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Abstract

Ontario is facing an affordable housing crisis. As d2200.1% of Canadian households
were in core housing ne&dth 77% being attributed exclusively to a lack of affordability, 10%
attributed to housing inadequacy or unsuitability, and an additional 13% facing a combination of
such issuesThis is especially prominent Ontario ad 2.1% of households were in core housing
needl Gov ot of Qvchafdha shortade & atfributed to an insufficient supiig.
project ispart ofa multistakeholder initiative to create an assessment framework to value
affordablehousing projects, grounded in academic theory and practice. The purpoie of th
research is tdevelop a measumentframework to estimate trsocial, environmental, and
indirecteconomic contributions @ffordableand communityfocusedhousing projects
Quantifying thesocial return®f investmentwill provide organizations tool tojustify budget

allocation decisions and advocate for government funding support.

Theproposedrameworkis generated usinfpe CommonApproach tdmpact
Measurement (CAIMCommon Foundationa set of 5 governing practices for developing
impact measurementShe Common Foundations warsedto select effective impact
measurements for a wide range of housing projétis.CAIM is in early stages of developmge
but will be used by impact investors, social enterprises in Ontario, and is supported by the
Canadian Social Finance Furithe frameworkvas informeddy contentanalysis afrequency
analysisandsemtstructured interviews with professionafss a prof of conceptthe proposed
framework was applied to a case studih the United Property Resource Corporation to
understand what impact measures are relevant, cost effective to measuaecestiible data

Theframeworkencourages practitionersitderpret thecosteffectiveness ofmeasurement.

Theproposed framework and case study applicadiemonstrate the importance of
accounting fosocial returns of affordable housing projects as opposed to siegaiyting the
ecnomic costs. Thigesearclktontributesto emerging literaturén the areas of affordable
housing valuation, social finance, and impact measurerfRenirestudies should consider
gaining feedback froraffordablehousing tenants and indirect beneficiat@sreate a more

comprehensive indicator set.

Key Wordsaffordablehousing social return on investmemmpactmeasurement, sustainability
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Introduction and Background
Across Canada, individuals are finding it challenging to lokatesing that is affordable

(Claveau, 202D This has been exacerbated by increasing costs of liViregincreasing costs of living

are displayed by the Consumer Price Index, citibB&b6 incease in expenses year over year when
compared to April 202{StatsCan, 2022 o highlight thisin the housingector the city of Kitchener,
Ontario was ranked as the"rhost expensive place to rent in Canada in a recent report published by an
online iental group (Myers, 2022). When compared from 2020 to 2022, Kitchener has faced a 33%
increase in rental costs (Myers, 2022pusing, a basic human right, needs to see increased investment to
manage demandomeroy, 201) Providing increased supply s@fe andaffordable housing is

important. InCanadaapproximatelyne third of renters live inorehousingneed indicating it is either

too expensivenadequate, or unsuitable (Claveau, 202@pact measurement can kmedto assess
housingprojects with a communitfocusedemphasisindicating the housing projeptioritizesbettering

life within the community for individuals, the environment, or surrounding culgureh projects may

focus onenvironmental efficienciegr affordability as potential exampleBnpact measurement in this
contextcan be used to assess funding allocatdrocate for project changes seek additional
sustainabilitylinked pools of fundingimpact measurement is the process of measuritiglsthange
including both positive and negative impa@tluir & Bennett, 2014).

The research project attempts to empoma@rsing practitioners to utilizenpact measurement
methodologieso enhance the understanding of projegpact ancencouragestakeholders to prioritize
investments based on community impdttis is done by understanding what social, environmental, and
economic benefits have been identified historically and utilizing datdnto provide a comprehensive
framework of indicatorasproposed by housing practitionefsgeneral framework for impact
measurement in affordable and commuifitgused housing was generatéte impact measurements
wereproposedvith a screening mettdology to prioritize relevant metritgsed on thgoalsof an
organizationincreasing the flexibility of the framewarkhese identifieadnetricscan be effective for
housing practitioners who are attempting to build affordability through decreasddostseor
environmental efficiencies leading lmwver costgelated to energy and water usage. Additionaihypact
measurements can aid in the justificatiosmoiall projectghat maynot typicallybe considered due
additional costs, such as the implentation of a community garden on sBg.utilizing a general
framework for impact measurements, practitioners can estimate and compare potential project benefits
when designing project budgets or allocating resources. Additionally, for organizatiamshatie

specific social or environmental objectives, measuring impact can help identify whether objectives are



met(Muir & Bennett, 2013 By measuring the impact of projects, practitioners can display evidenced
outcomes tdunders including government, mgovernment organizations, or even financial institutions
providing social or sustainabilitlinked debt instrument$&enerally, increasing transparency in the
decisionmaking process may facilitate better social or environmental outcomes for futl@etgroj

The research project focusesapating an industrgpecific indicator set facommunityfocused
and affordable housing projects. However, the applied methodology can be altered to identify impact
measurements and create standardization in othel-fmpact focused industrieA. study by Geobey
and Callahan (2018) identified the importance of developing new tools to combat subjectivity in decision
making. Industryspecific impact measurement frameworks may be an effective tool to help combat
subjectivity by helping organizations focus on the impacts a project can provide, while comparing
projects on a streamlined set of impacts.

Chapter one attempts imtroducethe theoretical and practical basis for creating an impact
measuremerftamework for communitffocused and affordable housing projects. To understand the
importance of the research project an initial introduction to the affordable housing shortage in Canada is
presented. This context is followed by an introduction into thmance of impact measurement and
how affordable housing has been valued utilizing impact measurement histofibaiée concepts are
linked astheresearch project attempts to provide a solution to aid practitioners in the ability to measure
impact, wit the underlying theorthat impact measurement can act as a tool to efficiently allocate
funding and potentially increase funding in the sectoradiieve this, the research projegplored the
benefits of community focused and affordable housing Wbdking at valuation metrics for interpreting
such impact. Further, the projdobked toemphasize the importance of selecting appropriate impact
measurements based on cost and relevance. Finally, chapter one introduces the research methodology
which wasa multistakeholder initiative to collect and modify existingpact measurements in the
sector. he research methodology combines the Common Approach to Impact Measurement Common
Foundations as a practical tool for designing impact measures with acal#aniollection including a

structured content analysis, sestiuctured interviews, and a case study application.

AffordableHousingShortage
InCanada,BilC-9 7 containing the ANati onal Housing

housing as a humaight (Van Den Berg, 2019). This political move displays a commitment to all
Canadians to provide safe, affordable, and adequate housing. Yet, a major gap remains between this
human right, and available accommodatidrsunderstand the importance of impaeasurement in the
sector, ts section provides insight into the lack of affordable housing in Caneleaant drivers for the

related shortageand how impact measurement may act as a tool to help combat this shiRwtageoy
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(2017) summarized thesses with the current structure of affordable housing, citing the reliance on
subsidies as a driver for the lack of housing. Funding to the sector has since increased, with $1 billion
announced in 2020 under the Rapid Housing Initiative to quickly create 3,000 new affordable

housing units across Canada. A lontggm plan is also in place to invest over $55 billion over 10 years.
This funding is only expected to reduce chronic homelessness by 50% (CMHC, 2020). As displayed by
the current shortage, Cadtians still lack access to necessary affordable housing. With fusyghingan

the sector, it ifmportantto efficiently utilize available funds to address the gap in available
accommodationwhile ensuring to provide high quality housing that focuses on community benefits
Efficient use of funding can maximize the social return from each housing pfalitating additional
benefits for communities. A simple example may include placifigdeble housing near public
transportation to increase tenant access to needed searastiesand potentially job networks

(Zhong et al., 2017 Taking impact measuremestep further to understaride community impact per
dollar invested in @aomnunity focused oaffordable housing project can be useflither justifythe use

of funding for additional projectand prioritize existing project fundintn addition to government

funding, affordableor community focusetiousing projects may acquiréifanthropic, communitypased
private sector funding, or other qualifying sustainable investing portfolios.

Impact Measurement
Measuring key performance indicators is a common practice in organizdflatéédt al., 201

These key performance indicad@an bedeveloped based arganizational strategy, goals, and often
financial returngEckerson, 2006 This section highlights how impact measurement can help
organizations understand and prioritize social retiBosial purpose organizationgay have unique key
performance indicators, as at least part of the value brought by such organizations revolves around the
social and environmental performanagecombination with financial performance (Imperatori & Ruta,

2015) Measuring social and envirmental impacthrough identified performance indicators is the root

of social impact measurement. This is often used to report value to stakeholders and shareholders based
on the anticipated value the organization brifMair & Bennett, 2014)Measuringmpact can also lead

to an understanding of organizational impact, reassessment of organizgoi@isalhen necessary

(Barraket & Yousefpour, 20143and additional pools of funding frosustainabilitylinked debt
instrumentinvestment portfoliogVulturius et al., 2022)or sustainabilitytinked debt instruments, it is
required to demonstrate project impact, therefore by measuring impact, such impact can be displayed to

financiers.

Practitioners can use impact measurement to make decisions relatiggrizational goals and

objectives (Barraket & Yousefpour, 2014). Using impact measures can help ensure that the anticipated



benefits of a project are truly seen or help compare different initiatives or projects prior to implementing.
Impact measurement it only used for assessing when the project or initiative is effective.

Measurement can also encourage the collection of useful data to allow for more informed decisions in the
future. Many impact measurement frameworks exist to help gather informatsmproject or initiative,

over different time frames. These measurements often occur from a forecasted or evaluative perspective,
asdisplayedby theSocial Return on Investment (SR@bDalyss (Gosselin et al., 2020This means

impact measurement can foeecasted, indicating targets based on assumed project benefits, or

evaluative, indicating actual benefits are measured based on assumed project(Garssiimn et al.,

2020).

In recent years, sustainabiliypnked debt instruments have become marpytar, seeing a 29%
increase from 2019 to 2020 (Henze, 20&uchinstruments can include sustainabiiilyked bonds,
green loans, social bonds, or other instruments which emphasize a social or environmental benefit which
the undertaken debt will be used f&edfield, 2022 Thesenstruments are particularly interigg for
investors who are attempting to increase the environmental, social, and governance (ESG) aspects of an
investment portfolio. Impact measurement can be used to display such ESG impacts, which can broaden
the potential pools of funding available tsacial purpose organization.

Valuing the Impact diffordable Housing
The affordable housing network in Ontario needs to undergo crucial changes to truly meet the

requirements of the population. With.3% of Ontarians being in core housing need (@b@ntario,

2020) it is clear the existing systems are not satisfactory. Better representing the value of housing
projects is one change that can be made to justify the adaptation of pfojeictstance, prioritizing
environmental efficiency even thdughere are increased upfront co8s@h, 2019. This section

attempts to display the highavel importance of valuing impact and outlines social return on investment
as a historical model used to capture such value. Further, justification for incretasidgrdization in
impact measurement is proposed and the Common Approach to Impact Measureised#ss tool to
create impact measurdy illustrating the value that is provided bgmmunityfocused and affordable
housingprojects, funding can be moefficiently allocated and may result in additional funding

opportunitiessupported by impact measurement

Social return on investment (SROI) studiese beemised to understand the ntraditional
value thatommunity focused araffordable housingrpjects in the environmental, social, smbnomic
domainsFor example, a previous SROI study complete®ler and Offrim (2016)ound benefits in
all three domains. Environmental benefits were seen from increasing energy efficiency leading to

decreased utility costs. Social benefits were captured when highlighting health increases iaftenants

4



accessing quality housing. Econiarbenefits such as increased job participati@nealso noted in the

study (Miller & Offrim, 2016). These examples highlight the ability SROI studies tossaptue

otherwise potentially overlooked benefiBROI studies have been useditmlerstand theommunity

value ofaffordableand community focuseldousing, although most studies are completed on dmoed
projectby-project basis. Each projegtioritizes different indicators based on the implementors
knowledge of the project and prioritiedthaugh often such studies site other housing SROI studies for
the development of measuremefitpossible for different communities to value different impacts beyond
the adhoc nature of these studies. Although there is not a single correct version ofd8R@Uding that

can be generate8ROI studies should representative of the community valueaffiordable housing
projects With the lack of standardization, it is possible that indicators are overlooked although central to
the benefits of the projedEreating a set of impact measures that can be drawn on may alter the impact

measures a project attempts to align with.

Even at the level of an individual affordable housing financier, the lastanflardization in
impact measurementakes it difficult to make efficient capital allocations within Hmsing space,
aside from typical profitability metric€omparing projets against a common set of indicat@rsiseful
in understanding the impact a project will ha&estudy completed by Geobey, and Callahan (2018)
identified the importance of developing new tools to combat subjectivity in decision making to truly
understad the impacts that a project can providecommon set of indicators also alloWsusing
professionals emphasizimgmmunity benefit$o set targets, communicate, and evaluate respective goals.
Such standardization can encourage progress in the affordaldimg spaceddditionally,
standardization will be particularly useful in impact investing, a previously identified gap (Geobey &
Callahan, 2018).

The Common Approach to Impact Measurement (CAIM) was created to help social purpose
organizations measure impact, similarly to SROAIM, 2020). The CAIM encourages the Common
Foundations be used when developing impact measuremgeit of 5 essential practices used to define
the types of impact measured. The research study emplog&tiMeCommon Foundations as a new
methodology to develop impact measurements for community focused and affordable housing projects or
initiatives. The CAIM focuses on making impact measurement easier for social purpose organizations
(CAIM, 2020). An individual utilizing the CAIM Common Foundations to develop impact measures
could still combine the approach with SROI to represent the displayed data in a per dollar invested in
project versus per dollar in community or environmental benefit generated. Thetteéo@ommon
Foundations act as a starting point in the impact measurement process, and what is done with the

measured data is dependent on what the goal of measuremedestified by the individual completing



the studyFor instance, an organizatiomy want to evaluate environmental performance by assessing
decreased utility usage. This may be measured directly by kilpeafiour usage over time as an impact
measuralesigned utilizing the Common FoundatioHewever, if the organization has idered

decreasing the costs of utilities as a priority, the practitioner may take this indicator set further by

assessing the decreased energy costs associated with decreased usage. This information can then be used
to calculate the SROI of the project, regasted on a dollar invested basis. Practitioners must understand

the objectives to define such impact measures and understand the most effective methodology to employ.
Throughout the study, 5 essential practices associated with the Common Foundatieiesrateto and

defined. The 5 essential practices are as follows; (1) describe intended change; (2) use indicators; (3)
collect useful information; (4) gauge performance and impact; (5) communicate and use results (CAIM,

2021). Future sections of the studyer to the outcomes of each of the essential practices.

Problem Statement
Ontario has an affordable housing shortage which has been linked to a lack of funding in the

sector Pomeroy, 2017 According to an audit completed by the Office of the Aud&eneral of Ontario,
Ontario has not fulfilled its duty to provide affordable housing in Ontario, with only 2% of housing stock
per total population, versus Denmark and England with 8% and 11% respectively (OAGOTREXEL7).
section outlines the currensiges associated with impact measurement in the affordable housing sector
while encouraging the streamlining of impact measures as a way to alleviate suchrigsagets.
measurement can be used as a tool to uniformly value the community benefits of kffoodsing

projects and encourage additiopablic orprivate investment in the industiympact measurement can

help access sustainabiliyked debt instruments as evidence for existing project success or estimations
for future projectsAdditionally, impact measurement can be used inghafit housing which emphasizes
other external community benefits such as environmental efficiencies, community building, or general

tenant wellbeing.

To help managbroadaffordablehousingscarcity in Ontario, it ifmportantto efficiently use
projectfunding.Examples of this may be sefmough a nosprofit considering which project to invest in,
a housing provider prioritizing potential projects on site, or investors determining whisimgsites
should be selectetivhen determining which projects should receive fundioegsideration can be made
againstseveral factors including social, environmental, and economic benefits to determine which
projects will create the highest communitntributions. Research has begun to quantify these benefits,
includingby the CMHC (2018) which utilizethe SROI methodology to understand the holistic benefits

of these projects.



Creating a common set of assessment indicatnde effective in strediming measuremento
value housing projectsith an emphasis on affordabiljtg common set of indicatonsay be beneficial
Impact measuremestudies attempt to value projects holistically. However, current studies have been
primarily completed on a pjectto-project basisoften citing other studies as a starting point for analysis
To create an assessment framework that is broadly applicable, it is important to understand what the
industry has valued to date, and the frequency such measuremeritedravaluedCreating a common
set ofindicators may increase the potential for fitteneworkto be utilized to encourage best practices
when building or investing inommunity focusethousing projects. By prioritizing a project based on the
social returror community impact, it is possible for practitioners to select housing projects which place
increasecmphasis on providing safe, adequate, quality housing as represented in the assessment

framework.

Research Purpose, Questions, and Objectives
The purpose of the research study is to understand andhnalsmg projects emphasizing

community benefitérom a 3pillar perspective, including social, environmental, and economic indicators.

To fulfill this purpose, the research objectives of theystue as follows:

RO1: Understand the social, environmental, and econeonitributionsof implementingcommunity
focused and@ffordable housing projects.
RO2: Developa comprehensivassessment framework which can be usetkt@lop impact

measuremen@andvaluecommunityfocusedhousing projects.
To achieve the research objectives, the proposed research aims to address the following questions:

RQ1: What are the notraditional (social, environmental, economic) commuiritpactsof community
focusedhousing projects in Ontario?

RQ2: Whatarethe estimated financigbroxies forthe nontraditional (social, environmental, economic)
impact®

RQ3: Whatimpactsare costeffective to capture and how does assessing them change the valuation of
community focusetiousing projects in Ontario?

KeyTerms
This section definesve key terms used throughout the study; (1) Affordatbdeising; (2)
Community Focuse(B) Sogal Enterprise; (4) Impact Measuremgef) Social Purpose Organizatioh

summary table can be found in Appentlix

According to the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, housing is considered affordable
when it costs | ess mcone (CMBO 2018). for thenpurposedof theiredearahl 6 s



study, a broader definition of affordable housing will be used to highlight the flexible nature of the final

framework. The Ontario government notes:

ifAffordabl e housi ng g ewtemaoadratapcomeehdusehodds, pricedh ou s i n
at or below the average market rent or selling price for comparable housing in a specific

geographic areaoppl@3t ari o Govbdt, 2018,

When referring to affordable housing within the research paper, this aefiwill be broadly used to
indicate housing which is more affordable for tenants, although, not always falling within 30% of a

t enant 0MKousing mrajentethat build affordability into the housing model may include those
which emphasize environmenhegidficiencies leading to lower costs for tenants or decreased rental costs.

Community focused housimrojects refer to thosghich do not need to inherently focus on unit
affordability to create community impact. This broadly refers to projekish attempt to go beyond
providing adequate housing by considering the impact on the tenant and surrounding community. This
may include projects that focus on environmental efficiencies on the property, regardless of the cost
impact for the tenant.€., reusingrainwatej. This can also be fegrofit developers focused on building
community space or events to encourage socialization. At its core, this definition recognizes that impact
can be created even in market value rental properties. Such berefidshe recognized and promoted
by the project facilitator or funders.

Throughout the study the research highlights the applicability of such framework to Social
Purpose Organizations and Social Enterprises. A social enterprise can be dedimedgagization with
blended goals to generatevenuenhile also attempt to achieve other social or environmental goals
(Elson & Hall, 2012) Therefore, it is possible for Social Enterprises to be profitable while contributing
positively to social and environmental domains. Social Purpose Organizations are not inherently
profitable and may have other ways of generating income to sustain opgr&tiich organizations can
include norprofits and charities in addition to social enterprises or other profitable organizations with a
social missiofRamp, 2019)Due to the broad nature of the final framework, this definition was left
general asherecontinues to be a wide range of housing organizatidrish may emphasize community

benefit projects

The research study refers to the concept of impact measurement. Impact measurement has been

defined by the&slobal Impact Investing Networks:



Al dgnnigf and considering the positive and negat
people and the planetnd then figuring out ways to mitigate the negative and maximize the
positive in alignment with oneds goalso (GIIN,

This broad concept ofripact measurement will be used throughout the study to display the goals of

impact measurement, in an attempt to capture business impacts.

