.
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The most advanced use of community benefits in a policy context is in Los Angeles, 
which is not surprising given that this was also where private CBAs were first 
created and have flourished. 

Los Angeles, CA
The City of L.A.’s approach to community benefits began with its first living wage 
ordinance, passed in late 1998, and it continues to use policies and project labour 
agreements (PLAs) rather than procurement as its primary means of creating 
economic opportunities targeted at historically disadvantaged groups. 

In 2012, the City worked with the trades council, contractors and Department 
of Public Works to shape a master PLA for infrastructure projects over a certain 
threshold in Los Angeles.[18] This included targeted hiring requirements (generally 30 
per cent local, 10 per cent disadvantaged) and a focus on the recruitment, training 
and sustainability of apprentices.

The City implements community benefits through a complex network of ordinances 
— including the PLA, living or prevailing wages, permitting, and diversity 
requirements for contracting of minority/women-owned businesses, among others 
— which all come into play in different ways and which apply to all California-
based companies undertaking infrastructure and public works contracts for the city. 
The city will also play a role in discussions where needed between community and 
developers when private CBAs are being negotiated.

Enforcement is a key piece of the picture. Within the city, the Department of 
Contract Administration oversees, tracks and enforces requirements for minimum, 
prevailing and living wages. It also reviews monthly payroll reports and imposes 
financial penalties for noncompliance. Performance is posted on the city’s website 
(see Fig, 15).[19] Contractor performance is also tracked to prequalify vendors 
for future contracts, or to remove them from the pool of qualified bidders, if 
appropriate, through a Contractor Performance Evaluation (CPE) 

Figure 15: Example of LA compliance tracking on a public works water treatment facility
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Atlanta, GA
The Atlanta Beltline project is a $2.8B, 25-year, 22-mile light rapid transit (LRT) 
line that loops around the city of Atlanta. In addition to the transit line, the project 
includes walking trails, streetscape and road improvements, green space, affordable 
housing, brownfield remediation and public art. The project is partly funded by tax 
increment financing, which supports both project costs and incentives for economic 
development and affordable housing.[20]

In 2005, the city passed an ordinance creating a Beltline Redevelopment Area and 
Tax Allocation District.[21] That ordinance stated that the redevelopment plan was 
intended to improve economic and social conditions in the area, and recognized the 
importance of community involvement in the process and equitable development. 
It specified that capital projects should include community benefit principles, 
including but limited to prevailing wages for workers; a ‘first source’ hiring 
system to target job opportunities for residents of impacted low income ‘Beltline’ 
neighborhoods; apprenticeship and pre-apprenticeship programs; and other benefits, 
to be developed with community input. It also required that a more complete list of 
principles and a community benefits policy be developed with community input and 
included within the agreements to be approved by City Council.[22] [23]

The project had ambitious goals (see Figure 16, below). To date, the physical 
aspects of the project (trails, parks, public art) appear to be progressing well. A 
recent report noted that 560 units of affordable housing have been supported in 
area with a further 265 units expected to be under construction in 2017. Given 
however that 5600 units of affordable housing were planned, and that over 15,000 
new units of market housing have been built, progress on that front seems slow. 
With respect to jobs, an estimated 7200 permanent jobs were created between 
2006-2014, with an estimated 26,600 one-year construction jobs created since 
2006. It is not clear however about whether a “first source” hiring system was set 
up, and whether the jobs have gone to targeted residents. 

Figure 16: Excerpt from Atlanta Beltline Quarterly Report 2016: Project goals
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Canada
In Canada, community benefits have attracted interest from a diverse range 
of players across the county. In addition to Ontario’s IJPA, five provinces or 
territories (NS, QC, MB, BC, Yukon) have already or are in the midst of changing 
policies, practices and/or legislation to incorporate greater social and economic 
goals into their procurement practices.[24] At the federal level, a private member’s 
bill (Bill 227), An Act to amend the Department of Public Works and Government 
Services Act (community benefit), was introduced last year by the now-Minister of 
Immigration, Ahmed Hussen, and the attachment of community benefits provisions 
in infrastructure funding agreements is being considered by the Ministry of 
Infrastructure.

At the municipal level, Toronto and Vancouver have both looked at the possibility of 
incorporating community benefits into municipal procurement policy while Kitchener 
is integrating them in their asset management planning. 

Following a variety of pilot projects to improve supplier diversity and workforce 
development opportunities, the City of Toronto has enacted a social procurement 
policy and associated program, described in more detail below.

In Kitchener, a model is being piloted to weigh social, environmental and 
community benefits in their core linear asset management planning and 
prioritization with the intent to scale across all assets, also as discussed below.
In Vancouver, the city has overseen or participated in successful CBAs for the 
Vancouver Olympic Village and the downtown casino, but has not yet incorporated 
its own social procurement policy.

