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[bookmark: _Toc239750644]1.  Purpose of this White Paper
Most arguments for digitalization in the built environment run forward.  Adopt the technology, follow the standard, and here is the return you should expect.  The trouble with running the argument forward is that the numbers on the other end are almost always somebody else’s, drawn from a different country, a different decade or a vendor’s own study, and an owner who has been sold before can tell.
This book runs the argument backwards.  It starts with Canadian public projects that went wrong, where an auditor general, a commissioner or an independent reviewer has already written down what happened and why.  Then it asks a narrower question than the usual one.  Of the causes those reports identified, which are information and decision failures, and what would a different information discipline have changed.
The answer is not that digitalization would have saved every project.  Several of the projects in this book were hurt by things no information system touches.  A sinkhole, a pandemic, a global steel price, a supplier that could not build a reliable vehicle.  Those are named where they apply, because a book that claims too much is easier to dismiss than a book that claims less and proves it.
What the reports do show, repeatedly and across every jurisdiction in the country, is a second layer of failure sitting underneath the first.  Decision makers were told things that were not so.  Asset condition was not known.  Roles were unclear.  The record of why a decision was made did not exist when somebody came looking for it.  Lifecycle cost was never funded because it was never forecast.  That layer is not weather.  It is a design choice about how an organization handles information, and it can be changed before the project starts.
Summary of findings in this white paper
In 4 out of 5 Canadian public sector reports we examined, information and decision failure was a documented contributing cause of the problem the report was written about.  The finding holds at 81.8 per cent across 110 Canadian reports, and it holds at 85.0 per cent across 20 international reports reviewed and coded in the same way.  This is not a Canadian failing and it is not a technology problem but it is what happens when the information a decision needs is not owed to anybody in particular, as the evidence shows.
[bookmark: _Toc239750645]2.  Overall Approach
Everything in this book traces to the Clarity Builders Public Inquiries and Audits Register.  The register is a coded set of 130 public sector oversight reports, 110 Canadian and 20 international, built between June and August 2026.  Each entry records the issuing body, the instrument, the report title and year, the project, the asset class, the capital value where the report gives one, the cost and schedule outcome in the report’s own terms, the findings as quoted text, and a set of cause codes.
[bookmark: _Toc239750646]Our Register selection process
	STEP
	WHAT IT REQUIRES

	Source
	A published report from a legislative auditor, an auditor general, a public inquiry, a parliamentary or legislative committee, or an independent review commissioned by government. No trade press, no vendor material, no consultant estimates

	Verification
	Confidence A means the primary report was reviewed and a minimum of 2 findings were confirmed in the report’s own words, with page or paragraph references recorded. 102 of the 110 Canadian entries we have entered into out register carry confidence A.

	Coding
	15 cause codes are applied to each report. A report can carry several codes which are applied only where the report itself establishes the finding, not from any inference Clarity Builders has made.

	Second coder
	A sample was independently double coded. Agreement was kappa 0.92, which is very high for qualitative coding of this kind

	Exclusions
	Entries verified only from an issuing body summary page are marked and are excluded from selection for this book and are noted as such in our overall registry. 



[bookmark: _Toc239750647]Inclusion of international projects
Across the 110 Canadian entries, 81.8 per cent identify an information or decision failure as a contributing cause.  The 95 per cent confidence interval is 73.6 to 87.9 per cent.  Applying the same coding to the 20 international reports gives 85.0 per cent.  The difference between the 2 rates is not statistically meaningful, z equals 0.34.  This paper is not meant to target Canada and the inclusion of international projects is meant to demonstrate that at as our findings so far indicate that treatment of information is a universal challenge.
[bookmark: _Toc239750648]Project Selection
The 15 projects were chosen against a set of written rules that were applied to the 102 “confidence A” Canadian entries in the Clarity Builders registry. 
	RULE
	HOW THE SET PERFORMS AGAINST IT

	Confidence A only
	All 15 Canadian and all 5 international selections are confidence A. The 8 summary verified entries are excluded

	2015 or later, at least half from 2020
	All 15 Canadian cases are dated 2020 or later. 5 are from 2025 or 2026. The rule was beaten comfortably