Significance of Study
By illustrating the economic value that is facilitateddmynmunity focusethousing projectskey

stakeholders can identify where resource reallocations from aligned areas can be made to enhance the
impacts of affordable housing or meet other community priorifileis. section highlights the significance

of developing an impact measurement framwfor the communityfocused and affordable housing
sectorsln particular, investors ithe housing spaaa municipalities comparing projects can utilize the
framework to compare projects against a common bas€limesmaller projects, impact measureineam

be used to justify allocation of funding towards initiatives such as implementing community gardens or
other workshopsCreating an assessment framework will encourage stakeholders to incorporate metrics
in decision making which may otherwise go deeked. The assessment framework will allow impact
investors to more efficiently allocate their limited investment funds. With tangible metrics, investors can
assess projects from a holistic perspective creating additional benefits in the surroundingitggmmu

while simultaneously meeting impact measurement expectations for impact investment.

Previous research used to value affordable housing projects has frequently used SROI
methodology (CMHC, 2018; Miller, 2016; CHA, 2014; Kempton, 20The newly devidpedCommon
Approach to Impact Measuremd@AIM) Common Foundations has not been used to develop impact
measurements in this conteXxhe CAIM Common Foundations are a set of essential practices which can
be used to develop impact measurements from a holistic perspective, within Social Purpose
Organizations. The Common Foundations essential practices fulfills the requirements of pdoer im
measurement guidelines, such as SROI, Theory of Change, or Demonstrating Value (CAIM, 2020). It has
taken such requirements to provide additional information to the user of the framework, centering Social
Purpose Organizations in all documentatibims increases the usability of the framework, to help with
the unique challenges Social Purpose OrganizationsAddgionally, it allows for increased flexibility
in the impact measurement development prqaelsich is necessary in the exaranging affodable
housing industryThe CAIM is a standard which has bgegomotedoy the Ontario No+Profit Network
(ONN, n.d.).



The CAIM methodologymaybest support the needs of an assessment framework to value
affordablehousing projects because of its focudleribility, while encouraging standardand meeting
the requirements of other impact measurement frameworksdotitioners anthvestor CAIM, 2019).
Housing focusing on building affordability and community benefits cacobglex and can take seaér
different forms. By utilizing the CAIMCommon Foundationshe assessment framework can take into
consideration the different facetssafch potential projectshile developing a thorough set of impact
measurement indicatorAs the first known housingssessment framework to utilize this methodology,
the indicatorsnaybe more comprehensive, while being grounded in both theory and practice. Further, by
utilizing this methodology the indicators that are developed are supported by a feedback prodess with
stakeholders. This ensures that the assessment framework will be accepted by stakeholders who intend to
use the framework in practicAdditionally, the essential practices adhere to the practices of other impact
measurement standards, which reducesigk of implementing a newly developed framewdie
Common Foundations are centered around Social Purpose Organizations, which may make it easier to
alter measurement indicators as expectations within the industry shift. Individuals who implement the
assessment framework can refer to the Common Foundations for guidelines on how to alter and develop

measurement indicators which best align with their organization.

The project aims to add to existing literature seeking to vaoenunity focusethiousing
projects emphasizing those which create additional affordability for ten@ihtesdeveloped framework
will attempt to verify the significance of existing documented indicators, and add additional indicators
outlined by key stakeholdeftom the industryBy utilizing a new methodology for selecting indicators,
project indicators can be assessed in a new context, delivering additional information relgeant to
development of impact measurementémmunity focused anaffordable housingFurther, the resecin
will display the most appropriate data to measured, to effectively assess housing anojéciisatives
from a holistic perspective while encouraging standardizatitthough interview data collection is
focused on Ontario, Canada, information gdifrem the assessment may be applicable across Canada
and beyond. When utilizing the framework outside of Ontario, it may be important for practitioners to
ground the selected indicators in the context of the respective region, eliminating indicatorare/ich

applicable to the locale.

Overview of Research Methodology
The research study is a medtiakeholder initiative which attempts to understand key impact

measurements which can be utilized in the contegbofmunity focused housing, with an emphasis on
affordable housing. The research methodology applies a sést&gyes to align with thEommon

Approach to Impact Measureme@AIM) Common Foundations, a set of 5 essential practices for
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developing impact measurement indicators in Social Purpose Organizations. To apply both academic
theory and practical knowledgéimpact measurement, the Common Foundations were applied.
Academic data collection occurs through a content analysis of existing indicatorstrestured

interviews with affordable housing professionals, afida case studyerification of the frameork. To
adhere to the Common Foundations, the practical application of the framework also involved developing
a Theory of Change model and outlining stages for frameworkiabée one displays a highavel

overview of how thecademic theory and practiéampact measurement tool align to create the

underpinning methodology for the study.

Methods Used in Study
The research study adheres to the overardbikidyl Common Foundations, in an attempt to

align academic theory with a practical standard for impasasurement. The Common Foundations
involves a series of 5 Essential Practices, all which are employed throughmsgdarch projecthe

main data collectiofor the research projeotcurswhile performingessential Practice 2J6ing
Performance Mease9 and 4 Gauging Performance and Impgadthis section highlights the data which
was collected while performing these two essential pracfi@dde 1 highlights the relationship between
the academic methodology, framework development componentdheandrimon foundations essential
practices.

Tablel: Overview of the relationship between the Common Foundations Essential Practice, academic methodology used for
data collection and verification, and the framework developneamhponents

Framework Common Common Academic Framework
Development | Foundations Foundations Methodology Development
Stage EssentialPractice | Essential Practice Components
Alignment Description
1.1Pre Essential Practice| Planning intended Theorizeal potential
planning 1 change change, reflected in
Theory of Change

model fa project.

2.1Evidence Essential Practice| Using performance | Completd structured
collection 2 measures content analysis of
existing literature
related to benefits of
affordable and
community focused
housing

2.2 Completed frequency
analysis on impact
measurements found i
the literature

2.3 Completel semi
structured interviews
with affordable housing
professionals.
Presergd content
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analysis findings for
verification and
supplementation.
3.1Framework | Essential Practice| Collecting useful Developed
devdopment 3 information methodology for
weighting and
prioritizing
indicators. Proposk
potential
considerationsvhen
determining
relevance of impact
measures.

4.1 Practical EssentiaPractice | Gauge performance | Completed case study| Documented results
Application 4 and impact with affordable housing related to framework
provider, the United use.

Property Resource
Corporation.

5.1 Essential Practice| Communicate results Reflected on the use
Communicate | 5 of the framework.
Framework to be
made available in the
future.

Essential Practice 2J6ing Performance Measujascludes2 key data sets. First, an initial
structured content analysisascompleted on relevant literatudéscussing affordable housing benefits,
valuation indicators, and related financial proxigsis included existing SROI and general impact
measurement studie®nce the dataascollected, analyzed, and mappedHe respectiveategories
(environmentalsocial, and economic categorigswaspresented to 7 key industry professionals. During
this stage professionaldentifiedthe effectiveness and relevance ofitigicators andighlightedgaps in

measurement wheggplicable

Essential Practice 4 (@ging Performance and Impaatyolvedcompleting a case study with
the United Property Resource Corporatfbi?RC) where the proposed framework is implemented in a
practical setting. During this case study, indicateeseproposed from a pragmatic peestive, taking
into consideration the potential costs of measurement. Additionally, the caséostkety tounderstand
what indicators tadoptbased on proje@nd organizationgrioritiesand feedback from UPRC as

housing practitioners

Human Researdithics Clearance
This research has received ethics clearance from the University of Waterloo Office of Research,

Ethics number 43479 for human participation
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Introduction
Techniques formpact measurementanedeveloped as a way to supplement traditional economic

processes to understand the impact on a community from a given project or organization (Maas & Liket,
2011). Impact measurement can take many forms, with multiple standards and guidelines emerging to
manage this organizational process (Emerson, 2003; Nicholls, 2009; Auerswald, 2009). As impact
measurement has become more popular, the use case for impact measurement has also increased,
particularly for organizations which provide value through socialeanvironmental changes (Doherty et

al., 2014). In the affordable housing industry, impact measurement has beémvedad projects and
understand the associated community benefits (CMHC, 2018; CCEA, 2015; Miller & Robertson, 2018).
This section attempts define impact measurement, the use cases for impact measumeristing
methodologies for impact measuremdnirther this section highlightdenefits identifiedn community
focused and affordable housijrtbe costs associated with impact measwent, and how bounded

rationality can impact the ability to measure impact.

Definingimpact Measurement
There is no single way impact measurement is defined in the literyr@ct measurement

broadly can be defined as the measurement of sdwalge for a particular group, associated with

targeted activities from a project, involving either positive or negative impacts (Buckland & Hehenberger,
2021, Muir & Bennett, 2014 Within the literature, this concept has been applied using severagdiffer
terms including social accounting (Nicholls, 200&)cial value (Auerswald, 2009; Santos, 20%ayial

return or social return on investment (Maier, 2(B#ierson et al., 2000§icholls et al., 2012). Although

each term has a unique perspective erstibject, each broadly encompasses the concept of measuring
social and environmental value created throoigfanization objectivesiot typically captured in

traditional accounting modelBor the purpose of the literature review, any definition whicmgtts to

capture the social and environmental value created through businesses will be considered.

The Use Case for Impact Measurement
Impact measurement is used in the literature to justify a variety of business decisions. The

following section outlines the importance of impact measurement as understood for social purpose
organizations, the relevance of impact measurement when congitlepiact investments, and other

external factors leading to an uptake in impact measurement.

Importance
Measuring valuéas long been amportant concept fodecision making in many organizations,

regardless of industry (Berry & Aurum, 2006). In sociagmse organizations, that value is in part the
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social and environmental contributions to society as outlined by organizational mission and objectives
(Doherty et al., 2014). Therefore, it is a natural progression to expect the value created by sosial purp
organizations to be measurdthe Guide to Social Impact Measurement published by the Centre for

Social Impact (2014) outlines the importance of impact measurement as to clarify goals, how to achieve
them, and analyze when and where they are occuiMog & Bennett, 2014)It is important for

organizations with a social purpose to measure impact as it is included in the value the organization
brings to all stakeholders and shareholders, aligning with the goals of the orgarfRatien& Kramer,

2019). When data is not appropriately measuring social impact, any results obtained from them may have
little validity (Rawhouser et al., 2017)hese ideas are mirrored in a study completeBdyaket and
Yousefpour (2014yvhich outlines the perceived valogimpact measurement in organizatiass

sharing achievement and knowledge with stakeholders, benchmarking programs for advancement based

on measurement findingandunderstanding lonterm impacts

Studies have noted potential consequences when ratunireg the impact of a social purpose
organizationA study completed by Ormiston and Seymour (2011) recognized that social
entrepreneurship ventures may have a disconnect between outlined social mission, and the impacts that
are measured intheorganizatn, coi ning this as the d6dmeasuring
p ar a &axial purposerganizationgouldfocus more on growth metrics related to expanding, rather
than impact measurements that assess the successfulness or programs relatedhtozkoorgnission
(Ormiston & Seymour, 2011BRy avoiding impact measurement, it is also possible to overlook potential
unintendechegative impacts of the organizational projects or gdadaé & Liket, 201). Social purpose
organizations can overlook nay@ impacts of the organization under the assumption that they are doing
good (Jepson, 2005).

Impact Investing
Impact investing is an emerging investment mettagly which attempts to seek both social and

financial return Combs, 2013 In essence, impact investing attempts to make a profit while still
encouraging social and environmental change through funding measuresi(Bvige & Emerson,
2011).However, the car concept of businesses having a responsibility to provide more than just financial
returns, can battributed to Porter and Kramer (1999) on the concept of creating shared value in business.
This emerging field has had significant tractaomd by2018, Caada reported approximately $14.75

billion in impact assets under management (RIA, 2008select investments that meet the goals of
providing social and environmental benefits alongside financial return, methodologies must be employed
to accurately asss the impact of such projectis desire to measure the impact of social and

environmental benefits is a focus of impact investing (Reeder & Colantonio, 2013).
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Impact investing has no single way to assess projects or organizations to determinalthadoci
environmental returns alongside the financ@though several measurement systems have evolved to aid
in the proceséReeder & Colantonio, 20)3However, at the core, some level of impact measurement is
utilized to justify returns to stakeholdessgrawal & Hockerts (2018) outline the common stages used
when assessing potential impact investments, outlthi@geed foresearchert conduct studies to
compare different impact meassit® quantitatively relate social and environmental outcomes.

Reeder & Colantonio (2013) outline potential strategies for determining whether to invest in an
impact investment, outlining the importance of impact measurement based on an organizations data,
publicly available information such as interviews, and useittibormation to determine whether to invest.
A study completed by Chen & Harrison (2020) looks to understand what practitioners are truly
implementing when quantifying and maintaining impact for impact investment, finding 4 caseffDrie

Appraising invetment; (2) Track performance; (3) Strategize decisiaking; (4) Report impact.

Understanding external factors
Organizations are facing a shift which encourages consideration for environmental and social

impacts.F r e e m2009aSsakeholder Theory underpins this societal shift, understanding that businesses
should create value for customers, suppliers, employees, and communities alongside shareholders. This
desire to create value can be supported by impact measurémdatstading the impact that has been

made by investing in a project or organizatiay be important for shareholders, wlesaluatingf the
investment was justifie@Schiff et al., 2016)Through impact measurement, organizations and investors
can efficiently docate project funding where impact is greatésis section highlights the external

pressures associated with increased impact measurement such as increased societal pressures and

increased expectation of reporting.

Other standards, frameworks, andifieations have evolved to support societal changes in
considering social and environmental impact. The Global Reporting Initiative has created a standard for
measuring and reporting on certain organization impacts such as GHG emissions, providing common
language to report such results (GRI, 2021). This standard has been widely adopted to report and measure
impact of organizations globally. The Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) is another framework which was
created to help organizations understand and une@&nvironmental impact (CDP, 202BCORP is a
certification program for organizations to consider, measure, and report impacts against, to prove that the
organization is measuring the social and environmental impact of the organization (BCORP, 2021).
Recently, the US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) has mandated certain disclosure of

Environmental, Social, GovernanSQG information (EY, 2021). These external organizations and
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governing bodies are placing pressure on organizations to ens@a@ is\peing considered, measured,
and reported against.

Impact measurement is becoming increasingly important for organizations which claim to have
significant sociabndbr environmental impacts. A relevant example is Tesla, an organization known for
creating Electric Vehicles and zeemission products. Although it is widely accepted that-eengssion
products have positive benefits on the environment, Tesla was recently kicked out of the S&P 500 ESG
Index(Fox, 2022) This Index scores organizatioms environmental, social, and governance dimensions
with the goal ointegrating ESG indices into core investments (SP Global, 2022). Different concerns
including business ethics and a lack of {oarbon strategy, ultimately led to a score which had Tesla
removed from the index (Fox, 2022). This example displays that there are external factors including
investors, analysts, and stock exchanges which require Tesla to report and measure the impact of the
organization. Without sufficient proof that the orgatian is causing positive changes in the areas of
social and environmental impact, the organization faced repercussions leading to their removal from the

index.

Existing Methodologies for Impact Measurement
Social mpact measuremeat its core is about measuring the social change associated with

targeted activities from a project, both positive and negative (Buckland & Hehenberger, 2021). Standards,
frameworks, and processes have evolved to help effectively measure the impacjedtaopr

organizationThe following section will outlineelatedmethodologies used to measure and quantify the
impact of a particular project or organization includamgoverview oseparate relatetiethodologies,

and more specific explanations of thieeory of Change, Social Return on Investment, and the Common

Approach to Impact Measuremehie to their applicability in the affordable housing industry

Overview of Methodologies
Several methodologies have been employed within the literature to value the impacts of projects

or organizations across different industriess important to note the potential methodologies that can be
used to measure impadtese examples include thkended value approackrerson, 2003 Triple

bottom line accountingSlaper& Hall 2011), social accountingRamanathan, 1976andthe SIMPLE
methodology (McLoughlin et al., 20Q9)hese methodologies have been used throughout the literature,
although no literature was found applying these concepts to the evaluation of affordable housing projects.
This section will highlight three potential impact measurement models including The Theory of Change
(SoPact, 2020), Social Return on Investm(&ROI) (Emerson et al., 2000and theCAIM (Common

Approach, 2021)Each methodology has unique aspects, including how to develop metrics, different

measurement options, and overall procesBasory of Change has been historically used to understand
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whata project will attempt to achieve and is often used as a starting point for understanding impact while
utilizing other measurement frameworks including social return on investment and Common Approach to
Impact Measuremeng&ROlis used to understand themaunt of social value generated from a project per
dollar investedEmerson, 2000)TheCAIM is a new framework which can be used to develop and
understand relevant impact measuy@smmon Approach, 2028nd can be used in combination with the
Theory of hange (to understand project impacts) and SROI (to represent the value per dollar invested
into a project. Each of the three discussed methodologies can be used in strategically different ways

depending on the project goals.

Theory of Change
The Theoryof Change modébs a method that attempts to document the impact an organization or

project will attempt to achieve, while including the immediate and-teng steps and activities

necessary to achieve such goals. This includes five components; (1) (Bpéistivities; (3) Outputs; (4)
Outcomesand(5) Impact (SoPact, 2020yhis theory has been applied to help determine the impact of a
project or organization, prior to attempting to calculate the beBgfitnonitoring and measuring the

outputs and dgomes in a theory of change, impact measurement can be calculated (Rogerg, 2014).

paper by Jackson (2013) outlines that the Theory of Change model in impact measurement is an essential
practice, further stating that implementing such model and makindplic to all stakeholders can

encourage better results, by understanding at a fundamental level what a project is trying to achieve.

Other measurement methodologies encourage the use of the Theory of Change model to
determine the relational impacts opmject, including both Social Return on Investment (Social Value
UK, 2020) and the Common Approach to Impact Measurement (Common Approach Ari)gh
Chen & Harrison (2020) through a set of informed questionnaires found that practitioners ametoften

utilizing the Theory of Change Method for measuring impact related to impact investment.

Social Return on Investment
The concept of social return on investment was developed by the Roberts Enterprise

Development Fund in 2000, with the goal of measnrg s oci al benefits generat e
investigating outcomes (Emerson et al., 2000). Since the initial development of the SROI methodology,

Social Value UK has created documentation and standards to help implement the initial concépt (Socia

Value UK, 2012)It is now widely accepted that there &principles of SROI; (1) Establishing scope

and identifying stakeholders; (2) Mapping outcomes; (3) Evidencing outcomes and giving them a value;

(4) Establishing impact; (5) Calculating the SROI; (6) Reporting, using, and embedding (Nicholls et al.,

2012).
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Since development, SROI has been used by social purpose organizations, public and private
sectors, and both for profit and rtor-profit organizationgNicholls et al., 2012)In the area of
affordable housing such examples include the Housing RedRepurtby the Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation (2018), BC Housing SROI Analyses (Constellation Consulting, 2016; Constellation
Consulting 2018)pr the Cunninghame House Association (20&gprt on the regeneration of an
affordable housing projecBROI has widely been adopted in the area of affordable housing to calculate

the social impact of projects.

Common Approach to Impact Measurement
The Common Approach to Impact Measurement is a flexible, commdiritn impact

measurement standard whiwas created to make impact measurement easier for-pagpase

organizations. The standard was developed as an initiative of the Ontario Social Enterprise Strategy. This
led to the Social Enterprise Management Task Force, which recognized a nefeixibieaimpact
measurement plan, leading to the development c€&i&1 (Common Approach, 2021). The standard
recognizes that Social Purpose organizations have different redatgsl to impact measurement; (1)
Effectively allocate resources to socialugkreation; (2) Be successful in pursing social mission; (3)
Increase internal and external collaboration; (4) Capture evidence to support activities (Beer, 2021). Due
to the unique challenges and social lens such organizations ha@#IMeattempts tdocus on these

key challenges.