Toronto, ON
Toronto’s Social Procurement Policy and program, enacted in spring 2016, “aims to 
drive inclusive economic growth by improving access to the City’s supply chain for 
diverse suppliers and leveraging meaningful training and employment opportunities 
for people experiencing economic disadvantage, including those belonging to 
equity-seeking communities.”[25] It applies to goods, services and capital projects. 
The City is currently developing the internal infrastructure to implement the policy 
and program. Together, staff from the Social Policy, Finance and Administration 
branch are working with Purchasing and Procurement to craft detailed procurement 
guidelines. They have hired a new staffer in the procurement division, and 
are spending time educating both internal divisions at the city and outside 
stakeholders, ranging from diverse suppliers to vendors and procurers in the private 
sector. They are also working with a range of outside associations to certify diverse 
suppliers, which ensures that suppliers have some training and offers a measure of 
quality control.[26]

Through a series of internal pilot projects leading up to the study, they determined 
that $5M was an appropriate threshold for capital projects (below that, they 
feel projects are too small to warrant workforce provisions, though they can 
sometimes offer opportunities for supplier diversity). All departments will need 
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to provide procurement plans on a quarterly basis; these plans will be reviewed 
against key criteria to determine which projects should be subject to the policy. 
Then, the procurement division will handle the internal and external negotiations 
to determine the benefits and incorporate appropriate language in the tenders. 
Thought is being given as to how to streamline the process in order to ensure that 
these requirements do not slow down the pace of procurement.

City staff are currently wrestling with how best to monitor compliance and evaluate 
the impacts of these projects, bearing in mind that interested audiences will include 
members of Council, staff, vendors, and the community. They are interested not just 
in the immediate outcomes — jobs and economic development — but in moving 
from one-off projects to a consistent approach that changes business behaviour and 
the culture within city hall overall.

Kitchener, ON
Unlike the City of Toronto, the City of Kitchener is developing a matrix enabling 
consideration and scoring of community benefits among other themes, within a 
capital budget request in their asset management planning process. The matrix is 
a decision-making tool equipping Kitchener to formulate consistent, data-driven 
business cases for infrastructure investment shifting away from reliance on gut feel, 
opinion or political influence. The tool helps the City to address how the request for 
investment: 

• meets legislative requirements,

• delivers a return and over what time period,

• has any risks or mitigates risks,

• is associated with strategic priorities,

• will be funded and any external funding sources,

• contributes to levels of service and the health of the asset,

• benefits the community, and

• delivers environmental sustainability.

Kitchener generated twelve categories of assets. It is initially piloting this approach 
with engineering assets e.g., roads and sewers, and over the next two to five years, 
will add the remaining assets e.g., parks and open spaces as well as non-assets (e.g., 
sports) into its new AMP matrix.

The City is re-thinking conventional asset management in a number of ways 
important for long-term, systematic planning, measurement and evaluation of 
community benefits, level of service and knowledge exchange: 

• application of community benefits thinking beyond engineering assets and into 
operations,

• connecting new metrics and benchmarks for levels of service with investment 
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to enable demonstration and measurement of cause-effect relationships 
between asset and impacts,

• linking the development of their new AMP approach (with community benefits) 
to local and data innovation (also aligned with economic and innovation IJPA 
objectives),

• exploring the need for a corporate asset management policy that would guide 
the above.

• Given its jumpstart on community benefits in AMP and unlike the City of 
Toronto’s entry using social procurement, the City of Kitchener shared 
additional insights on community benefits development:

• community benefits in AMP offers earlier systematic incorporation compared to 
social procurement which leaves it too late,

• using a scoring and weighting system in AMP triggers social procurement vs. 
normal procurement,

• provincial legislation would ensure consistency between upper and lower tier 
municipalities, reducing adoption/buy-in time and enable Council support,

• lower tier and smaller municipalities might benefit more if social procurement 
policy was initiated by upper tier/regional municipalities,

• municipal knowledge exchange on experiences and what’s working could be 
supported by the province, and

• integrating community benefits into a Value for Money approach to make a 
different value proposition would require a level of municipal maturity and 
knowledge that would need additional support and expertise.

 
 Appendix B Endnotes

1. The Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012, (U.K.) C. 3 was designed 
to promote wider social, economic and environmental benefits through 
procurement in the UK but has been deemed ineffective as it is largely 
aspirational (non-binding). Municipalities have therefore been the level at 
which community benefits have been used in England. In contrast, legislation 
like the Procurement Reform (Scotland) Act 2014, ASP 2014 (“PRA”) in Scotland 
is mandatory and comes with detailed guidance.

2. PRA, supra at s. 25.

3. http://www.buysocialni.org/ 

4. http://gov.wales/docs/prp/toolkit/
june15walesprocurementpolicystatement2015v1.pdf For more information 
about the UK approach, see Graser, D. “Community benefits in Practice and in 
Policy: Lessons from the U.S. and the U.K.,” Atkinson Foundation, 2016.

5. Richard MacFarlane and Mark Cook, “Community Benefits in Public Procurement: 
A Report Demonstrating the Methodology for Including Targeted Recruitment 
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and Training Clauses in Public Sector Contracts” (Scottish Government: 2008) at 
14.

6. Ibid. at 12. Each of the three cities had its own strategic objectives for 
participating. Dundee wanted to strengthen well-being through social care 
and construction contracts; Inverclyde was interested in achieving objectives 
respecting regeneration; and Falkirk wanted to “mainstream” community 
benefits by embedding them into policy. These cities ranged in population from 
about 90,000-140,000 people.