	Spread across the country
	13 jurisdictions: Canada, Ontario, Toronto twice, Ottawa, Quebec, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Labrador, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, British Columbia, Northwest Territories, Nunavut

	Spread across asset classes
	Transit 1, energy 3, housing 2, health 2, government real property 2, water 1, schools 1, bridges 1, defence 1, plus transit again in the comparators

	2 or more cases per Clarity Compass dimension
	Governance 14, Process 8, Technology 6, Contracts 4, People 2. The People count is a limit of the evidence and is discussed in section 8



The 15 cases were selected for jurisdiction, recency, asset class and dimension coverage.  The cause pattern below is what turned up, and it is close to the pattern across the full 110.
The 4 most common causes in our register are all governance causes with none of them being a technology problem.  Reporting, decision rights, the decision record and lifecycle funding are the predominant factors with arguably a global fix around information sharing and responsibilities.
[bookmark: _Toc239750649]Project Coding
Below shows the coding that each project in this White Paper (and all of our projects in our Register) are coded against. There are 15 codes in total with the summary of each explained.  As well, we are sharing the percentage of projects in our Register that according to the report or audit that were found to have contained this issue as well as which of the Clarity Builders five business dimensions supports improvement in this area.
	CODE
	CAUSE (FROM REPORTS)
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process

	C03
	Schedule optimism or unrealistic baseline
	9.1%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C09
	Procurement integrity, fairness or conflict of interest
	10.0%
	Contracts

	C10
	Change and claims control weak
	10.0%
	Process

	C11
	Benefits or performance not measured
	20.9%
	Governance

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance

	C13
	Capability or capacity gap
	7.3%
	People

	C14
	Quality assurance, inspection or commissioning failure
	10.9%
	Process

	C15
	Independent assurance or oversight absent or late
	20.9%
	Governance



Please contact us if you would like to chat about our full Register.
[bookmark: _Toc239750650]Case Layout
Every case in our White Paper is laid out the same way, so a reader can compare across them or read only the ones that might most closely reflect their organization.
	SECTION
	WHAT IT CONTAINS AND WHERE IT COMES FROM

	The record
	A fact table. Register ID, oversight body, report and year, asset class, capital value, cost outcome, schedule outcome, dimensions. Every field is taken from the report

	What happened
	A short narrative. Written by Clarity Builders, but every factual assertion in it is traceable to the report cited in the fact table

	What the report found
	Quoted findings. Where a phrase sits inside quotation marks it is the report’s own wording, not a paraphrase

	Project Codes Reported
	The cause codes applied to that report, with the share of the 110 Canadian entries carrying the same code. This is what makes the case general rather than anecdotal

	What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
	Named Clarity Compass services, with the reason each one answers a finding the report actually made. Not every failure has a service against it, and where it does not we say so

	Illustrative scenario
	A forward-looking counterfactual. Labelled, caveated and sourced. See below

	Counterfactual
	The boundary of the counterfactual, on the same page as the counterfactual. This is the section a sceptical reader should check first



[bookmark: _Toc239750651]3.  The 15 Canadian cases
The cases run roughly from the most widely known to the least, not in order of severity.  There is no ranking here and none should be read into the order.
	#
	REGISTER ID
	YEAR
	JURISDICTION
	PROJECT

	1
	ON-21
	2022
	Ontario and the City of Ottawa
	Ottawa Light Rail Transit, Stage 1

	2
	WEST-28
	2026
	Manitoba
	Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters

	3
	ON-23
	2026
	City of Toronto
	Toronto Community Housing

	4
	OAG Stanton
	2024
	Northwest Territories
	Stanton Territorial Hospital

	5
	FED-03
	2025
	Canada
	The federal office portfolio

	6
	VGQ REM
	2024
	Quebec
	Réseau express métropolitain

	7
	ON-25
	2025
	City of Toronto
	Toronto Water

	8
	AG NS sch
	2025
	Nova Scotia
	Nova Scotia school capital planning

	9
	WEST-08
	2022
	British Columbia
	Site C Clean Energy Project

	10
	WEST-11
	2020
	Alberta
	Willow Square continuing care centre

	11
	ON-14
	2021
	Ontario
	Ontario bridges and culverts

	12
	FED-17
	2024
	Canada
	Defence infrastructure

	13
	Muskrat Falls
	2020
	Newfoundland and Labrador
	Muskrat Falls

	14
	WEST-20
	2020
	Saskatchewan
	Boundary Dam Units 4 and 5

	15
	OAG Public
	2025
	Nunavut
	Public housing in Nunavut



[bookmark: _Toc239750652]Case 1.  Ottawa Light Rail Transit, Stage 1
Project details
	Register ID
	ON-21