The CAIM emphasizes that there is no single way to identify impact measurement indicators,
rat her , it is important to remain flexible to sel
challenges. Remaining fleie is core to the development of the standard, to ensure adoption can occur.
To achieve these goals, the standard has developed a library of supporting documents including standards,

tools, and documentation to help with the implementation (Common Agpr2@21)

At the time of writing, theCAIM Common Standards are still under construction. Currently, The
Common Foundations (a minimum standardfdtro wo0 t o measur e i mpact), and
Standard (a system for organizing impact data) are complete. In progress is The Common Form (form
outlining the essential components of an impact report), and The Common Framework (outline for
organizatbns to choose the most important measurements) are still under construction (Common
Approach, 2021).

The Common Foundations are a set of 5 essential practices which should be used to develop a set
of impact measurements for social purpose organizaf®ABV, 2020). The 5 essential practices align

with other standards such as Social Return on Investifieebry of Change, and Demonstrating Value.
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However, the Common Foundations documentation attempts to streamline these practices, in a way which
is most @plicable to Social Purpose Organizations by centering all documentation around the unique
perspectives of these organizatig@&IM, 2020). The Common Foundations implement these practices

in a way that is flexible while still encouraging a standard.rBgi€émenting the Common Foundations,

an organization has fulfilled the requirements for many of the other standards, which may increase buy

of the standard from interested stakeholders. The Common Foundations can also be used in combination
with other inpact measurement standards such as the Global Reporting Initiative, the Impact
Measurement Project, or B CORP certifications. By implementing other standards such as SROI, the
Common Foundations Essential Practices may have been fulfilled. However, theoG@dmundations

have not been used, so implementing such practices as outlined by the CAIM may lead to different results
due to the existing differencesthin eachimpact measurement toddditionally, the documentation for

the Common Foundations makegasy for the practitioners to understand, implement, and adhere to

such practices in relation to organization go@lsch documentatiocan be found on the CAIM website,
presented in an easily accessible format for all individuals completing impactreraasatistudies

(CAIM, 2020).

Identified Benefits of Affordable Housing
Providing affordable housing has the potentiajéoeratdenefits that are often not captured in

typical costbenefitanalysis.This section highlights potential benefits that hagerbhistorically

identified when projects build additional affordability when compared to market rate rental housing
projects.The additional benefits may be driven by additional initiatives implemented at the project site.
Such benefits are not likely ticcur in every affordable housing projecid it is assumed that a qualified
practitioner has assessed the benefits prior to identifying and measuring within the litAsahanesing
prices increase across Canallia¢re, 2022, these benefits will become increasingly importaiot.
understand these impacts, initial literature scans were completed to understand where impacts can be seen
in the communityDuring this process, studies that were considered included academic walitbgatire
which emphasized benefits of adequate, affordable, and environmentally conscious housing. These
studies ranged from academic studies on specific aspects of housing to general SROI studies which
measured benefits of affordable housifilge iderified benefits found in the literature are grouped into 3
categories; (1) Environmental indicators; (2) Social indicators; (3) Indirect economic indiBatoesits
focus on changes that can ocuaithin housing projectddeally those that can be measiior quantified

in some way. The following sections outline key areas of impact for environmental, social, and indirect
economic indicators, respectiver.summary of the literature and sabtegories is provided in Tal?e

Many studies included in TabdR have several (10+) indicators and categories tracked. The table is not a
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comprehensive representation of every noted benefit in the study, rather, a highlight of the general
literature findings and categories.

Table2: Literaure Review, affordable housing benefits overview

Category Subcategory withCitation

Energy and greenhouse gas efficiencies within the property
(Pullen et al., 2010; CHA, 201€MHC, 2018

Water efficienciesRullen efal., 2010 Brod et al., 2020)
Environmental Indicators Green design, construction, and retrofitting strate@d4HC,
2017; Tsenkova & Youssef, 2012; Pullen et al., 2010)
Ecology of site anthe inclusion ofurban agriculturén
planning(Puri & Smith, 2019)

EnergyProduction (The Good Economy, 2020; Puri & Smith,
2019)

Health benefit§{CMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014; Miller & Ofrim,
2016 Zon et al, 2014; Bowe& Quintiliani 2019)

Crime and SafetyGMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014; Miller et al.,
Social Indicators 2018

General child welfare (CCEA, 2015; Constellation Consultin
2019; ERHA, 2013; Frontier Economic, 2014; Miller et al.,
2018; Suttor et al., 2015; VWHA, 2010)hi | dr en 6 s
(CCEA, 2015; Constellation Consulting, 2019; The Good
Economy, 2021), childrn 6 s ment al healt
VWHA, 2010) access to youth and family support programs
(ERHA, 2013, Mackinnon & Alolo, 2015).

Educational attainment and performaf@CMHC, 2018; Miller
et al., 2018; Think Impact, 2016)

Enhanced stabilitfCMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016; CHA,
2014 Miller et al., 2018; VWHA, 2010; ERHA, 2013,
Mackinnon & Alolo, 2015).

Personal Financial improvements; increased savings or
disposable income (CMHC, 2018; Millerat, 2018; Ravi &
Reinhardt, 2011; Think Impact, 2016) potential to repay deb|
(Fujiwara, 2013; Hightown, 2019)

Employment gainsGonstellation Consulting, 2019; Think
In-Direct Economic Indicators | Impact, 2016; Mackinnon & Alolo, 2015; CHA, 20Q1#creased
job readiness antaining CHA, 2014; Kraatz & Thomson,
2017

Decreased costs on public serviaqestuced welfare costs
(CMHC, 2018; Think Impact, 2016&}rain on health, justice, ar

20



emergency services to support crisis situations (Hightown, 2
Miller & Robertson, 2@4; Suttor et al., 2015)

Job creationNliller & Ofrim, 2016; CCEA, 2015Zon et al.,
2014)

Environmental Indicators
Environmental benefits withiaffordablehousing projects have been identified by several studies

(CMHC, 2018; CMHC, 2017; Miller, 2016; Pullen et al., 2010; Bradshaw et al., 2005). Efficiency has
been recognized as a broad approach to indicator measurement. Greenhouse gas emissions have been
noted as a key target that can be quantified in terms of economic benefit by directly measuring the
potential savings (CMHC, 2018; Pullen et al., 2010; CHA, 2014). Pullen et al. (2010) identifies water
efficiency savings as an economic value that can betifjgdrwithin affordablehousing unitsOther

studies also highlight water efficiency (Brod et al., 2R@&atz & Thomson, 2017Design,

construction, and retrofit strategies have also been identified as a key determinant for economic benefits
(CMHC, 20T7; Tsenkova & Youssef, 2012; Pullen et al., 2010).

Research completed by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) (2016) outlines
energy savings at a case study property, Bois Elleop@oative Residence, in Quebec. The case study
project focusd on designing a property that is l@wergy and suitable for affordable housing. The
project focused on 4 criteria to inform sustainability decisions in the building including: energy
efficiency, comfort for residents, durability of building, and resitie of building. The results included a
42% reduction in energy use and 70% reduction in heating energy use. The paper did not place emphasis
on the economic value of these contributions, although it was recognized for its cost savings (CMHC,
2016).This dudy highlights the benefits of implementing additional environmental sustainability

measures in housing projects, recognized by the cost savings.

A study completed by Puri & Smith (2019) focuseswore general benefits of greening in
affordable housingrojects such as tteirrounding ecology of the building and how it is utilizad;ess
to greenspace and increasing biodiversity, the integration of urban agriculture on site, and responsible
water use. Such indicators were outlined for the potentiat@mviental benefits associated with the
programs, without emphasizing an economic value of such projects. Puri & Smith (2019) and The Good
Economy (2020) further seek to encourage energy production in affordable housing projects to decrease

costs over timewhile providing additional clean energy sources.

Social Indicators
Social indicators have been a major focus across many studies which attempt &ffoediable

housing projects netraditionally (CMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014, Think Impact, 2018hcial indicators can
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vary greatly depending on the project interventions; therefore, this section highlights potential benefits
although such benefits would not exist in every housing prdjastassumed that benefits were identified
using adequate derlying research and practical project knowledgstudy completed by the

Constellation Consulting Group (2019) investigated the social impact from a shelter located in Calgary.
This study utilized a SROI methodology to collect, interpret, and valusottial returns. The study
concluded that for everyone dollar invested into operating the shelter, close to five dollars in social and
economic valuavas generated. This is not including several indicators which the study identified but
could not assign arfancial proxy to quantify (Constellation Consulting, 2019). This value displays the
economic return from netraditional indicators which are indirectly generatedaffgrdablehousing

while also highlighting that not all benefits have identified finahproxies and can be valued

economically

A general theme was identified across several studies, noting health benefits as one economically
valued social indicator (CMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014; Miller & Ofrim, 2018)ch benefits vary on a
projectto-projectbasis, depending on the specific project goals, initiatives, and target popul@tioris
Impact, 2016Miller et al., 2018 Constellation Consulting, 2019This is further supported by Bowen
and Quintiliani (2019) which identified a relationship betwseciceconomic status and overall health.

Health benefits are often valued by the decrease in spending on health associated with having access to
better housing (CMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014). Other health indicators include decrease in social services and
medcal spending (CMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016), decrease in substance abuse (Constellation
Consulting, 2019; Miller & Ofrim, 2016), increase in health quality from increased living standards
(CMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016), and mental health benefiter{ et al, 2014; Constellation

Consulting, 2019)However, the cost of measuring such benefits may be costly as it requires surveying

tenants and seleporting existing health metrics.

Social indicators have the largest quantity of-trawlitional indic#ors that can be economically
valued, as seen across several studies (CMHC, 2018; Zon et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2018). Some of the
commonly noted nohealth related benefits include: increased stability for adults and children (CMHC,
2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016; CHA, 2014), decrease in child welfare involvement (Miller et al., 2018;
Miller & Ofrim, 2016), decrease in crime and increased safety (CMHC, 2018; CHA, 2014; Miller et al.,
2018), access to transportation (CMHC, 2018; Think Impact, 2016), andvietheducation and literacy
(CMHC, 2018; Miller et al., 2018; Think Impact, 2016).

Across the literature an emphasis was placed on the social benefits associated with providing
families and children access to affordable housing (CCEA, 2015; Constefatisulting, 2019; ERHA,
2013; Frontier Economic, 2014; Miller et al., 2018; Suttor et al., 2015; VWHA, 2010). This emphasis
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highlights children of tenants in affordable housing can see additional benefits from having access to
affordable, quality housingyhich may impact the lonterm success of such children. Such benefits
include increase in childrenbdés confidence (CCEA,
Economy, 2021), improved mental health (Miller et al., 2018; VWHA, 2010), and increasess &0

youth and family support programs (ERHA, 2013, Mackinnon & Alolo, 2015).

IndirectEconomidndicators
Indirect &onomic indicators are difficult to identify due to the overlap in categories. Indicators

that directly impact the economics of fihdividual or community were identified as economic indicators.
Benefits can vary greatly depending on the project goals; therefore, it is assumed that such consideration
was made prior to utilizing the metric in existing studies. This section emphtmizesvhich have

already been identified by housing professiornatanmonly identified indicators include: increase in
disposable income in the community (CMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016; Suttor, 2015), increase in full
time and part employment (Constéillen Consulting, 2019; Think Impact, 2016; Mackinnon & Alolo,

2015; CHA, 2014), improved job readiness and training (CHA, 2014; Kraatz & Thomson, 2017), reduced
welfare costs (CMHC, 2018; Think Impact, 2016), and increase in operational and management jobs
(Miller & Ofrim, 2016; CCEA, 2015).

A study completed by Zon et al. (2014) analyzed the macroeconomic benafiterdéble
housing in Ontario. The study uses economic multipliers to display the benefits that investing in
affordablehousing has. Thewsdy evaluated the residential building and construction investment and
found that for every 1 dollar invested it generated an increase in overall gross domestic product by 1

dollar and 52 cents as the investment proceeds through the economy (Zon &#al., 20

Many indirect economic indicators focus on housing as the first step required to help increase the
financial situation of lonincome individuals. Firstly, noted is the decrease cost of rent, leading to
increased savings or disposable income (CMHC, 2012\t al., 2018; Ravi & Reinhardt, 2011;
Think Impact, 2016) and potential to repay debt (Fujiwara, 2013; Hightown, 28f&) accessing
housing, studies have found that tenants and children of tenants may pursue further education, increasing
job readness (CHA, 2014; Kraatz & Thomson, 2017; Zon et al., 2@#er studies have further noted
that increased participation in workforce may ensue after accessing housing, either-turee martul-
time rate (Barnes et al., 2018; Cohen & Wardrip, 2014,2014).

Although not all individuals who access affordable housing are homtese, which emphasize
housing projects for homeless and underhoused individuals may create additional indirect economic

benefitsbecause of the increased social costamh@lessness. Such costs include increased strain on
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health, justice, and emergency services to support crisis situations (Hightown, 2019; Miller & Robertson,
2014; Suttor et al., 2015). These costs are increased when considering family homelessness, furthe
including the longterm impacts of youth incarceration (Suttor et al., 2015; Think Impact, 2016) and
preventative healthcare (CMHC, 2018; Enterprise, 2010; Zon et al., 2014).

Current SROI @ommunity Focused amdfordable Housing
Affordable housing pojects were traditionally evaluated withaamparinghe additional

communitybenefits of social or environmental indicators (Buzzelli, 2009). However, in recent years the
literature has shifted to include more holistic indicators fowtieationof affordablehousing projects
utilizing tools including social return on investmé@MHC, 2018; Kraatz & Thomson, 2017; Kempton

& Warby, 2011). This transition reveals that the literature has begun to recognize thaidtmnal
indicators can lead tealuablebenefits that should be quantified when assesgingmunity focused and
affordablehousing projectsAlthough indicators are particularly relevant to those projects which build
affordability in housing, community focused indicators can also be valhed attempting to initiate

new projects or initiatives which emphasize benefits outside of direct economic return.

The Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (2018) has completed an initial valuation
utilizing SROI methodology. The study analyzedsérg indicators and financial proxies from other
studies which employed the SROI methodology. Further, they developed a ranking system to assess the
existing studies on the research type, method, usefulness, reliability, and efficacy. The study mesulted i
the development of an initial framework to be used for quantifying social, environmental, and economic
indicators relevant to theffordablehousing network. The employed methodology is strong; however,
many limitations were identified. One major limitat is the financial data used to quantify the value of
affordablehousing projects. The study notes that the financial indicators did not have a strong basis and
were narrow in design. Additionally, the study lacked loergn financial indicators (CMHC,(.8).

Finally, as not all benefits can be easily quantified economically, intended benefits may be overlooked.

Most literature attempting to val@afordablehousing projects while including ndraditional or
social indicators utilize the SROI framewdBMHC, 2018; Miller, 2016; Think Impact, 2016; CHA,
2014). However, other methodologies have been employed, some focusing on specific benefits of
affordablehousing projects. Pullen and colleagues (2010) develop an assessment framewaork for
affordable andustainable housingighlighting how affordability can be built into housing projects by
prioritizing environmental efficienciedlueller and colleagues (2007) focus on the benefits of affordable
housing on health and education. Crowley (2003) narrowa the impacts of moving to locate

affordable housing and the developmental impacts this has on children.
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Much of the literature intended to vala#ordablehousing focus on regions outside of Canada.
Kraatz & Thomson (2017) focus on valuiaffordablehousing in Australia. Kempton & Warby (2011)
focus on a specific housing model in Scotland. The Cunninghame Housing Association (2014) focus on a
particul ar project | ocated in the United Kingdom.
housing in Augralia. Although these indicators are strong for the geographical context they are exploring,

further examination is necessary to determine which are relevant in the context of Ontario, Canada.

The value ofaffordablehousing projects is often categorized by a combination of 3 factors:
social, environmental, ariddirecteconomic indicators (CMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016; CHA,
2014). The three categories are in line with the SROI guidelines as outlined by Lingdsent(2004).
However, other analyses have been completed which focus on one of the factors. These analyses tend to
focus on a more comprehensive valuation ofsghecific project or initiativéCopiello, 2015; Pullen et
al., 2010; Mueller et al., 2007; @wley, 2003).This highlights the variety of community benefits which
can be seen from implementing community focused and affordable housing projects

Cost of Impact Measurement @ommunity Focused amdfordable Housing
Traditional accountingneasures can be considered a costly, but necessary expense for business

due to regulations such as those implemented through the Canada Revenue @gernop €anada,
2027). Impact measurement has often been compared to traditimstdlenefit analysisas it attempts to
value the organization including valuation metrics that are not captured in traditional str(Mamest
Liket, 201). However, impact measurement costs for social purpose busihesse®t been

extensively explored.

A theory whichcan help understand the costs associated with measurement is Transaction Cost
Economicsinitially developed by Ronald Coase (1937), later popularized by Oliver Williamson (1981)
The theory explains that transaction costs are thoseassisiated with selling a product. Within the
housing industry,mpact measurement can be considered a transacitwhen assessing the
effectiveness of project goals or initiativ8$is can become a transaction oskenthe assessment is
used to impove housing quality, attempt an increase investment in the industry, report value to
stakeholders or institute new programs based on findings. This is because the cost of measurement must
be internalized to the organization in the process of extractiognation(Williamson,1981). However,
some costs are nhinited to the organization. An example is data collecfrom tenantsalthoughdata

collectionhas a cost, there is an additional cost on the tenantgitieg up private information

Cost of neasurement in affordable housing is often overlookes unclear whether the cost of

measuring a particular impact was considered when determining which indicators were relevant to SROI
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studies in the affordable housing spaC¥MHC, 2018;ConstellationConsulting, 2016CHA, 2014. It

may be particularly important for neprofit and social purpose organizations, due to potential resource
constraintsaassociated with the business mogédll et al., 2008 When assessing indicators for impact
measurementhe cost of collecting such data can be considered to minimize the resources associated with
collection, potentially leading to more efficient funding usdges.important to consider such additional

costs and ensure the value of measuring the impazrisified prior to attempting to measure impact.

Bounded Rationality in Impact Measurement
Social mpact measuremeoén be defined as the measurement of social change for a particular

group, associated with targeted activities from a project, invokithgr positive or negative impacts
(Buckland & Hehenberger, 2022/hen applied to areas relating to social or environmental change, we
can assume that our traditional economic structures are not equipped to fully encapsulate the benefits
drawn from suclproject(Maas, 2008)Impact measurement can bridge this gap by considering non

traditional (social, environmental, indireetonomic) benefit€Cohen & Serafeim, 2020)

Thetheory of Bounded Rationality proposed by Simon (1222) be applied to the area of
impact measurement. Bounded rationality at its core explains that humans are bounded by the information
that wecan accesgreating a system in which it is difficult to make fully rational decisions.
Fundamentally, determing all information necessary to make a wholly rational decision could be
extremely costl{Simon, 1972)When applying such logic to business decisions, it is assumed we cannot
make wholly rational decisions because the incurred cost of measurement évdiliate such decision,

may outweigh the benefits associated with the additional information.