7. Information provided via email by Employment and Skills Support Officer at the 
City of Birmingham, 2016

8. Other requirements respecting integrity, safety, and carbon reduction are also 
included. Of interest, The City and its partners also provide several different 
kinds of support services to help contractors meet their objectives. For 
example, the Nottingham Jobs Hub offers a free and confidential recruitment 
service, with a dedicated account manager who will design a “bespoke” package 
of support. This includes advertising, access to financial support to reduce 
the risk of taking on new staff, pre-screening of candidates, interview and 
testing facilities, connections to training providers and connections to other 
key partners and services. The D2N2 Growth Hub provides a variety of business 
support services.

9. Section 106 Agreements are part of English planning law and are used to 
offset potential negative impacts of any development. Similarly to s. 37 of 
the Ontario Planning Act, s. 106 seeks contributions to offset such items as 
highways improvement, additional school places, open space provision, and 
social housing - but Nottingham also uses this avenue to seek contributions to 
prepare local people for predicted employment opportunities. Source: City of 
Nottingham staff (private email)

10. Australian Procurement and Construction Council, Australian and New 
Zealand Government Framework for Sustainable Procurement, 2007 at 
13, online at http://www.apcc.gov.au/ALLAPCC/APCC%20PUB_ANZ%20
Government%20Framework%20for%20Sustainable%20Procurement%20-%20
Sept%202007.pdf (accessed February 21, 2017)

11. Victorian Local Government Act 1989, ss. 208 B,C, available online at http://
www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTObject_Store/ltobjst9.
nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A3571/E51B9D84406034A7CA2580210002
979E/$FILE/89-11aa143%20authorised.pdf City councils are obligated to report 
on their progress, but according to state sources, the quality of reporting has 
been inconsistent. 

12. The amount required for renewal is prioritised by asset condition, asset 
management plans and depreciation. It takes up the largest part of the budget 
and does not require a business case.

13. Governance deals with the degree to which projects must be taken in order 
to comply with legislation, council plans or resolutions, or where construction 
has already started. It also includes the risk of not undertaking the project. 
Deliverability deals with the quality of the project plan and costing.
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14. City of Greater Bendigo, Capital Works Evaluation Framework, 2017/18 
budget process at 6.

15. They are: community health and well-being; heritage; productivity 
(focussing on potential additional economic activity generated, not direct 
ROI); sustainability; social equity/inclusion/access; service demand; 
presentation and vibrancy (i.e. how it contributes to Bendigo’s aspiration to 
be the most liveable regional city in Australia); and township support (i.e. 
contribution to the distribution of services across the municipality, including 
its suburbs)

16. The cost factor combines the net capital cost of the project, annual 
operation and maintenance costs and whether the income generated will return 
100% of its capital and maintenance costs.

17. See Partnership for Working Families, available online at http://www.
forworkingfamilies.org/page/policy-tools-community-benefits-agreements-and-
policies-effect

18. Non-union contractors were also included: developers were allowed a certain 
number of core (non-union) workers, but if they needed more, every second 
worker had to come from a union hiring hall. Since prevailing wage laws were 
in place, all labourers were paid the same rate.

19. See http://bca.lacity.org/index.cfm?nxt=dpw&nxt_body=dpw.cfm

20. http://communitybenefits.blogspot.ca/2008/05/atlanta-beltline-community-
benefits.html

21. A TAD is similar to what in Canada would be called Tax Increment Financing, 
or TIF

22. Ordinance 05-O-1733, s. 20

23. According to the project website: The Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) 
Guiding Principles are a broad set of rules developed to encourage, influence, 
and support the provision of community benefits. They were developed with 
input from the study group community and refined by a community-led working 
group , our TAD Advisory Committee, and a developer focus group. The CBA 
ensures that development on the Atlanta BeltLine is equitable and benefits 
all members of the community, contributes to a stronger local economy, and 
promotes increased public participation in the planning process. http://
beltline.org/resources/community-benefits-agreement/

24. Dragicevic, N. and Ditta, S. Community Benefits and Social Procurement 
Policies: A Jurisdictional Review (Mowat Centre, 2016); see also Yukon 
Government, Response to the Procurement Advisory Panel Recommendations

25. http://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2016/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-91818.
pdf at 1, accessed Feb. 24, 2017

26. Certifying associations include CAMSC (Canadian Aboriginal and Minority 
Supplier Council), WBE Canada (certified Women Business Enterprises) and the 
Lesbian and Gay Chamber of Commerce.
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Appendix C - Sampling of social value documents 
from England and Scotland

Scotland
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England
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Appendix D – Community to provincial level 
evaluations using a transit example 



Appendix E – Two relevant logic models 

Aboriginal and Northern Affairs Canada, in their Evaluation of the Procurement 
Strategy for Aboriginal Businesses (2014) illuminate how community benefits could 
be framed.

Aboriginal participation in the economy Logic model



Aboriginal Entrepreneurship Logic Model
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