Standardizing the impact measurement process may increase the rational-degisiappower
of businesses, particularly social enterprises. Creating stanghiatsoutline potential benefits and areas
to consider gives a baseline for rational decision maddigged with the theory of bounded rationality
(Simon,1972). Further,it may mitigatesome of the potential costs of measurement associated with
boundedationality in decision making. By outlining best practices for what can be measured,
organizations can determine the eeffectiveness of collecting such daBaian Arthur (1992)
investigates the relationship between innovation and bounded ratioegfitginingthat it is not realistic
that individuals can produce repeated results due to unknowns in the detdiimy process.
Recognizing how this can impact the development of impact measurements on atgujejetct basis
is important as each o@nization may prioritize different results, making it difficult to compares
application of bounded rationality displays the importance of understanding the cost of measurement as
an input when determining impact measurements, to narrow the scodysisaand collect the most
information possibléArthur, 1992)
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Literature Gaps
Although there are several different methodologies that are used for valuing the impact of

affordable housing projects, the most common application is SROI in affordabladh(TiSIHC, 2018;

Kraatz & Thomson, 2017; CHA, 2014; Kempton & Warby, 2014ith the area of impact measurement
constantly evolving, it is important to apply other methodologies to understand if key valuation concepts
are being overlooked. The newest melblogy found in the literature is the Common Approach to

Impact Measurement, Common Foundations. Such methodology was developed for social purpose
organizations, of which, affordable housing is considered. No literature was found applying the Common
Foundaions in affordable housing or parallel fields. To expand the potential valuation literature on

affordable housing, the Common Foundations can be applied.

Across the literature, no single standard for impact measurement in affordable housing was found.
The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation has attempted a general overview of potential impact
measurements that can be conside@dKC, 2018. However, the list is not comprehensive for different
types of affordable housing projects and has listed lfioita in development related to the outlined
financial evaluation method€MHC, 2019. Typically, SROI studies on affordable housing are
completed on a projetb-project basis, citing similar projects as the justification for decision making
(Miller & Robertson, 2018; Miller & Offrim, 2016; Think Impact, 2018ynong these projects, it is
difficult to understand if metrics are selected due to best fit as determined by practitioner, or due to access
of applicable metrics. No single bank of potential vabrametrics exists, leading the individual
implementing the study to parse through many studies until they are satisfied with the indicator valuation
set.Expanding the literature available to practitioners to include a comprehensive set of valuation
indicators may increase the calculated impact, enhance the relevance on a project basis, and improve the

number of valuation assessments that are completeffioodadle housing projects.

Throughout the affordable housing valuation literature, there appears to be a lack of consideration for
the cost of measurement associated with impact measurement. It is unclear as to whether cost was a
determining factor wheassessing potentially relevant indicators. Several studies have implemented
tenant surveys to gain an understanding of the impact of implementing affordable hdhsikgrapact,

2014 Miller & Robertson, 2018Mackinnon & Aolo, 2015. However, surveysan be costly to

implementand may involve significant personal data from tenanish as the Woménr Property

Initiative which asked tenants to respond to questions on health, socialization, safety, and children (Think
Impact, 2016). The information praled by tenants to respond to such requests involves providing
personal information, which may come at a cAstimportant consideration in determining which

metrics to measure should be the cost on the housing provider and the individual whose dwja is bei
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collected. An area of literature that should be enhanced is the cost of such metrics, how to identify which
are too costly, and the rationale for making such decisions.

28



Chapter 3: Methodology

The research study is a medtiakeholder initiative wish attempted to utilize multiple data
collection methodologies to create a comprehensive set of impact measurement indicators related to the
housing industry. To align with academic theory and practical theory on impact measurement, the study
implementedhe CAIM Common Foundations, a set of 5 Essential Practices when developing impact
measurements for social purpose organizations. The Common Foundations have yet to be used in this
context, therefore, it is possible the results may differ from existinganmpeasurement studies in
affordable housingl'he following section outlines the research methodology, the CAIM Common
Foundations, how data collection aligns with each of the 5 Essential Practices, and an overview of the

data collected at each stage.

Paiadigms, Epistemological and Ontological Considerations
Thestudyacknowledges the philosophical assumptions that form the basis on the study

methodology. The project is transformative in design, focusing on changing the way that housing projects
arevalued, and how funding is allocated in the sector. This conforms to the expectations of the
transformative worldview according to Creswell (2018). The project has a direct focus on human rights
and social justice as anticipated by the transformativedwiesy (Mertens, 2009). Further, the study

holds an ontological realism design, which is an accepted practice in line which the applied worldview
(Romm, 2015). This is due to the focus on determining a more holistic valuation methodology, with the
goal of mproving decision making in the sector. Overall, the project supports social transformation,

which is fundamental in the design (Romm, 2015).

Summary of Research Methodology
Previous studies which have attempted to valuetraatitional indicators iraffordablehousing

have primarily utilized the SROI methodology (CMHC, 2018; Miller et al., 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 2016).
The research completed in the context of Ontario is limited, lacking a clear set of common indicators
which can be used to value proje®ssearcltompleted by Zon et al. (2014) focuses on the justification
for investing in affordable housing Ontariqg rather than providing an assessment framework for

municipalities. No assessment framework for the province of Ontario was found withiethieite.

The applied methodology will align with ti@AIM, Common Foundations which involves 5
essential practices. Throughout each of the 5 essential practices, relevant methodological considerations
will be outlined. Not all essential practices invotlega collection, however, those that do are listed to
outline how such data aligns with the Common Foundations. The data collection applied throughout the

essential practices include implementing a Theory of Change;steroiured interviews, and a case
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study to verify the results. The following section will further outline the Common Foundations Essential
Practices, the benefits with utilizirlgem, andhe data collection associated with each Essential Practice.

Overview of CAIM Common Foundations
Theresearch will baligned withthe CAIM Common Foundations for impact measureméhe

foundationautilize similar principles as the SROI methodology, focusing on five essential practices that
are necessary for social purpose organizations. HoweveZpthenon Foundationsay haveadditional
benefits including increased stakeholder engagement, flexibility, and an increased focus on impact
measurement (CAIM, 20198y implementing the Common Foundations, the framework is adhering to
the practices of SROhd other impact measurement framewo/ksomparison can be seen in TaBle

displaying how the Essential Practices can be mapped to the stages of SROI

Thebenefitsoutlined in Table3 may increase the reliability and strength of the ovéwailising
impact measuremeframework.The differences will beutlined in thediscussion sectioto understand
if additional benefits were seen from the anticipated flexibility, stakeholder engagameeimphasis on
metric developmenturther, theCAIM approachwas created and intended for driving impact

measurement within social purpose organizations, of which, this research intends to impact.

To address the proposed research questions, thetpsiljacse the CAIMCommon Foundations
minimumstandard for impact measurement, as outlined in the Common Foundations of Impact
Measurement (CAIM, 2019). This framework involveessential practice¢l) planning intended
change; (2) using performance raeees; (3) collecting useful information; (4) gauging performance and

impact; and (5) reporting on resulEach stage involves different research goals.

Table3: CAIM versus SROI mapping
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CAIM _ Potential Benefits/ Differences

Describe Identifying Key CAIM begins by seeking to understand how and what change is being
Intended Change Stakeholders attempted and mapping such outcomes. Combining these stages may be
beneficial for determining stakeholders and mapping inputs, outputs, and
outcomes when compared to SROI. The flexibility in this stage may allow for
more holistic findings.

Mapping Inputs,
Outputs, and Outcomes

Use Indicators Measuring and Valuing After expected values have been understood, CAIM attempts to develop
Outcomes indicators for measurement. During this stage CAIM encourages consultation
with those impacted to develop indicators and the use of existing ones. CAIM
attempts to keep the development of indicators flexible while providing
guidance on the types of indicators that should be prioritized. SROI uses similar
practices in the following stage have has less flexibility and guidance built into
documentation.

Collect Useful Establishing Impact Both SROI and CAIM attempt to determine how to collect data in this stage.

Information CAIM guidance encourages developing indicators with clear data collection
methods which can be measured tear over year to assess progress. Both
achieve similar goals although CAIM provides more guidance on how and what
data to collect.

Gauge Calculating SROI CAIM offers general guidance on how to review and assess performance. Until
Performance and the common framework is finalized, SROI analysis will be applied by
Impact practitioners (deadweight, drop off, displacement, attribution), in-line with the

flexible guidelines provided by CAIM. This will ensure performance is not over-
valued in the calculations, while also using the CAIM to draw conclusions.

Communicate Reporting and Both SROI and CAIM use similar guidelines for reporting on the findings. CAIM
and Use Results Embedding gives additional guidance on revaluation of data and tailoring for your
audience.

To implement the Common Foundations dmsis for the research methodology, each essential
practicewasoutlined with applicable data collection or practical applications. The essential practices with
applicable data collectiomerethen furthemutlined to elaborate on data collection methodology. A
methodology is also proposed to prioritize indicators, as the full set of impact measurement indicators are

not meant for use in each affordable housing study.

Thefirst essential practice, planniirggended changénvolveddeveloping aheory of change
(TOC) model. This modehttemptdo illustrate the expected relationships betwa#ordablehousing
valuation indicators and the economic benefits of said indicators. Further, thisoutitheldthe overall

scope of the project.

The second essential practice, using performance measureimgotiesa structured content
analysis of relevant literature discussing valuation indicators and related financial proxies. This stage
beganto address the rearch questions by seeking to understand what the social and environmental
benefits olcommunity focused anaffordablehousing projects are and what the associated economic
value is. Once the dateascollected, analyzed, and mappedy#ispresented to set of 7 key industry
professionals. The informatiomaspresented in a set of sestructured interviews to determine the

effectiveness and relevance of these indicators.Wassdone t@nsure the indicators can be
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implemented. Further, the interviewsolvedfeedback to supplement the identified indicators to
highlight any gap&rom the perspective of the housing professiolmdbrmation from these interviews
wascoded and represented in the initial indicator list.

Thethird essential practice, dekting useful informationinvolved creating a weighting
methodology to understand the relevance and effectiveness of the indicators from a professional
standpoint. A processasproposed to define the weighting based on theeffsttiveness of colleaty
the data.

Thefourth essential practice, gauge performance and impemgposeda process to collect, fill
in, and analyze data at the municipal level. This stag#vedinputting data from stages one to three in
an accessible format. Further, thiggeattemptedo address the research question whichsiek
understand how valuing ndraditional indicators change the valuatioraéfbrdablehousing projects.

The processvasverified using aase studjrom the United Property Resource Corporation.

The fifth essential practic&eommunicate resultivolveddeveloping a technical document to
explain the process and encourage practitioners to replicate these results on independent projects. The
technical documernihcludesitems such as the document outlining the indicators and financial proxies,
information @ how to use the documents, explanation of indicator selection, and information about the
CAIM framework.

Theory of Change
TheTOC Model is a Bstep process used for impact measurement, with the goal of understanding

social and environmental issues, aotvtihey can be impacted by a particular organization or project
(SoPact, 2020). The 5 stages of Theory of Change include mapping (1) Inputs; (2) Activities; (3) Outputs;
(4) Outcomes; (5) Impact. Throughout the process, the goal is to understand theaimdpaetisure the
changes that occufhe Theory of Change has been accepted as a key method to use when attempting to
measure the impact of a particular projdetckson, 2013).

The CAIM Common Foundations, Essential Practice 1 invdhascribing Intendd Change.
This practice involves specifying how and why a project or organization will make certain social and
environmental changes. During this stage, the Common Foundations recommends a variety afroptions
how to complete this stage including desagibsuch change through a paragraph, impact thesis, or
diagram. Further, outlining the Theory of Change as an option to map outcomes and understand the
impact of the project prior to implementing. Therefore, for the initial stage, due to the accepésd imter

the Theory of Change model for impact measuremlaukson, 20103and the explicit encouragement
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from the Common Foundations, Essential Practisadcompleted utilizing the Theory of Change model
for community focused anaffordable housing.

Conent Analysis
Practice2 of the CAIMCommon Foundations Using Performance Measuré#is stage

recommends the development of indicators as an essential practice of impact measurement (CAIM,
2021).This research stage begins to address the researchiguesr , i Wh attaditienaldsodiah e n o n
environmental, andconomi¢ contributions of affordable housing projects in Ontario, and how have they
been valued in the |literature?06. To unddrstand ho
conentanalysis was used he content analysis highlights existing projects valuing affordable housing

projects.

Search Parameters
The structured content analysis employed the following search parameters, utilizing google

scholar as the primary search engibee to the nature of SROI studies, both academic and grey literature

were considered for this project

Impacts from affordablaousing

AEconomic benefitsof affordable housing projects
fiSocial benefitg of affordable housing projects
AEnvironmental benefitsof affordable housing projects
Social return on investment affordable housing
Social return on investment social housing

The initial search found 50 piecesrefevantliterature.The research project considered literature
which highlighted benefits, even when it lacked a financial proxy or metric to value the indicator. These
were kept supplementing the findings with feezdbfiom affordable housing practitioners, who may have

insight for how to value such indicators.

After determining which articles would be included in the content analysis, each article was
reviewed to extract all indicators, measurements, and fingorcigies used to measure the economic

benefits of affordable housing projects. A sample can be seen in Eigure

Impact to be Measured |Metric Financial Proxy ($) Citation
Money saved, redirected (opportunity gain), General practitioner, emergency room, and
Healthcare Utilization  |disease count changes, prevalence utilization hospitalization costs (depending on region) |(CMHC, 2018)

Figurel: Example indicator, metric, and financial proxy finding from reviewed document.
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Data Collected
The impact, metric, amdthere applicableyotential financial proxy informatiowas noted for

each of the 50 reviewed studies. If a study was missing financial proxies for the metric, the field was left
blank. Once all documents were reviewed, the indisat@re assigned a category; social; environmental;

or economic. These groupings were used to sort similar indicators. An explanation of the three categories
and an example can be seeifrigure 2.

Domain Explanation Example

Metrics impacting the greater good, without a focus on
the environment. This can include impacts to individuals, |"Number of tenants reporting improved health; number

Social families, or communities. of tenants in a warmer, drier, and less crowded house"
Metrics which focus primarily on the benefits to the "Number of tenants reporting a shorter commute to
Environmental |environment. work and shorter distances to amenities"

Metrics which focus on direct costs associated with a
benefit. This may also include direct revenue benefits for |"Revenue from local permits, taxes, etc. during
Economic government or property owners. construction or renovations"

Figure2: Overview of social, environmental, and ecoimdomains.

Once indicators wemnappedoy social, environmental, and economic domains, similar metrics
were grouped into categories. When multiple unique metrics or proxies were noted, multiple rows were
used to display the differences between citations. When indicators were similar, andymioiimal
phrasing differences, indicators were merged and summarized. Some metrics were merged when
discussingcomparabledeasthat werecovered by related financial proxig3ther metricsvere
summarized to represent both idéaseded Indicators with were missing financial proxies but had

similar indicatorsor metricswere also merged. FiguBdisplays an example of merged indicators.

Impact Type. Impact to be Measured Metric Financial Proxy (5) 1 2 3 4 5] 6 7 8 9| 10| 11| 12 13
TR T e s Improved earning pote{ntial as _ [(n_nstel _ {Cohen
and earning potential at part measured by part-time i ) (miller |lation i . [Fron[ler (Barnes |& 7
_ e R T i e employment rates at minimum |(Ravi & Reinhardt,  |(Zonet |(CMHC, |(VWHA, |{CCEA, |etal, |consulti [{SVA, |{Fujiwar |Economi|(ERHA, |etal, |Wardrip,
Economic Work Force wage 2011) al, 2014) (2018) 2010) 2015) 2018 (1)) [ng, 2019) | 2014) a3, 2013) |cs, 2014) |2013) 2018) 2011)
Number of tenants who found 1 year of full time minimum (miller |(Cohen
full time employment while in wage income for one person (MacKinnon & Alole, [(VWHA, |{CCEA, etal, &
housing 2015) 2010)  [2015)  |2018 (1)) |Wardrip,

Figure3: Example of similar indicators grouped, with differing metrics and financial proxies.

Upon finishingthe groupings, 56 unique impacts were determined, 95 unique metrics, and 91
unique financial proxies. An additional 10 indicators lacked financial proxies in the final stage of review.
Once groupings were finalized, a frequency analysis was used to deté¢nmirelevance of indicators.

Frequency Analysis
Each pairing of indicator, metric, and financial proxy were analyzed to determine the number of

citations which wutilized similar content. This wa
Aconmmnod or Afoundational 6. These groupings help to

relevant to a new project. This is not to say that niche indicators are not going to be relevant, rather, to
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discuss which ones are most likely to be relevased on existing SROI studies. In the context of the
framework, all indicator groupings can continue to be analyzed for relevance on aforpjeject basis.

The number of citations per indicator, metric, financial proxy grouping was used to create
categories based on how common the indicators were. Three categories were determined, including

fiFoundati onal 0, ACommono, 40or fANicheodo as displayed

Foundational

6+ Citations

Common

3-5 Citations

\ 4

Figure4: Frequency analysis categories

After the categories were determined, eachd i cat or gr oupi ogndatian® , c at e g«
ACommono or ASMitliods thé categbrizagian firelings of the 91 unique pairings. To explore
each individual indicator groupirtg understand the categorizatioefer to Appendix.

Number of Number of Pairings
Categorization |Citations Required |ldentified

Niche 1-2 Citations 33
Common 3-5 Citations 33
Foundational 6+ Citations 24

Figure 5: Categorization of indicator pairing, summary table

Interview Participation
As part of Essential Practice 2, after finalizthg content analysindings, virtual interviews

were used to verify findings and supplement areas that were lacknagulite A semstructured

interview format was used to address 2 main interview questions over a perio@ ¢fduts.

Question 1: Does the participant believe the findings are relevant in Ontario and are there ways to
increase the strength of the indioed?

Question 2: Are the measurements effective in understanding the value of the indicator?
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Each interview participant was given the comprehensive set of indicators as determined from the
content analysis stage to review prior to the intervi@wring the interview, a set of approximately 10
indicators at a time were placed on the screen and discussed using the 2 question prompts. These
guestions were exploratory in nature, encouraging housing professionals to discuss their experiences with
the kenefits that are noted in the literature. This led to participants proposing additional benefits,
requesting changes to center the indicators more directly to data available in Ontario, and highlighting
benefits that they challenged. Once complete, perstfioamation was stripped from interviews and the
data was coded using the Nvivo software. A total of 22 coding categories were identified. A

comprehensive list of the categories can be seen in App&ndix

Potential interview participants were identifign differentgeographicahreasacross Ontario and
different roles withiraffordable housing. This includes individuals who maintain and manage affordable
housing, invest in affordable housing, or research affordable holsiragssemble the list of potial
participants,ndividuals were identified from online searches of publicly available information, using job
titles as a guide to identify those who were considpretessionalsThis included online searches on
Google LinkedIn, and other publicly\ailable websites found from Google Searciasground the
research in geographic scope, research participants were limited to those employed in affordable housing
work in Ontario.Participants were from both rural and city locations. The search resuli¢okal of 74
individuals emailed9 respondedvith interest and 4 responded declining participatidre overall
participation rate was lothroughout the email campaigim total, 7 individuals participated in the semi
structured interview phaseth a participation rate of approximatedyo. The initial interview goal was
10 professionalsbut due to a lack of participation only 7 housing professionals agreed. 2 additional
participants agreed but did not attend the interviews as expected. Kloé pecticipation in the interview

stage is noted as a limitation of the study.

Case Study: UPRC
Practce 4 of the CAIM Common Foundations is gauge performance and impact. For the research

study, this involved proposing a process to collectirfillandanalyze the data at an organizational level.
After understanding how to assess an organization using impact measurement, a case study was employed
to test the results. This involved prioritizing and selecting impact metrics that were relevant to a

communty focused housing provider.

To select a housing provider for the case study, it was necessary the organization adheres to the
following qualifications: the housing provider must focus on community benefits within the provided
housing; there must be an phasis on affordability of units; and data must be available to complete the

analysis.
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The United Property Resource Corporation (UPRC) was selected for the case study portion of the
research study after confirming the identified critdddBRCis a socialpurpose organization with the
goal of providing affordable housing for all. UPRC will build neuxedincomehousing properties.
UPRCOGs mi s s i o ualitys sustamablamixedindombhiougihg across Canadehe case
study analyzed all ident#d impact measurements, then prioritized them against the identified weighting
criteria. This involved assessing indicators based on the relevance to the organization, cost of
measurement, and the ability to collect data. UPRC is still in developmerg,dtagyefore measuring the
true impact in an evaluative format will be the responsibility of UPRC in the future. The study proposes

indicators which can be used forecasted or evaluative metrics based on the use case of the organization.
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Chapter 4: Reearch Results

Introduction
The research project utilized the CAIM Common Foundations 5 essential practices as a baseline

to create a data collection methodology. This was tlodevelop an assessment framework for
affordable housing practitionets understand potential impact measurements in the indudtey study
design involved minitial TOC modelstructured content analysis, interview data, and an applied case
study. The following section outlines the research findings, highlighting potential advantages and
disadvantages of the data collection methodol®gg. section highlights the Common Fournoias
Essential Practice associated with the data.

TOC StatementEssential Practice 1
The TOC statement focuses on implementing a housing project focused on increased affordability,

environmental efficiency, and other social initiatives to maximize ¢émetit seen by stakeholders. This is
based on a theoretical situation and should be altered when focusing on a specificljrigjechot to

propose that all projects focusing on affordability and community benefits will see such benefits.

Mission Staement:

The mission of the research project is to empower stakeholders in community focused and affo
housing to complete impact measurement studies on relevant projects, with the goal of encourg
efficient funding allocation and increasing intragnt. This is done to positively impact housing suf
and increase additional benefits for tenants and communities.

TOC Model Statement:

It has been assumed that increasing access to adequate affordable housing through thayteedkel
to financial benefits from affordability, increased sense of community and related benefits,
sustainability gains, and the possibility of expansion withgat success.

This will be seen through; (1) decreased costs of rentals; (2) improved social wellbeing among
(3) reduced environmental impact seen through lower maintenance costs (i.e., electricity and w
usage); (4) project analysis aexbansion overtime.

Problem

Short-term:
The cost of housing across the housing continuum in Ontario is steadily increasing, exacerbatir
affordability issues for individuals.
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Long-term:

Access to affordable housing is lacking across Ontario. Adheklequate affordable housing can
impact a variety of community health metrics. For example, having access to secure affordable
can lead to increased participation in the workforce (Zon et al., 2014) or stronger educational
performance in childire (Miller et al., 2018). Without accessing affordable housing, it may be mor|
challenging for an individual to reach their full potential. Improving the availabiligffofrdable
housing can impact individual tenants as welhasease the resiliency afcommunity.

As our cities continue to grow (StatsCan, 2020), the importance of seadeqggataffordable
housing at the individual level is extremely important for our communities. A lack of access may
in declining communityesiliencein other areas, including but not limited to workforce participatior
education, and safety. Although there is no one soltti@udress issues across the broadesing
continuum, increasing the availability afiequataffordable housing can help strengthlearental
market.

Justification of the Problem

According to Statistics Canada in 2018 3% or approximately 165,000 households in Ontario we
waitlist to accesaffordablehousing (StatsCan, 2019his highlightsan issue between affordable

housing supply and demand in Ontario. Additionally, hogigirices have been increasing for both
renters and buyers across the province (Readman & Dever, 2020). As prices continue to rise, g
housing is extremely important to fill the gap between market rates and individual income.

For example, in theity of Kitchener, average rent increased by 41% between 2009 and 2019. T}
average cost of a house increased 104% in that same period. Much of the increase in concentr
between 2012019, displaying a worsening issue (Readman & Dever, 20#0ydability issues are
exacerbated by the current coMil pandemic (BDO, 2021).

The increasing costs can lead to:
- Higher cost to purchase homes, leading individuals to rent for longer or indefinite time fr
- Higher cost of rent pricing people out of the megor a lack of security of tenure.
- Lower security of tenure leading to other concerns including those associated with
employment, health care, and security.

Vision of Change
The vision of change highlights potential benefits that can be seen fraasimg affordability of

housing in a community. These benefits are linked to specific project indicators and are not likely to be

seen by each tenant moving ist@ommunity focused or affordability focusledusingproject The

benefits may be a combinati@f changes in mind, action, or community, or any combination of these.

This is to say changes in mind may not always lead to changes in action or community. The chart
highlights potential changes that can occur with adequate interventions. Such changey tased on

the target population and project goals.
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Topic: Changes in Mind | Change in Action Changes in Supporting
(values, (Behaviour, policy, | community Literature
knowledge, etc.) | etc.)

Affordability/ | Increased financial| Increased job Decreased costs of | Miller et al.,

Financial management skills | readiness and social services use | 2018;

management | and freedom to workforce after housed Mackinnon &
make financial participation leading | (healthcare, justice | Alolo, 2015;
decisions to additional income | systemfinancial Suttor et al.,

and stability support services) 2015

Affordability/ | Value change, rent| Increase in the Region becomes <insert

Rental costs | should be number ofaffordable | more affordable to | CMHC 30%
affordable and properties, increase i| live in (less than 30% rental
good quality for the number of of income) affordability
everyone, households accessin|{ encouraging a more | citation>
regardless of affordable housing | diverse population
income

Job Creatio | Value of having Individuals employed| Jobs created to Miller &
decent work and | within the maintain, build, and | Ofrim, 2016;
being employed, community, renovate the CCEA, 2015;
leading to financial | providing decent property. Jobs Zon et al.,
freedom work created to maintain | 2014

influx of tenants in
the reighbourhood

Mental health/| Decreased levels 0| Increase in personal | Improved social Miller &

wellbeing stress, overall care leading to betten empowerment and | Ofrim, 2016;
increased mental | wellbeing involvement in the Zon et al,
health, and community 2014;
wellbeing Constellation

Consulting,
2019

Social Recognizing the Improved Increased value of a| Boyle et al.,

wellbeing value of relationships leading | connected 2016 Miller
socialization and | to increased community with & Robertson,
maintaining socialization and social support 2014
relationships social empwerment Kempton &

Warby, 2011

Education Increased Enhanced education | Higher rates of high | CMHC, 2018;
participation in performance for school completion, | Miller et al.,
education children of housing | avoiding the public | 2018; Think
(secondary and pog tenants costs of dropping out Impact, 2016
secondary), of high schol
prioritization of
knowledge

Safety Increased feeling o] Decreased harm fron Decreased cost of CMHC, 2018;
safety for self and | abusive situations on| crimeand criminal Hightown,
family individual and family.| activities, lower rates 2019;CHA,

Increased feeling of | of crime in the 2014

safety within the
neighbourhood.

community
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Environmental| Increased Increase in Reduced contributior] Brod et al.,

efficiencies understanding of | environmental to climate change 202Q Puri &
the importance of | performance of units Smith, 2019;
environmental (water and energy Tsenkova &
efficiencies in the | efficiency, Youssef,
homebased on cos| construction 2012;
savings materials)

Broad TOC

A broad TOC model was developed to highlight the inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes
necessary to achieve the goals of the research project. The theory of change was completed after initial
literature scans and is not meant to be a comprehensieseapation of the benefits from affordable
housing. However, it does highlight the importance of engaging with tenants to maximize the benefits that
affordable housing projects have on a commuiitys could include discussing potential initiatives to
focus on the interests and concerns of the tenants to create specific interventions. For instance, a housing
project for seniors may not include interventions to increase participation in the workforce unless this was
highlighted by tenants. Facilitating tharchase or development of affordable housing is likely to benefit
the surrounding communithowever, implementing additional environmental retrofits or facilitating
programs for personal developmemyfurther benefit the surrounding community and maximize the
impact of the investment. Figu6soutlines the inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes necessary for an

affordable housing project.
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QUTPUTS OUTCOMES

ACTIVITIES

Property

INPUTS
# of properties
acquired or

Grants and
Donations \
Acquisition becomes more
developed, #
) 3 affordable
units available
Institution oy Increased job
Financing Property tenants are readiness and
Development growth across S
roperties LR E e
prop the workforce
Revenue and I

Property # of propgrams
Expense Maintained for personal
Control and Upgraded development
offeredt ) Better mental,
materials given physical, and
to tenants social
Financial wellbeing
Performance #of ten.ant
complaints
about units
Improved
versus the )
o s educational
Volunteers Tenant results
e are addressed
. and Retention X
/ # of properties
upgraded for
overall
. comfort and
Paid Staff Comm‘umty environmental Increase in
Relations efficiency environmental
performance
# of new builds of units
which consider
o Pell'sonal environmnetal
. evelopment efficiencies in
Professional Offerings EE—
Services pmen

Figure 6: Theory of Change mapping diagram; inputs; eesiybutputs; and outcomes from implementing affordable and
community based housing projects.

Region

Content Analysi€ssential Practice 2
The initial data collection involved structured content analysis of existing literature to extract all

potential impatmeasurements. The collected data included the area of impact, the associated metric, and
any potential financial proxy information. The initial search returned 50 pieces of literature, determined to
be relevant to affordable housing impact measureméid.ififormation was then sorted to align similar

areas of impact and align metrics and proxies quantifying similar aspects.

The initial content analysis was used to understand a baseline of what other studies in the industry
were quantifying. Within théeld of impact measurement as a whole, and within the CAIM Common
foundations essential practice@AIM, 2021), it is encouraged that studies utilize existing indicators.
Therefore, the first stage of the research study attempted to understand whiatiegsgoements have
existed in historical studies of similar nature. This led to an extensive list of potential impact
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measurements, indicating benefits in a broad range of areas including areas such adiliera&h (
Robertson, 2014; Suttor et al., 2QTVIHC, 2018, education¥iiller & Offrim, 2016; CHA, 2014,
financial health Fujiwara, 2013; Barnes et al., 2Q18afety Kempton & Warby, 2011; Herbert et al.,
2014, green design and constructi@MHC, 2016; Puri & Smith, 20)9and transportation aess
(Enterprise, 2014; EHRA, 20)3

Designing the study to incorporate an initial content analysis helped understand what other
practitioners have determined to be important to stakeholders. Although projects will have different
benefits and prioritiest is likely that some alignment exists across projects. Identifying impact
measurements that are important to other studies may help practitioners with similar studies understand
what is relevant to applicable stakeholders. Additionally, many of thezatbstudies included feedback
from additional stakeholder groups in the development of the indicators. For instance, some studies
interviewed or surveyed tenants to determine how they felt about the impact of affordable hdilleing (
et al., 2018; Thinkmpact, 201%. The research study was limited in capacity and did not include
feedback from tenants as a key stakeholder group, therigfooeporating studies which included this
stage may help ensure the perspective of this group is represented.

Frequency Analysis
The frequency analysisascompleted to understand and categorize the indicator, metric, and

potentialfinancial proxy groupings attempted to discover which groupings were the most likely to be
relevant to a newommunity focused aaffordable housing project. This had both advantages and
disadvantages for the first iteration of the assessment framework. Advantages include initial insight into
what has been prioritized in previous studies, what stakeholders have considered inmponeaitgus
studies(stakeholder feedback), and what aspects were measurable. Disadvantages include the global
perspective of the study and important themes changing oveRegardless of categorization, it is

critical that the individual assesses the iathc to ensure relevance to the project. This is not to claim

that because an indicator is foundational, that it is going to be relevant to every study. Rather, a
foundational claim highlights that this has been looked at historically several studigst&ioce, with
environmental efficiency, although it has been cited across many studies, it is only relevant if the project

emphasizes such goals.

Advantages
The initial frequency analysis provided insight into what indicators have been prioritized

histaically. By categorizing impacts based on how important other studies have considered them, it gives

a baseline for what indicators should initially be considered. When an indicator is ranked as

fifoundationh 6 t here i s a higher acmamwceriof ewitl. | The sr elsex
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indicators, which may not be considered for a standard comparison unless such indicators are part of the
project goals. Figuré displays an example of a niche indicator, that may only be used based on project

priorities.
‘ Impact to be Measured ‘ Metric ‘ Financial Proxy (5] ‘ Class of Metric ‘ 1‘ 2‘
Value of improved health during
Improved health during pregnancy |pregnancy and healthy babies born, (Miller &

Improved overall health Measure with Survey

yearly additional costs of Robertso

premature babies {miller et al., 2018 (1)) [n, 2014)
T T T T T T T

from accessing housing

Figure7: Example of a niche indicator, metric, and financial proxy grouping

In the example fronfrigure 7, such benefits may only be considered if the project places
emphasis on housing women or families. Alternatively, if a project wasrpsishiors, this indicator
may not beas critical since few seniors are pregnditis mayimply the indicator is less likely to be
foundational rather, dependent on specific project priorities. This does not indicate that this impact is

unimportant, only that it is less likely to be recognized as a benefit across all projects.

Another advantagef performing the frequency analysis is additidnaight into stakeholder
feedback on the indicators. SROI studies require stakeholder feedback in the process. Although the level
of stakeholder engagement varies between each study, by incorporating the frequency analysis on the
content analysis, we cassume that th@ore studies that have included the citation, the more likely the
benefit is widely applicablé his may also indicate that such groupings are more important to industry

professionals and tenants in affordable housing, placing additimpdiaesis on them in the study.

The frequency analysis also may give insight into what type of information housing providers
have access to. This helps to ground the assessment framework in a pragmatic lens. If historically housing
providers have been alile collect such information, it can be assumed that other stakeholderawey

accesgo such informationFigure8 displays an example of an indicator that is foundational.

‘ Impact to be Measured ‘ Metric ‘ Financial Proxy (S) ‘ Class of Metric ‘

1 2 3 4 5 6| 7 8|

(Miller &
Ofrim,
2016)

(The good
economy,
2020)

(shrestha
etal,
2019)

(Puri &
smith,
2019)

Brod et
al, 2020)

Enerey efficiency for sustainable
housing

(Pullen et
al, 2010)

(Poor et

Green Design and Construction al, 2018)

(cMHC, 2018)
(Hightow

n, 2019)

Awerage annual cost of utilities Project Specific

Figure3: Example of a foundational indicator, metric, and finangiaky grouping

In the example displayed Figure§, it is likely that a stakeholder would have access to the
average annual cost of utilities at the building. This figure can be compared to neighborhood averages to
determine the environmental efficiency of a buildiHgwever, this is only relevant if thedividual

completing the study is confident that there will be environmental efficiencies implemented within the
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building. Thefoundationalkategorization helps us understand that this is data that is more likely to be
accessible and pragmatic to measure

Disadvantages
The priorities found in the content analysis may be ever changing in nature. For instance, in

recent years more emphasis has been placed on sustainable and environmentally efficient housing.
However, there appears to be a limited numbenetrics which quantify the environmental returns. Of

the 12 metrics that were categorized as environmental benefits, only 6 had outlined financial proxies for
measurement. Some emphasis was placed on the environmental efficiency of the apartmewptnbut onl
terms of green design and construction. It is possible that as priorities in housing shift over time, the
initial frequency analysis will not capture the most up to date priorities. An example can be seen in Figure
0.

Impact Type Impact to be Measured Metric Financial Proxy (S] Class of Metric s|

Number of tenants reportinga  |__ - i
§ § _ Time and carbon emissions costs of|  Measure with Survey OR
Environment Transportation Emissions shorter commute to work and o

car travel saved per year Statistic

shorter distances to amenities (Miller & |(Puri &
Ofrim, Smith, (Enterpri |(EHRA,
(CMHC, 2018) 2016)  |2018) |se, 2014} |2013)

Benefits of greening (rate subsidies,
property value, responsible ~ . (Bardhan
Project Specific -
o, S S e Ea SRR (Bradsha |& (Puri &
greening. {CMHC, {CMHC, wetal, |Debnath, [Smith,

(Pullenetal, 2010)  [2017) |2016) |2005) [2016) |2019)

Constructing buildings with
Environment Green Design and Construction | passive approaches to low-energy
affordable housing

Figure9: Foundational indicatr pairing versus common indicator pairing

In figure 9, the impact of green design and construction is considered foundational due to having
6 citations. However, transportation emissions only have 5, categorizing it as common. It is possible that
green deign and construction is considered foundational because the metric has been quantified for a
longer period of time, because of the potential for immediate economic benefit that is caused by
environmental efficiencies. Whereas transportation emissiohsuglh potentially important to quantify,
has a newer set of citations. This could indicate that over time, priorities have shifted to begin considering
other environmental impacts in such SROI studies. This may cause the frequency analysis to place

emphass on indicators which are no longer prioritized or lack emphasis on key indicators.

The categorization highlights a reliance on the underlying studies. It is assumed that existing
studies have understood the relevance of such indicators when assessmmity focused and
affordable housing projects. Such categorizations help us broadly understand the frequency of which
these indicators are used, however, it is still up to the individual completing future studies to assess
whether the metric is relevait a future study. With the example of environmental efficiency, although
foundational, it is not inherently relevant, rather, has often been a foundational consideration in the past

studies.
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SemiStructured InterviewsEssential Practice 2
Interviews were used to supplement and verify the findings from the content analysis.

Discussing with key stakeholders is a crucial component of the CAIM Common Foundations. For the
purpose of this project, only professionals were interviewed. This wastilue to project constraints.
Additionally, due to the nature of the content analysis data collection, many stakeholders were considered
in the initial development of previous SROI studies. This interview process focused more on creating a
standard thas pragmatic in focus, and therefore focused the interview stage on professionals who would
use the assessment framework. Future iterations should consider consulting with tenants in affordable

housing as they are a major stakeholder in developing nevgiemméndicators.

Interviews help to mitigate some of the potential limitations of the content analysis. This helps to
capture new and emerging priorities, understand current issues with impact measurement, determine what
is relevant from different perspives, and ground global studies in the context of Ontario. By including
interviews, a deeper understanding of the interviews is understood, giving context into what indicators

should be prioritized on a projet-project basis.

The following sectionsutline interview findings including broad overview of framework
recommendationgarticipant agreements, what indicators should be left out of decision making, and
discrepancies among participants.

Framework Recommendations

Interviews were coded to Hifight consistencies among the participant feedblat&rview
coding led to a total of 22 categories. Each coded quote was analyzed to determine whether a change to
the framework could be noted. In total, 48 recommendations were made to enhance therikaissh
recommendation was analyzed and categorized to determine whether it was within scope. The categories
are noted in Tabld. When necessary, additional information is noted in the categorization to highlight

reasoning.

Table4: Interview recommendation categories.

Categories: # Instances

This is a sensible alteration within the current scopq 31

Diverges from the purpose of indicators. 8

This is included in another section (section is noted| 5

This is outside the scope of the current project. 4
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Of the 48 recommendations, 31 were implemented in the assessment framework and 5 were
already included in later sections but proposed #tereht point in the interview. Another 8 were
determined to diverge from the purpose of the assessment framework. An additional 4 recommendations
were considered out of scope and were not implemented. Refer to Appeaadired each of the
recommendatias. Thefinal set of indicators including alterations from the interview stage can be viewed

in Appendix 6.

ParticipantPriorities
Participant priorities were outlined while reviewing each indicator during the interview stage. On

key themesparticipant responses and overall sentiment towards the indicators were grouped based on
similarity among participants. This helped to identify themes which are consistent and contentious based
on the group responses. Once grouped, 3 categories wereeddsidmey themes; (1) Common

Agreements; (2) Some Avoidance; (3) Contention. Taldisplays a summary of how categorizations

were applied.

Table5: Explanation of categorization of interview findings

Category Overview

Common Agreement | This category indicates all interview participants that commented on th
indicator theme were similar in consideration. This could indicate that ¢
participants have a positive or negative sentiment, although, the partic
are in cormon agreement on the indicator.

Some Avoidance This category indicates that participant(s) had some hesitancy to inclu
indicator in the studyThis does not indicate that the benefit is not prese
however, could indicate an issue of privacy dreotconcern with data
collection. This grouping indicates participant(s) encourage caution wh
applying such indicators in an effective way.

Contention This category indicates that there is some discrepancy among particip
regarding the sentiment an indicator is attempting to convey. This doej
indicate that an indicator will be removed from the study, rather, that
differing viewpoints were noted duag the interview stages. Discrepancig
are highlighted to display differing viewpoints and final decisions were
made to include or exclude based on all perspectives.

Upon reviewing the list of indicators, all interview participants had universatiagnmg on a
variety of impact areas. On a hitgvel, avoided costs once housed, economy and workforce benefits,
green buildings, and health benefits were universally accepted as important metrics in the industry. Some
variations existed within the feedbagk each of these metrics, however, it was always noted that these
sections are important to track and measties.themes can be seen in TabBleased on interview

participant feedback.
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Table6: Overview of intervieyarticipant feedback themes.

Theme Feedback

Avoided Costs Once Housed | Common Agreement
Economy and Workforce Common Agreement
Benefits

Green Building Design Common Agreement
Health Benefits Common Agreement
Access to Transportation Common Agreement
Surrounding Ecology of Some Avoidance
Location

Reduced Turnover Rate Some Avoidance
Indicators that require Some Avoidance

significant personal informatior

Policing and Crime Some Avoidance
Maintenance Requests Contention
TenantFinances Contention
Workforce Participation Contention
Safety and Crime Contention

Avoided Costs Once Housed
All participants agreed that placing individuals in stable housing from potentially unstable

housing (either due to financial risks such as eviction driven by high costs, substandard quality housing,
or currently not living in a stable home) will lead tmaomic benefits for the individual, community, and
government. Participants emphasized a variety of metrics or indicators when discussing these ideas. Such
metrics included decreased costs of healthcare, education, and crime. Although different metrics we
emphasized, it was universally accepted that a transition to stable housing would benefit these general
areas. While all participants believed these metrics are important to track, some participants raised

concerns with the ability to track the dataha housing provider level.

Economy and Workforce Benefits
All participants acknowledged that creating and maintaining affordable housing would have some

benefits on the workforce and economy. The benefits highlighted ranged from GDP and government
revernue, job creation, and workforce participation. Although each participant noted the benefits in at

least one of these areas, what was highlighted varied by participant. GDP and government revenue was
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acknowledged as an economic benefit that should be onexiti but that policies should change to help
decrease the cosf taxesin affordable housing properties. Increased job readiness and workforce
participation was seeas important butvasdependent on the demographic that will inhabit the property.
For example, a property focusing on housing seniors, which is mainly a retired demographic, would not
prioritize this benefit.

Green Building Design
Green building design was viewed by all papants as important to maintain lotegrm

affordability and increase cost savings. Metrics that were highlighted included passive building design on
new construction, retrofitting of existing buildings, and responsible water use in buildings. Although
paticipants acknowledged that these are important, two participants noted concerns about initial costs.
These participants believed that because of the state of affordable housing, it is hard to prioritize the
additional costs necessary to accomplish thesteics upfront, even though they would lead to toergn
benefits. This highlights a potential issue between housing providers preferences and the financial

capacity to attain these goals.

ifiThe affordabl e housi ng s eaboutsacialssuesafduheyicaref peop
about the environment, but we're in such a state of crisis at the moment that everything is broken
down into an economic issue. o0 Participant 1.

Health Benefits
Universal agreement between all interview participantsptaviding adequate, stable, housing

to an individual who lacks such resources can lead to health benefits. The participants acknowledged
health benefits that are both mental and physical, and indicated that providing housing can impact a
variety of metres related to overall health such as reduced emergency services usage, decrease disease
counts, overall wellbeing increases, mental health benefits, and improved socialization. Further,
participants acknowledged that these benefits may be difficult toungelast are still important to track.

This displays housing providers understand that these benefits occur but are concerned about the ability to

track data at the housing provider level. Standard baseline metrics may be necessary to estimate such data.

Access to Transportatio
All interview participants believed that access to transportation impacts individuals in affordable

housing. 1 participant acknowledged that affordable housing tends to get placed in areas away from
transportation, increasing tléficulty of accessing other amenities. Other participants acknowledged the
economic and environmental benefits that exist from being able to access different forms of transportation
including active or public transportation. To utilize such benefitstshoommutes and closer access was

also highlighted, indicating that the location of housing is an important factor if prioritizing these benefits.
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However, participant 3 recognized that there are barriers to measuring the driving factors for these
benefts. For example, an individual in affordable housing may have an economic barrier to owning a car
and being close to transportation may not have been the driving factor. However, it is important to note
that the benefits will still exist, but the underlgifactors are difficult to determine.

WhatMatters Detract from thePrimaryHousingGoals?
This section will highlight indicators which were flagged as potentially detracting from the

primary housing goals. These participants did not believe thesetordishould be removed, rather, that
prioritizing such indicators should only be done once the primary goals of housing were provided. The
primary goals of housing were not defined for the participants, therefore, answers about the primary
housing goals wg based on individuals. The following interview data highlights issues with the

prioritization of indicators based on other constraints housing providers have found.

Interview participant one brought a unique perspective to the interview. Particijgalnelteves
that the primary goal of the affordable housing industry right now is to increase supply due to existing
resource constraints driving the affordable housing crisis. Participant one acknowledged that other
indicators are important but effectivedxist because the housing was provided. Further, because of the
supply constraints being driven by a lack of funding, that other metrics and indicators should not be
prioritized over increasing supply. The perspective that participant one broughttigethamary goal of
the affordable housing industry as it stands is to increase supply as rapidly as possible, potentially limiting
some of the additional loAgrm economic benefits. A clear example would be that prioritizing the
upfront costs of green dign and construction may be not possible, rather, that less expensive building
designs should be prioritized, even if a ledegn payout may occur. However, participant one believes
green design and construction is important, although we must begirigatmthe current crisis with

supply, first.

Participant 2 acknowledged that many related benefits occur from accessing housing. However,
the participant acknowledged that this is not reflected in the existing funding structure of affordable
housing.

i Wen I'm building Community Housing and somebody is being supported, | know that their

savings in other areas, but we don't see those savings back into affordable housing, right? All the

money that we've saved the emergency room by housing somebody whsingathe

emergency room 7 times a month and now hasn't used it in seven months. We don't see that back
into our pockets t o heillParticipant2h mor e supplies,
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This indicates thermay bea disconnect between the goals of housing providers, and the funding
structures that support them. In the example provided, if a housing provider is supporting an individual
leading to decreased pressure on the healthcare system, reinvesting the mdmmysing would allow
for further support. Otherwise, the goals of the housing provider will need to shift over time due to
expense issues, leading to further strain on the healthcare system. Now, if a housing provider can access
additional funding, theyan expand the programs and services they provide. In sum, the primary goals of

housing providers can vary depending on access to funding.

Surrounding green space and the ecology of a location were considered a secondary priority when
compared to other lusing priorities. Interview participant 1 noted that these concepts are not typically
the priority for housing workers. Participant 2 mirrored similar ideas, noting that these metrics are usually
dealt with by city planning departments rather than hoysiagiders. Other interview participants were
interested in how the green space on the property was utilized, whether it could be converted into
community gardens or increasing biodiversity. Participant 5 highlighted that the importance of the green
spaces also dependent on what the surrounding neighborhood has, i.e., if there are parks within walking
distance, perhaps greenspace on the property can be deprioritized. Overall, the surrounding greenspace is
typically considered a secondary project goal dftersing objectives can be met, although benefits of
such are still acknowledged.

Participant 4 noted that reduced turnosseshould not be a driving factor for affordable
housing properties. This participant highlighted that it is more importamiterstand why a person is
leaving affordable housing. For instance, a tenant may pursue a different job, leading to a higher income,
no longer qualifying them for affordable housing. Therefore, turnover may be a positive metric if they are
leaving the proerty to enter marketate housing. Further, participant 4 indicated that turnover rate is not
something that housing managers are concerned about in terms of vacancy, because there are currently
many people waitlisted, lining up to access the unit upoan@c Participant 4 did acknowledge that if
vacancy is occurring because of eviction, it can be a long, costly process. If measuring avoided evictions

is possible, this indicator may be more impactful for housing stakeholders.

Measures to be Avoided
While interviewing participants, some indicators were noted as not relevant for decision making

for various reasons. These indicators have been highlighted to display the participant reasoning for not
including such indicators. This section does not include&tors which some participants believed were
extremely important, while others thought they were detrimeastiéfhese are considered contentious
measuresThe section will only highlight specific indicators which were thought to have potential issues

for decision making.
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Participant 3 acknowledged that certain indicators should not be used for decision making
because of the potential issues with tracking data. For example, a metric around the benefits associated
with decreased human trafficking once sed. Although these benefits may be quantified, it would be
necessary to survey tenants to get an accurate measurement. This indicator in particular has the potential
to retraumatize a victim of sexual assault. Due to this concern, this metric shoutdpmimtritized.

Further, any metric which needs survey data to measure but may lead to the identification of any housing
tenant should not be used for decision making at the housing provider level. This is because tenants
deserve privacy from their landl@dand this may lead to unfair eviction processes or retaliation

measures in the future.

Participant five flagged issues with valuing neighborhood safety with effective policing. This is
because police doing a good job in a neighborhood is a subje@asirement which is stacked against
marginalized communities. It is possible that police will unfairly persecute certain demographics, making
it challenging to truly understand what #Apolice
unfairly appled depending on the lens of the individual measuring it has. To ensure that the indicators are
fairly applied to all individuals in the neighborhood, this indicator should not be used to measure
neighborhood safety. Other measurements will be proposeattorieighborhood safety at the individual

level.

ContentiousMeasures
This section will highlight indicators which were noted by the majorityasficipants, of which,

were not in universal agreement. Further, any contentious indicators are explained to display the differing
opinions of the housing professionals. No final determinations or recommendations on the indicators

based on these thoughtsil be made in this section.

Maintenance Requests
Most interview participants highlighted the importance of having quality housing. When

participants discussed the ability to measure such benefits, two participants focused on tracking
maintenance re@sts as inputted by tenants. Participants discussing this believed that by understanding if
tenants had complaints, how quickly they were addressed by building management, and what resolution

existed would help determine the quality of housing. Furtherwtbuld help empower tenants in their

homes.
Afésomet hing where you know you could try to s
they get every month. And you know, maybe they compare that to previous year to see whether
they're actually improving terms of resident satisfaction. But it has to be completely honest and
transparent. They candt not r espdPatcipaotSany of
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Participant four discouraged this practice. This participant highlighted challergéste
existed in properties they managed, where tenants lack of cooperation would lead to either issues going
unreported or not permitting maintenance in the apartments to fix such issues. In their experience this led

to longer maintenance times.

fi Y o mow,kevery time | hear that as a landlord, | would just want to lay on the floor and scream
because I'll get calls, like property standards at the city used to hate me. But how many are for

MPP6s or from social wor k &mavare Athaissde.'lVelsenbe | i ke
my-- Or I've sent my contractor six times. They've been denied access. | can't do a blatant notice
because there's, you know, a big dRagicipanidher e' s

To combat these issuesyiill be necessary to consistently track the times in which a request is
reported, how long it has existed, and the time and dates where maintenance attempted to schedule or

rectify this issue. Further, the resolution must be accurately reported.

Tenantfinances
Four of six participants emphasized that decreased rental rates would improve tenant finances.

However, the extent of which these benefits occur was controversial. Three of the four participants
believed that the increased money per month wallddv the tenants to improve their financial situation

or increase their monthly spending on items, based on the decreased spending. Participant four noted that
these benefits are typically temporary for individuals who seek to improve their generakbfisdanation

upon entering affordable housing. The example provided was of tenants who enter affordable housing,
successfully improve their situation by accessing better jobs, job training, or education, leading to a

higher salary. Once their salary inases, the cost of housing is subject to potential increases, leading to a
possible offset of such benefits. To combat this conceivable scenario, it is important to calculate such
benefits over the shaetérm i.e., six months to a year. This will help maceurately estimate the benefits

although financial situations are constantly changing.

Workforce Participation
Participant 6 highlighted a key difference in their experience of community housing compared to

other interview participants. They noted irithexperience that most people in community housing are
accessing some form of government assistance and are not employed. However, this participant noted that
their experience is primarily with the senior demographic. Further, this participant notedptiehte

affordable housing more impact would be likely on the areas of job creation and workforce participation.

It is acknowledged that in affordable housing catering to an older demographic, these indicators are likely

to have a lower impact.
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Safey and Crime
5 of 6 participants acknowledged the safety and crime indicators. Of the 5 participants, 4 believed

it is important to discuss safety and crime near affordable housing properties. There was some
discrepancy around how this can be measureditipants acknowledged that measuring police doing a
good job has potential issues considering aspects such as how police are involved, who is reporting crime,
and the unfair treatment of marginalized communities by police. This raises concerns ahoctithey

of measurements and the potential for this measurement to be unfairly stacked against different

communities.

Of the participants that acknowledged safety and crime, 1 of the 5 did not believe this was relevant to
affordable housing projects. Thpsrticipant highlighted experiences they had while working in
affordable housing.

il would think neighborhood safety is not agai
was a little bit of gang stuff that happened, and they weren't really wdatprotect from
anot her (gidParticipantidt her . O

This participant highlighted that in their experience many people on the property were involved in
illegal activities, so safety was not a concern for these individuals. However, it is important to note that
this participant later highlighted that thesdiwiduals were evicted from the property for safety issues,
helping them increase the safety of the property. Regardless of whether the incident was an isolated

experience, the participant still had the goal of increasing safety on site.

Culturally Richrad Vibrant Communities
5 of 6 participants highlighted the importance of community building, particularly culturally rich

and vibrant communities. There was some discrepancy around how this can be measured within the
affordable housing communities. Paigient 5 suggested broadening the scope of metrics to include other
community events that occur with the example of community picnics. Participant 3 also indicated the
broadening the scope of indicators to include more diversity in terms of race, redigibcyltural

background. They suggested incorporating metrics which investigate these general areas to ensure that
housing is not made up of exclusively one demographic of people. Participant 2 noted that measuring the
number of times people are accessinogimunity resources such as a recreation center would also

indicate how vibrant a community is.

Implementing the Framework and Prioritizing Indicators: Essential Practice 3
For practitioners who are utilizing the assessment framework, it is importamnritize and

implement indicators that are relevant to the organization or project goals. In the full set of indicators, not

all will be relevant to an organization. For example, and organization providing reduced rate housing to
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seniors would not measuralicators such as increased job readiness, as there may be less seniors looking
for employment in these building&.single organization may have different project priorities depending
on the location. A housing project in a rural commumgy not priortize increased access to transit,

while this may be a key indicator for a project in a city.

Although an organization could theoretically track each indicator in the framewaork, the Theory of
Bounded Rationality supports the decision to reduce the indisettdo those of which you can control.
The theory states that we are bounded by the information we can access (Simon, 1972), therefore, it is fair
to assume those indicators which data cannot be easily acquired, can be eliminated. It may be possible,
although costly, to expand to the impact measurement within the organization. In these instances, it is
important to consider organization goals. Within Transaction Cost Economics, impact meatsucamen
be considered a type of transaction ¢@stase, 193 AVilliamson, 1981).

To adapt the framework to current organization or project goals, indicators can be weighted
against 3 targets; (1) Relevance to organization priorities and goals; (2) Cost of measurement; and (3)
Ability to collect data. By ranking iridators against these priorities, the framework user can help to align
project goals to organizational goals, while ensuring the costs remain low, and can continue to be

measuredFurther explanation of ranking categories can be seen in Table 7.

Table7: Indicator ranking explained

Ranking Category Explanation Scale
Relevance to organization | This ranking seeks to understand whether the organizatior 1-5
priorities and goals taking steps to achieve this target. This initial scregmill

help align measurement with internal projects and goals. T
lower the ranking the less likely that the project will see su
impacts.

Cost of Measurement This rankinglooksto capture the costs associated with the | 1-5
collection of data and measuring the indicator. Costs are r
limited to those which the organization is responsible for. 7
potential costs on tenants can be high if asking for sensitiy
private information. Aower ranking indicates the cost of
collecting data internal or external to the organization is lo
Ability to collect data This ranking aims to recognize indicators which cannot be| 1-5
measured due to data being unavailable. A lower ranking
would indicate that the data is not available, whereas a mi
level ranking may indicate that an alternative data point is
available. For instance, reduced energy consumption per
You may have energy consumption on a per unit basis
(ranking this high), on adilding level (ranking this mid
level), or not at all (ranking this low).
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When an organization decides to utilize the framework, the weighting system will allow for the
selection of the top indicators relevant and useful to the organization. dlthiere is no hard stopping
rule in terms of what an organization can measure, these considerations will help to ground the project
pragmatically. Additionally, the weighting will help minimize the unnecessary use of resources,
specifically money, time,ral tenant personal information, unless there is sufficient justification through
project goals.

Case Study: UPRC

Introduction to UPRC
The United Property Resource Corporation (UPRC) is a for profit organization branched from the

United ChurchofCanaga t o ful fill the churchesd goal of prov
United Church of Canada property, UPRC will build meixedincomeh ousi ng properties.
mission is to build higiguality, sustainablemixedincomehousing across Cada. Further, the

organization is placing an emphasis on farsied rentals. The properties are integrated mimeome

housing, indicating the properties are made up of both market rate and affordable (below market rate)

rental units.

For this case styd, mi xed income is defined as a ndelibe
multifamily development that has a mixing of income groups as a fundamental part of its financial and

operational planso (Brophy & Smith, 1997, pp. 5).

UPRC employs a unique modeithin the housing space. The ownership of the properties will
remain with the United Church of Canada, with 100% of the units being rentals. Within each building,
69% will be market rate rentals and 31% will be reduced rate market rentals. Markeattedteasts will
be listed below comparable properties in the area to ensure that market rate rental costs are not driven up

in the area. Reduced rate affordable units will be listed at 79% of the CMHC median market rent.

UPRC is attempMiisngi ngp Miaddqleed tchfe af f or dabl e ho
income individuals. When considering the housing contin(feigure10), the mixedincome units will
target two distinct areas; (1) Affordable rental housing (reduced rate units); (2) Market rate rental

housing.
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THE HOUSING CONTINUUM

s

AFFORDABLE AFFORDABLE MARKET MARKET

EMERGENCY TRANSITIONAL SOCIAL RENTAL HOME RENTAL HOME

HOMELESS SHELTERS HOUSING HOUSING HOUSING OWNERSHIP HOUSING OWNERSHIP

FigurelQ: The housing continuum (CMHC, 2018).

Theory of Change
The broad Theory of Change as developed fog#meraresearch project was adapted to reflect

the project specific goals of UPRThe following section outlines the expected project benefits from

implementingmixed ncome aff ordabl e bbhsmassmodey wi t hin UPRCOs

Mission and Model Statement:

TOC Mission Statement:

The mission of the United Property Resource Corporation is to build new-ino@ae affordable
housing buildings across Canada. The organization is prioritizingduglity, envirmmentally
sustainable, famihgized units.

TOC Model Statement:

It has been assumed that increasing access to adequate affordable housing through-theamized
model will lead to financial benefits from affordability, increased sense of commuditseated
benefits, sustainability gains, and the possibility of expansion with project success.

This will be seen through; (1) decreased costs of rentals; (2) improved social wellbeing among
(3) reduced environmental impact seen through lovantanance cost& €., electricity and water
usage); (4) project analysis and expansion overtime.

Problem

Short-term:

The cost of housing across the housing continuum in Ontario is steadily increasing, exacerbatir
affordability issues for individuals.

Long-term:

Access to affordable housing is lacking across Onta@hs is true for both market rate and reduced
market rate rentalé\ lack of adequate affordable housing can impact a variety of community hea
metrics. For example, having access to secure affordable housing canifepobted overall health
(CMHC, 2018; Miller & Ofrim, 201§ or stronger educational performance in children (Miller et al,
2018 Zon et al., 201¢ Without accessing affordable housing, it may be more challenging for an
individual to reach their full potential. Improving the availabilifyaffordablehousing can impact
individual tenants as well as the broader health of the community.
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As our cities continue to grow (StatsCan, 2020), the importance of securing affordable housing
individual level is extremely important for our comnities. A lack of access may result in declining
community health in other areas, including but not limiteldealth,education, and safety. Although
there is no one solution for the housing continuum, increasing the availabititgrkét rate and
affordablehousing can help strengthen the broader community.

Justification of the Problem

According to Statistics Canada in 2018 3% or approximately 165,000 households in Ontario we
waitlist to accesaffordablehousing (StatsCan, 201%ousing prices have been increasing for both
renters and buyers across the province (Readman & R8290). As prices continue to rise, afforda
housing is extremely important to fill the gap between market rates and individual indam&in a
strong marketate rental supply is also important to prevent increased costs, with the Federation
Renta Providers of Ontario identifying 7,000 to 10,000 new rentals need to be created per year
maintain demand (Kalinowski, 2019).

For example, in the city of Kitchener, average rent increased by 41% between 2009 and 2019.
average cost of a house ieased 104% in that same period. Much of the increase in concentrate
between 2012019, displaying a worsening issue (Readman & Dever, 28#0ydability issues are

exacerbated by the current coMil pandemic (BDO, 2021).

Aside from affordability isseis, we continue to manage a climate crisis globally, emphasizing the
importance of environmentally efficient properti€olenbrander & Bargi2017).

The increasing costs can lead to:
- Higher cost to purchase homes, leading individuals to rent for lamgedefinite time frame.
- Higher cost of rent pricing people out of the region or a lack of security of tenure.
- Lower security of tenure leading to other concerns including those associated with
employment, health care, and security.
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UPRC Specific TOC Model:

ournrrs'a\

UPRC has engaged with the
community to see the
development of additional
projects.
High-quality, sustainable housing
projects are developed across
Canada.
Properties are maintained at a
high standard leading te social,
environmental, and economic

k benefits.

Figurell: UPRC TOC model
Indictor Prioritization: Weighting

Theproposedissessment framework has been adapted to the UPRCtmddsilay the
indicators that are relevant to the organizational gddle fullimpact measuremetist was analyzed,
weighting eachmeasuremerget based on the 3 proposathets; (1) Relevance to organization priorities
and goals; (2) Cost of measnrent; and (3) Ability to collect data. By rankiimgpact measurements
against these priorities, the framework user can help to align project goals to organizational goals, while
ensuring the costs remain low, and can continue to be measheetbllowingsection outlines the
broader impact area and why it waoritized. Refer to Appendix 5 to view tlimpact measureset with
each ranking. A tal of 4 environmental indicators, 5-direct economic indicators, and 4 social
indicators were prioritized. Whin the general framework, 59 indicators were not utilized as determined
through the implementation of the weighting methodology. UPRC has yet to begin accepting tenants in
the properties at the time of writing, and therefore all proposed metrics adedpafegecasted benefits.
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Once UPRC has begun housing individuals, the impacts should be reassessed to determine whether
benefits ardruly identified in these areas.

Prioritized indicators:
Environmental Indicators

This section highlights the environmtal impact measurements that are prioritized by UPRC with
justification. Appendix 5 can be viewed to see fully defined impact measuretd®RE£ is focused on
providing quality, environmentally sustainable, affordable housing. Although this may leadcasied

costs (Singh, 2019), the organization continues to prioritize environmental efficiency. UPRC highlights
increased environmental efficiency in units, onsite energy production in the form of solar panels, and
locations with high walkability. This imfmation was used to prioritize environmental indicators, which
can be seen summarized in TaBldhe final set of indicators can be viewed in Appendix 5 with specific

outlined impacts

Table8: UPRC specific environmental priagt indicators

Impact Summary| Relevancg Cost| Collection| Reasoning

Transportation | 5 3 3 UPRC selects sites based on walkability, prioritizi
sustainable transportation access. Collection of dg
on this could be difficult as it requires surveying
tenants. This cost may be infrequent, but costly.
However, utilizing standard proxies to estimat
benefits may be an effective way to mitigate costs
Green Design 5 4 3 UPRC has prioritized environmental efficiencies ir|
the building emphasizing green design and
construction in the development stage. Collection
data may be as spte as gaining consumption datal
from billing. If the organization does not have acc
to this data, it may be difficult to collect.

Energy 5 5 5 UPRC intends to produce energy on site using so
panels. Therefore, we may see additional
affordability through decreased grid reliance. This
data will be readily available within the organizatic
as the success of the solar panels will be assesse
This will have minimal additional costs to the
organization.

GHG Reductions| 5 3 3 UPRC is minimizing the GHG footprint of building
by prioritizing sustainable design and energy
production. However, estimating the reduction
amount may be costly, and collecting data may
involve significant estimates.

Emissions

and Construction

Production

Social Indicators
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This section highlights the social impact measurements that are prioritized by UPRC with

justification. Appendix 5 can be viewed to see fully defined impact measuretd®R€& intends to

promote a higlguality standard in all mixeshcome affordable housinunits.This includes the location

of the property, the unit quality, and maintenance quailtyed-income housing has potential additional

benefits associated with the-dencentration of poverty (Herring, 2019) and available resources in

higherincomeneighbourhoods (Glover et al., 201This is combined with benefits from renting the

property at a decreased rafbis highlevel information was used to prioritize indicators based on project

goals in Tabl®. The final set of indicators can be viewedAppendix5.

Table9: UPRC specifsocialprioritized indicators

Impact Summary| Relevance

Cost

Collection

Reasoning

Improved overall | 4
health

3

3

UPRC promotes higljuality housing which can lea
to health benefits for tenants who are leaving
inadequate housing (potentially due to costs).
Estimating impacts on health is possible, although
collecting personal information from the tenants n
be costy and somewhat difficult to implement usin
a tool such as a survey.

Improved social | 5
wellbeing

UPRC intends to maintain community space and
facilitate community events. This is to help achiev
improve social wellbeing. Collecting data on the
numbe of tenants with improved socialization may
be difficult as it is self reported. Estimating these
benefits will be easier, but less reliable. Measuren
may be costly if implementing a survey or similar
tool.

Families ableto | 5
stay together

UPRC will place an emphasis on famdized
rentals. This may encourage families to stay toget
with decreased housing costs allowing multiple

bedrooms and adequate space. Estimating these
benefits may not be costly, however, collecting su
data from teants directly may put significant costs
on the tenant if they do not want to disclose such
information. Therefore, collecting the data may alg
be difficult.

Neighbourhood | 5
satisfaction

UPRC is prioritizing the appearance of the proper
ensuringwhere possible to include community
outdoor space. Collecting data from tenants may
involve a survey which can be somewhat costly a
time consuming, although minimal information is
needed from the tenant related to how they feel a
the neighbourhood.

Economic Indicators
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This section highlights the economic impact measurements that are prioritized by UPRC with
justification. Appendix 5 can be viewed to see fully defined impact measuretdddtR. C 6 s

goal

providing mixedincome affordable housingay have positive impacts on indirect economic indicators.

UPRC is ensuring to provide reduced rental rates, promoteghiglity housing which can lead to

decreased costs in other ar€asn et al., 201% and encourage the utilization of other prograntsetp

increase the financial independence of tenantstieng It is important to recognize that community

focused initiatives and reduced rate affordable housing will not alleviate poverty alone, rather, it is

important to understand the root cause ofgpty to tackle systemic barriers (Levy et al., 2013). This

information was used to prioritize economic indicators, leading to the selection-dfrBdheconomic

indicators for measurement as seen in Tabl& he final set of indicators can b&wed in Appendi)s.

Tablel10: UPRC specifeconomigrioritized indicators

Impact Summary

Relevance

Cost

Collection

Reasoning

Enhanced
education
performance for
children

4

3

3

UPRC is placing an emphasis on providiagily
units and may initiate programs to engage childre
homework help programs. This may increase the
impacts on educational performance for children.
Collecting data on the number of high school
graduates may be costly and involve information
tenantdo not want to provide. However, estimatin
these benefits may be sufficient based on the nun
of children in the building.

Increased job
readiness

UPRC intends to promote external programs to
tenants, to help increase skill building etc. This c
involve additional job training programs through
places like the YMCA. Collecting data on the
number of attendants may be difficult as it would
require tenant surveying. However, estimated imp
based on the number of tenants has decreased c¢

Decreased cost @
health services

UPRC focuses on providing higjuality housing
which could lead to decreased costs associated W
living in lower-quality housing (mould, damp, etc.)
This requires information from the tenant upon
intake, to undestand the living conditions prior. Thi
information may not be costly to disclose, though,
would require a survey upon intake and a financia
proxy can be applied to understand the reduced ¢
of the services based on response.

Cost of
transportation

UPRC is selecting properties with high walkability
scores and access to transit. The location may

promote additional use of sustainable transportati
over vehicle ownership. Disclosing the informatior
may not be costly to tenants, although, thii still

require surveying or other methods to collect the
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data. This would indicate if tenants cost of
transportation has decreased due to location.

Increase in 5 5 5 UPRC is providing reduced rate rental housing. T
disposable set the unit price, data will be collected on the
income average marketate rental in the area. To calculate
this indicator will be loweircost and easy to collect
within the organization, as this information vk
collected for other reasons.
Summary

Overall, a total of 13 metrics were prioritized based on UPRC organizational goals. A total of 59
metrics were removed from UPRC priorities by utilizing the weighting methodology. The prioritized
metrics can bassessed to calculate the social impact of the project. Currently, UPRC is in development
stages and properties are incomplete. Therefore, these metrics (as seen in Appambe5)
implemented using forecasted benefits, based on financial proxies agpdieable. Data collection is
primarily assessing the potential number of tenants that are impacted, based on existing literature and
practitioner estimates. Once the developments are completed, UPRC can consider an evaluative study
which will involve addtional data collection, primarily from tenants. An important consideration
throughout the prioritization process was how data can be collected for both forecasted and evaluative
assessments, to ensure tracking can be maintained after development isecdingevill allow UPRC
to set goals and make changes to the indicator measurements when needed. The forecasted values can be
used to set goals, while maintaining measurement after implementation will allow UPRC to understand if

the forecasted benefitseaaccurate and alter them if necessary.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Study Design
The design of the research project revolved around the CAIM Common Foundations 5 Essential

practices. This led to a muklitaged research project involving data collection feooontent analysis,
interviews, and a case study. This led to a comprehensive indicator set which can be applied to different
affordable housing projects, with the ability to prioritize indicators based on project understanding.
Understanding the naturé the everchanging impact measurement standards and an evolving
understanding of affordable housing benefits, it was important to build in flexibility in the design of the
framework. The first iteration of this framework is a starting point for pracét®attempting to identify

impact measurements for an organization. However, it is still important for practitioners to wholly
understand the goals of the respective organization, and supplement indicators with those which are
especially important or relawnt. It is possible with the changing landscape, that findings from the study

can become outdated. To highlight this possibility, an example could include a changing understanding of
what is needed to create quality housing. As our knowledge of potedtaifyerous chemicals used in

the building process continues to evolve, perhaps the usage of certain materials will be restricted. This has
happened historically with led pairfB¢hwartz & Levin, 19911

The first stage of data collection was a content analpsisng this stage, it was quickly understood
that many studies exist which have attempted to quantify the benefits of affordable housing projects using
impact measurement methodologi€MHC, 2018;Kraatz & Thomson, 2017; CCEA, 2015 owever, it
appears as though many projects applied some unique and some existing impact measurements, while
missing potentially relevant ones. Each impact measurement was applied on a@mjeject basis,
typically citing a few other similar studies in the justification for selecting the measurement. In the
process of understanding the content analysis results, it became apparent that it may have been common
practice within the studies to select impact measuresriennd in other studies and supplementing with
additional relevant indicators where possible. This is not true for all studies that were reviewed but was
seen as a possibility in many studies. Ultimately, the practitioner knows the project prioritigsaknd
best, and should determine the impact measurements for the study. However, a comprehensive set of
indicators may give practitioners which are selecting indicators primarily from existing studies,
encouragement to use additional indicators which wtisermay have been overlooked. This has the
potential to lead to more robust studies which are centered around the project itself, rather than existing

studies with unique goals.

During the interview stage, participants were difficult to secure. The stedwed approximately a

9% participation rate. During this stage, it was clear that each participant brough a unique perspective
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leading to the development of new indicators, by relating the understanding they had from previous
experience. This made iear that although a common set of indicators can be created and applied in
different contexts, each practitioner may have different indicators that should be prioritized based on the
context of the study. Creating a standard set of indicators as a bagainmportant to increase the

number of indicators that were considered on a prégeptoject basis. However, understanding that each
project is unique also increase the importance of creating space for flexibility in the framework.
Practitioners thatise the framework are encouraged to consider relevant indicators which are specific to
the goals of the project. This will also help as new priorities evolve in the affordable housing space. Even
with the low participation rate in the interview stage, Bérations were made to the framework. Since

this is a first iteration of framework for affordable housing, it is particularly important to supplement
findings with existing project knowledge. Having a single location where such benefits can be proposed

and discussed may be helpful due to the evolving understanding of the industry.

Case Study: UPRC

Prioritization Process: Effectiveness
In order toprioritize indicators related to the UPRC strategic objectives, the assessment

framework was screened using the proposed weighting methodology. This involved assessing each
indicator based on the 3 proposed targets; (1) Relevance to organization panidtigoals; (2) Cost of
measurement; and (3) Ability to collect data. UPRC is still in development stages, so the prioritized
indicators are based on the theoretical implementation of the framework. This led to a total of 4
environmental indicators, 54direct economic indicators, and 4 social indicators selected as impact

measurements for the organization.

Prioritizing indicators from the assessment framework is an important consideration. With up to
72 indicators that could be selected, it is imporfanain organization to recognize what impacts can be
measured and impacted. This decision is supported by the theory of bounded rationality, as we can
assume it would be expensive for an organization to collect and make decisions based on large amounts
of data Eimon, 1972 In the affordable housing industry this may be particularly true, as funding is often

scarce Zon et al., 2014; Pomeroy, 2017

Prioritizing indicators based on relevance to the organization was helpful in determining which
impact masurements can help the organization achieve strategic goals. This may help organizations
decide which indicators are worth the cost of measuring. In the context of UPRC, this led to certain
indicators such fAcost of hizetdnlthe sostexeos YPRC, becadisec at or s
the affordable housing units are reduced market rate, it is likely that people coming to live in these

properties will already have employment and living arrangements prior to moving in. Otherwise, they
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may not be abléo afford the rental costs. Although this may not be true for every tenant, these indicators

are less likely to be impactful at the organization. Other indicators were prioritized such as those related

to figreen design and sarestgdtegicalty alignedwith thegriotitibseoktte i ndi ¢
organization. Prioritizing based on the relevance was particularly important because the assessment

framework has indicators which would fit a wide range of affordable or social housing types.

Prioritizing indicators based on the cost of measuring data may be an important and potentially
overlooked area when determining impact measurements. By using this screening, organizations can
eliminate indicators with particularly high measurement costs, utiledsenefit to the organization
outweighs such costs. Prioritizing indicators based on cost to collect the data was difficult in the stage of
development that UPRC was in at the time of completing the study. This may lead to costs being
overlooked and threfore the cost of measurement being undervalued. It acts as a good starting point to
consider the costs of measurement, although, it is possible that our estimations will not capture the full
cost of tracking the data. Although all costs of measuremessst have been considered, it is still an
important consideration and may lead to indicators being eliminated which have high costs for otherwise
overlooked groups, such as tenants. An example of this may be health related impacts on tenants. It may
be onsidered costly to provide personal health data to a housing provider, with little to no benefit for the
tenant. On indicators which do have high costs to tenants, it is possible to eliminate them, with potential
exceptions if it is integral to the orgaation strategy or if generalized data can be used in place of direct

data from tenants.

Considering the ability to collect data was an effective way to eliminate indicators that are not
maintainable overtime. This may help organizations reprioritizeanols or restructure them in a way
which they are able to collect. For instance, an organization may not have access to electricity bills on a
household level if each tenant has the bill registered in their name. Instead, the organization may be able
to access building wide data at a higlrel. By understanding the data that can be collected, indicators
can be reprioritized or restructured if necessary. In the context of UPRC, this led to indicators such as
Abasic needs met 0 bais diffigult tb egliectiard maytchaage oh.a wéekveels d at
basis depending on the financial situation of the tenant. The data required to accurately track this would

be difficult to gather and interpret. With this in mind, the indicator was deprioritized.

Learnings for Organizations
Selecting impact measurements can be challenging for any organization. Impact measurement

may be one piece of a larger social impact strategy. In the context of URPC, the organization had clearly
identified the strategy and gis prior to selecting impact measurements. By ensuring the organizational

goals were understood prior to implementing the framework, the impact measurements were aligned with
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the strategic goals of the organization. This can mitigate the potential tosiskong and maintaining

data for indicators that are not relevant to the organization. Additionally, this may help prevent

organizations from aligning the strategic mission of the organization based on incomplete metrics. If an
organization intends tailize the impact measurement process without having a strategic mission, it is

important to consider what it may be throughout the development process. This may involve consulting
additional stakeholders to determine what the core concepts willbesForinnc e, i f figr een d¢
constructiono indicators wil/| be prioritized, it
positively impact the environmental sustainability of the building. This may lead to increased

construction costs. Thigecision may not be aligned with the broader goals of the organization and could

lead to increased costs in the construction process that stakeholders are not prioritizing.

Impact measurement can be costly and although standardizing the process ceiucelposts,
it is still an important factor to consider. In the affordable housing industry, it is clear that funding may be
difficult to get, and resources are scaien et al., 2014; Pomeroy, 201 Therefore, incurring costs of
measurement withowiny plan to utilize the data may be an ineffective use of funding. Prior to outlining
potential impact measurements, it is important to consider how the data will be used, who the audience is,
and how the data will be maintained overtime. For instanteeigoal to determine which property to
invest in? In this example, data will likely be forecasted to estimate benefits. The organization may want
to maintain tracking the success of these indicators to understand if the selection process was effective
andmake alterations for future projects. By determining what the goal of tracking this information is, the

organization can make decisions for what to track and length of time.

Many indicators require data from tenants to assess progress. It is possgtiméde benefits
without surveying tenants by using estimations from previous studies which quantify these benefits. If an
organization intends to select indicators that requires data from tenants, it is important to consider whether
tenants will be sumyed directly or if estimations will take place instead. If the organization decides to
facilitate surveys, consideration should be made for how information can be kept private in relation to
sample size. For instance, if there is a small sample sizeafygedmly 10 tenants) it is possible that even
with personal identifiers stripped from the survey, that an individual could still be identified by their
results. Extra caution should take place to ensure that personal information is kept separate from the
housing provider. An example of why this may lead to future issues could be if one person identifies they
are addressing mental health concerns after accessing stable housing, then soon after they are evicted due
to acting in a potentially erratic way, itaybe assumed that they were evicted because of the mental
health concerns as identified in the survey. The personal information provided by tenants should be

carefully extracted, interpreted, and stored.
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Prioritizing more indicators is not always better. In the context of UPRC, 13 indicators were
prioritized. Depending on the organization goals, this number can be increased or decreased. It is not
necessary for an organization to track impact across ewdicator which can be applied to the
organization. This may increase the costs unnecessarily without adding additional benefit. Organizations
may consider tracking indicators which the organization can impact based on the strategy and goals

outlined intenally.

Key Takeaways
Impact measurement can be an effective way to help practitioners efficiently allocate funding,

strategically align project priorities, and seek increased funditige affordable housing spafduir &

Bennett, 2014; Barraket & Yoafpour, 2019)By facilitating access to a comprehensive set of impact
measurements for practitioners to use, they can review the indicator set as a relevant document for
prioritizing projects based on the benefits that will be brought to the commanigxample of this

could be comparing which property to purchase to convert to housing, while assessing the access to
transportation and amenities, the environmental efficiency, and access to greenspace. While these
characteristics do not directly contribiiteadditional units, they can help increase the benefit each unit
may bring. Additionally, with new build properties, impact measurement can help estimate the benefits of
different priorities such as the additional cost to create environmental efficdgocthe additional cost

of locating near transifhis is especially relevant in the affordable housing industry as thane is

existing issuef supply and demanénd a general lack of funding in the indug#Zgn et al., 2014 If

the affordable housg supply that is created can prioritize projects that are seeking higher social return,
the benefits to the community can attempt to be maximized. In existing affordable housing projects,
impact measurement can help organizations strategically aligreippoierities with organizational
priorities. An example of this could be determining where to allocate project funding when assessing what
to do with project funding, increasing the biodiversity on the property greenspace, adding a community
garden, or miataining the existing grass and maintenance jobs associated \Byhintplementing

impact measurement in existing affordable housing projects, practitioners can understand the impact of
the projects in a measurable way, by utilizing baseline measurea@hsetting targets. With this is

mind, an organization can take steps to further impact these targets. This could lead to more holistic
planning in affordable housing. Armed with this data, practitioaereonfor-profits can advocate for
additional funding in the industry by accessing certsurstainabilitylinked debt instrument©ften these
portfolios require data to categorize the organization as a sustainable investment, therefore, acquiring
such data can be of use in this capacity. Additionkilydisplaying the social impact of such projects,

other entities such as governments,-poofits, and other philanthropic funders may be interested in

supporting such organizations.
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All individuals and organizations are bound by the information we aaeeaf, according to the
theory of bounded rationality (Simoh972. When applying this concept to impact measurement, it is
assumed that it would be too costly for an organization to truly understand all impacts related to be
measured related to the onggation. Therefore, to increase the knowledge of potential impact
measurements, may make it easier for practitioners to calculate the potential impact of a particular
affordable housing project. By providing an initial iteration of the assessment frakyemeproject
seeks to increase the accessibility of knowledge related to potential project benefits. This may increase the
number of impact measurement studies that are completed and has the possibility of positively impacting

the quality and amount offardable housing available, over time.

There are many existing studies that attempt to quantify the impact of affordable housing projects
using impact measurement. However, as noted, many of these studies are completed or@ project
project basis ra#tr than a single framework which can be altered depending on project priorities. This
may lead to relevant impact measurements being missed in theAtigityonally, information can often
be difficult to acquire within academic literatudee to potentigpaywalls Foley, 202). Existing studies
also appear to have often overlooked the cost of measuring such indicators, which may lead to
measurements that expensive to tragkeafing an easily accessible set of impact measurements may
makecompleting such studies more accessible. This may be true due to the reduced cost of resourcing
necessary to develop the indicatoraed the indicator weighting process which places emphasis on the

cost of measurement.

General Framework Findings
Standadizing impact measurement methodology in the affordable housing indusygnable

greater impadby increasing the potential considerations housing practitioners have and helping to arm
them with the associated data to support their cldifash intereswas displayed in the interview stage,
noting a tool to aid in the process would allow professionals to complete these types of Afigdies.
reviewing the documents which underpin the study, it was made clear that impact measurements are
developed on projectto-project basis, making it increasingly difficult to compare multiple projects
Additionally, many of the indicators are developed by citing other studies, which does not always involve
a comprehensive review of the literatusg. creating an assement framework used for valuing such
projects, it will be easier to compare projects on a similar basis while also looking for best practices in the
industry.lt may also help ensure the most relevant andefbsttive measurements are selected for the
project.lt is easy to pick out particular benefits from a housing project and calculate the benefits that may
occur if the project meets expectations. However, by completing analyses in this way, it is difficult to

understand where the most efficient allbon of resources will be. Even at the level of an individual
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affordable housing financier, the lack of a standard framework makes it difficult to make efficient capital
allocations within the space using metrics other than the profitability of eadinme when

constructing an impact investment portfolRy. standardizing the process, additional investors may
consider the community focused or affordable housing projects as eligible for sustanfiak@itydebt
instrumentsBy completing the first ération of the assessment framework, an initial attempt at
standardization is made. Investors or other project stakeholders can compare projects based on a set of
indicators which also operates as a set of industry best practices. This will allow thehertstand

which projectsanbe prioritized based on the value of impact measurement on the property. This is not to
indicate that social return is the only consideration when comparing projects, however, it does give

professionals a baseline to complatelsstudy and compare seetypes obenefits.

Reflective Praxis: Utilizing the CAIM Common Foundations
The study employed the CAIM Common Foundations Essential Practices. When the study was

designed, it was known that the Common Foundations are a ammgtandard for impact measurement,
designed for social purpose organizations. The Common Foundations fulfill the SROI requirements, with
the potential advantage of being more flexible in the development @488, 2020). Upon reflecting

at the end ofhte study, it is possible that implementing the SROI framework may have resulted in a

similar set of impact measurements, if the same data collection steps had occurred. However, the
Common Foundations may have made it easier to design thetiengtl datacollection. Totruly

understand thisa similar SROI study would need to be completed. However, the study only implemented
the Common Foundations, one of a suite of impact measurement documentation and tools provided by the
CAIM. It is possible that when the full suite of CAIM tools is completed, thmaajthave additional

advantages for data collection and storageother components of the CAIM focus on these areas

The essential practices appear to be easier to use aledriemp, allowing for easy framework
adjustments on a p@roject basisvhen compared to the SROI practicéthen the practitioner utilizing
the framework reviews the Essential Practices as outlined by the Common Foundations, it will be clear on
how to impement additional impact measurements as related to the project. The Common Foundations
outline clear guidelines when developing such measurements, helping organizations understand what
important considerations in the development stage€a#EV, 2020). Although these considerations are
applicable outside of the CAIM Common Foundations, the clear documentation makes it easy to

understand and implement.

Since the CAIM is still new and under construction, it is possible that organizations will want to
shift to adhere to the CAIM as the developnisriinished. Particularly in Ontario, as the CAIM is
promoted by the Ontario Nonprofit Network (ONN, n.d.).c@ihe full suite of products if finalized,

70



impact measurements can be calculated using data management tools provided within this suite. With this
in mind, by employing the CAIM Common Foundations organizations can easily facilitate many existing
methodobgies for impact measurement such as SROI, Theory of Change, or Demonstrating Value

(CAIM, 2020), with the possibility of shifting to the CAIM once the full suite is finalized.

Study Limitations
The proposed project widllign with the CAIM Common Fountlans as a new minimum

standard for developing impact measuremérttse.CAIM is still in development stages, and therefore

does not have a completed methodology for calculating impact measurements. Therefore, although the
assessment framework will aligntvithe Common Foundations, it is recommended that the impact
measurement is calculated using the SROI methodology. Once the CAIM Data Standard is complete,

individuals implementing the framework can determine which measurement tool to utilize.

Valuing afordable housing to include social, environmental, @@homidndicators is still a
new area of research. Given the scale of the proposed research project, sections of the project rely on
previously published academic and grey literature which attenwaiie affordable housing projects.
The project is therefore restricted by the amount of literature that is published in the area. To take this into
consideration, the project utilizes glolralpact measurement studieghichwas evaluated by
practitioneran the context of Ontariolhe scope of the assessment frameweak focusedpecifically
on Ontaricasa startingpoint, and it is expected that the adaptation of this work to other jurisdictions
would require appropriate incorporation of local conteixoetrics.

The study does not take into direct feedback from all relevant stakeholders, with the absence of
direct input from current or potential affordable housing tenants being the most notable gap. Due to the
study foundation considering previous affable housing SROI studies, it is known that tenants have
been consulted idirectly for many of the foundational components. However, such a filtering of tenant
interests through other stakeholder is necessarily going to leave valuable insightsheft behi
Additionally, the interests of nearby neighbours in the areas containing affordable housing are not
incorporated either, even though they are key for the maintenance of a positive community around the

housing and its tenants.

The interview stage of theesearch project was limited in scope. The participation rate for the
interview was (7/74articipants) approximately 9% he goal for the project was 10 interviews. Due to

the project scope only including Ontario participants, the number of participaotger than preferred.

The study focuses guroviding a general assessment framework which can be used to understand

and measure impact in affordable housing. The interview data participants were exclusively participating
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from Ontario, limiting the knovedge that the participants have to Ontario employers. It is assumed that
the knowledge the participants bring is generalizable outside of Ontario, although, when implementing
the framework this is a consideration that practitioners outside of Ontarilol $tame.This is an issue of
project scope whichhay be dimitation of the assessment framework. However, future iterations of the
framework should consider broadening the scope to consider a wideiimargiew participants from

other regions, to addlditional robustness to the framewoBtoadening the scope to consider other
regionsmayneed additional baseline measurements by region and a filtering system to prioritize

indicators based on the potential needs of the region.

Utilizing Impact Measurement in Affordable Housing
The study utilized the CAIM Common Foundations to createsasessment framework which

housing practitioners can use to understand and measure the impact of an affordable housing project.
Within the industry, several affordable housing impact measurement studies have been completed
(CMHC, 2018; Miller & Robertsor2018. By creating this framework, the goal is to increase access to
knowledge and therefore increase the frequency that impact measurement occurs in these organizations.
When applying the theory of bounded rationality, it is understood that knowledde expensive to

acquire, andhat it is unlikely an organization can acquire all the information necessary to make a wholly
rational decision (Simon, 1972). Keeping this in mind, creating this framework will increase the

accessibility of knowledge while deeasing the costs associated with developing impact measurements.

Maintaining impact measurement information for an organization may also help increase access
to sustainable investment portfoli(Reeder & Colantonio, 2013philanthropic funding whichligns
with the project goals, and other government and nongovernment funding. Utilizing impact measurement
in affordable housing may empower practitioners to advocate for additional funding in the sector because
of the potential of decreased costs acaiksr institutions such as healthcawlier & Offrim, 2016;
Herbert et al., 2004and educationGMHC, 2018; Ravi & Reinhardt, 2011

Impact measurement in affordable housing may help stakeholders align the goals of the
organization with measurable g@ts. This may help organizations understand the true impact of the
project, avoiding potential costly investments which do not deliver on these Bodlsr (& Kramer,

2019. By providing a list of potential impact measurements, the framework may ak® acet of best
practices for affordable housing organizations. An example may be if a project funder is analyzing
potential options for affordable housing and was not aware of the potential benefits associated with
locating housing near transportati@y. referring to the assessment framework detkrmining what

impact measurements are relevant, the organization may provide more impactful housing.
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Opportunities for Future Research
The first iteration of the assessment framework for affordable housiasgompleted during the

research project. However, the research on affordable housing benefits should not stop here. Future
research should consider applying the framework across different types of affordable housing projects,
while making improvement®tthe indicators which are measured. By applying the framework to a

broader range of projects, indicators which were not considered in this study may éudditinally,

indicators can be assessed to determine what types of affordable housing p®jactedikely to see

certain costs and benefits, which may positively impact the way stakeholders prioritize affordable housing
projects. Internally,His information can be useful for other organizations when trying to align impact

measurement with orgasational strategy.

The research project proposed an initial weighting methodology which considered the costs of
measurement as a potential way to prioritize indicators while reducing the cost of measurement. Future
studies should consider tracking thetsasf measurement more holistically to determine what costs are
associated with tracking that may otherwise be overlooked. This can help organizations increase
understanding on what each measurement truly costs to track, prior to making decisions tiisrther,
information can be integrated into the framework to justify which indicators are reasonable to measure.
Additionally, future studies should consider the time scale of both benefits and costs of impact
measurement. Exploring this area can help piantts understand if there are increased or decreased
costs associated with measurement over a longer time hofizisncan help in the prioritization process.

By understanding this, practitioners may avoid unexpected increased costs associated wigmeeasu

As well, by understanding what benefits emerge over a letigerhorizon, practitioners can capture

more holistically the benefits of the program. For instance, there could be potential benefits that emerge
after 5 years or more which would notdagptured in a sheterm study.

The research project has claimed that providing the assessment framework will help practitioners
develop an impact measurement strategy, which may encourage additional funding from sustainable
investing portfolios, philatiropic funding, governments, or other NGOs. Future studies should
investigate this claim, in an attempt to understand how having this impact measurement infdrokgtion
impacts organizations acquiring funding. For instance, did having such informddmwrfal increased
access to sustainable investing portfolios? Or did it attract additional philanthropic funders? Gaining this
understanding will help organizations justify the additional costs of impact measurement on the

organization.

This study was lirited in scope and therefore did not interview tenants, a key stakeholder for

impact measuremeint affordable housing. Literature which was used in the content analysis did involve
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tenant surveys, however, future studies should place more emphasis @tantliieg the key costs and
benefits that tenants experience. I't i s important
information to housing providers, as it possible they feel obligated to participate in the study. Further, the
benefits seen byhants from accessing affordable housing may be overlooked. As such a critical

stakeholder, affordable housing tenants should be incorporated into future iterations of the assessment

framework.

The study implemented a first iteration of a standard assessment framework for affordable
housing, to increase access to knowledge and encourage practitioners to complete impact measurement
studies. Future research should consider completing such studiger industries which are social
purpose in focus. By increasing the standardization of this process, while incorporating flexibility into the

framework, other industries can benefit from impact measurement work.

Contributions to the Literature
The esearch project has led to a first iteration of an assessment framework used to understand

impact measurement in affordable housing. This on its own has literature contributions broken into
theoretical contributions, applied contributions, and policy dmutions. In addition to these broader
concepts, supporting literature which focuses on standardizing impact measurement in an industry may
lead to similar studies in other industries. By increasing access to knowledge, costs of impact
measurement can beduced, and holistic planning can be increased. The theory of bounded rationality
explains that we are bound by the knowledge we can access and accessing large amounts of knowledge
can be costly§imon, 1972 By standardizing the process and creatingssessment framework,

institutions may be more likely to complete such studies. Other researchers may consider instituting the

methodology in other industries.

TheoryContributions
The research project contributes to the literature as it was the first known project to utilize the

CAIM Common Foundations as a basis for designing impact measurements. Although similar
methodologies have been used in the past, investigating impact emestin affordable housing from a
new lens may help alter the results. The reflective praxis completed after implementing the framework
highlights the flexibility as one advantage to following the Common Foundakiongever, t is possible

that the studgould have been designed in a similar waing other methodologies. The CAIM Common
Foundations appeared to be easier to use, which may encourage practitioners to continue adding to the
field of research by making alterations to the framework. Therajoes,time utilizing the Common

Foundations may have additional benefits.
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The research study contributes to the literature by encouraging practitioners completing impact
measurement studies to screen studies to consider the costs of impact measuresenasitihave
historically been overlookk and by creating a weighting methodology which considers this aspect may
encourage practitioners to focus on indicators which are less costly to measure. In particular, the costs that
fall out of the scope of therganization such as providing personal data to a housing provider is
something that has not been discussed extensively in the literature. By creating the weighting

methodology practitioners are encouraged to act responsibly when considering intrzsoaldetion.

AppliedContributions
The research project provided a first iteration of an assessment framework which can be used to

understand the impact of affordable housing projects on communities. This has many practical
applications for practitionerin affordable housing, financers, and developers of affordable housing. For
practitioners, the framework provides insight into the impact of projects. This can be used to alter
programs and maximize the benefits on the community. Further, this infonnsatidoe used to advocate

for additional funding in the industry, after gaining an understanding of the project impacts. Financers of
affordable housing can use the assessment framework as a potential list of best practices when investing
in affordable hosing or comparing projects. With this in mind, financers can assess which project will
have a higher community benefit per dollar investéldey are utilizing impact measurement

calculations This may lead to more efficient allocation of funding. Affdsigahousing developers may

also utilize the assessment framework to understand and compare affordable housinglptgjedtas a
potential set of best practices, developers may consider prioritizing the development based on the impact
it has on the comunity. Further, this information may be used to justify additional costs of development
associated with implementing programs such as the implementing green design and construction into the

development process.

Theresearch projeqiroposes anethodology which can be used to prioritize indicators withén
assessment framework. These act as considerations that should be made when determining which impact
measurements are relevant to an organization. Suggesting that practitioners considtrothe c
measurement, relevance to the organization, and ability to collect data, will help prevent organizations
from selecting indicators based on historical implementation of the impact measurement process.
Although in the impact measurement field it nteyimportant to pull from existing literature, this
suggestion can help organization cater the information to specific project benefits and reduce potential

unnecessary costs.

Practitioners utilizing the assessment framework may be able to encourdgatsesf the area to

support affordable housing projects if they are able to understand the benefits of the project. By
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implementing an impact measurement plan, data can be shared within the community. Further, utilizing
the framework to support feedbachkrh residents and prioritize impact measurement may help gain
additional support if residents are made aware that the project witlbenaintained to provide adequate

housing in the communitgs well as provide broader community benefits

PolicyApplications
The research study proposed a new assessment framework which can be used to measure impact

in affordable housing. This information may be relevant to policy makers, as understanding the benefits
of affordable housing may alter affordable housiotigy. If policy makers have increased understanding

of the holistic nature of impact measurement, and the impact that providing affordable housing can have
on other areas, policy may change to support this understanding. This can lead to increaseit funding
affordable housing, as it continuesdisplaybenefit toother institutions such as healthcé@CEA,

2015; Suttor et al., 2014; Miller & Robertson, 20%kfucationMiller & Offrim, 2016; CHA, 2014; Zon

et al., 2014)and other emergency servic&a(nes et al., 2018; Suttor et al., 2014; Zon et al., 2014).

Supporting research in the area of impact measurement has additional benefits for the industry.
By increasing the access to impact measurement literature, we may see an incredsagjuneting of
impact measurement that is occurring for social purpose organizations. This can lead to additional policy
decisions to support holistic planning grounded in academic theory and practical knowledge. Impact
measurement has the ability to bridge the thap currently exists when analyzing a project based on
traditional economic systems. Overtime, the application of impact measurement can lead to a shift in the
way all communitybased projects are implemented, focusing less on the cost of implemesstzifiorg
towards the potential benefits such projects can bhingact measurement may have the ability to
integrate more traditional knowledge in the planning phase of projects, placing more emphasis on how a

project will lead to positive change in thenamunity.

Conclusion

The research project explored how impact measurement can aid in efficiently allocating funding
and prioritizing projects in communipcused and affordable housing. The purpose of the study was to
understandiow communityfocused and affordable housinghdae valued to consider social,
environmental, and economic impact measurements. This information was used to generate a framework
which practitioners operating in communfgcused or affordable housing can use to select relevant
impact measurements basedthe parameters of their projeta achieve this, flexibility was built into
the framework by providing a wide range of impact measures across the three categories, and encouraging

practitioners to review the comprehensive list prior to prioritizat@omsidering the lack of
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standardization in impact measurement, the framework attempts to bridge the gap between the desire to
measure impact, and the need to select relevant impact measures which can be compared across projects.
It was recognized thalhe prioritization of indicators can be difficult when comparing potential project

benefits to other existing impact measurement focused studies. To aid in this process, the research project
proposed 3 potential screening criteria including project relevanseeffectiveness, and ability to

collect data. These criteria will help practitioners focus on the main project impacts while avoiding
unnecessary data collection. The research project utilized the CAIM Common Foundations to develop the
impact measuresyhile relying on historically published impact measures and supplementing findings

with interviews with practitionergzuture research projects may consider altering the existing impact

measurement framework as new benefits are understood

The overall reearch project focused in the commudidgused and affordable housing sector.
However, the lack of standardization in impact measurement is an issue across social purpose
organizations and spans industries. With this in mind, learnings from developingnttesvork can be
used across industries to promote impact measurement and a deeper project undektaading.
relevant, future projects may consider applying the research methodology to other industries to increase

impact measurement standardization.
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