	Jurisdiction
	Ontario and the City of Ottawa  ·  Provincial public inquiry

	Oversight body
	Ottawa Light Rail Transit Public Inquiry, Commissioner the Honourable William Hourigan

	Report
	Report of the Ottawa Light Rail Transit Public Inquiry, 2022

	Asset class
	Transit, light rail

	Capital value
	$2.1 billion fixed-price DBFM contract

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified in the Executive Summary as a percentage overrun

	Schedule outcome
	About 16 months late to Revenue Service Availability

	Cause codes
	C03, C04, C05, C08, C14

	CB dimensions
	Contracts, Governance, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750653]What happened
Ottawa procured its first light rail line as a $2.1 billion design-build-finance-maintain contract, a form chosen because it was expected to move risk onto the private consortium.  It did move some.  After the Rideau Street sinkhole the Commissioner found the City saved over $100 million because geotechnical risk had genuinely transferred.  That is worth saying first, because the inquiry is not a finding that the contract form failed everywhere.
What failed was the flow of information to the people who had to decide.  The Commissioner found that Council was told a launch date the parties knew was not achievable, that critical information went only to the Mayor's office and the City Manager, and that Council was deliberately misled in a memorandum of 23 August 2019.  When the system could not meet the agreed trial running standard, the standard was lowered from 98 per cent to 96 per cent dependability rather than the date being moved.
[bookmark: _Toc239750654]What the report found

· "egregious violations of the public's trust", including RTG providing "RSA dates that they knew were entirely unrealistic" and senior City staff deliberately misleading Council about trial running
· critical information was withheld and provided only to Mayor Jim Watson and his office, and City Manager Kanellakos "deliberately misled Council" in an August 23, 2019 memorandum
· the design-build-finance-maintain model "caused or contributed to several ongoing difficulties", and "the City's insistence on enforcing its contractual rights was a significant contributor to the breakdown"
· "the City saved costs of over $100 million because it had transferred the geotechnical risk to RTG" after the Rideau Street sinkhole
· "RTG and OLRT-C failed to ensure the integration of roles, responsibilities, and deliverables", with subcontractors operating in silos
· the City agreed to "lower the trial running testing criteria" from 98 percent to 96 percent dependability because the system could not pass the agreed criteria
[bookmark: _Toc239750655]Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C03
	Schedule optimism or unrealistic baseline
	9.1%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C14
	Quality assurance, inspection or commissioning failure
	10.9%
	Process



[bookmark: _Toc239750656]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.9 Information requirements.  An Exchange Information Requirement written against the DBFM contract would have defined what the consortium had to hand the City, in what form and at what point, as a contractual deliverable rather than a reporting courtesy.  The inquiry's finding is not that information did not exist.  It is that it was not owed to anyone on a schedule.
· 5.11 Coordination protocol and issue discipline.  The Commissioner found subcontractors operating in silos and integration of roles and deliverables never established.  A coordination protocol makes the integration point a named accountability with an issue register behind it.
· 5.10 Common data environment operating model.  A single environment where trial running results are recorded as they are produced makes the gap between the 98 per cent criterion and actual performance visible to Council at the time, not in an inquiry 3 years later.
[bookmark: _Toc239750657]Illustrative scenario
The inquiry does not put a figure on the reporting failure.  What can be said is which decisions would have been differently informed.
The trial running criterion was lowered because the system could not meet it.  Under a contracted information requirement, the dependability figures would have been a reported deliverable rather than a negotiated position, and the decision to relax the standard would have been a Council decision on the record rather than an operational accommodation.  Whether Council would have decided differently is unknowable but proper governance suggests it should have been Council's decision to make.  That kind of light is likely to have brought a further level of scrutiny into the decision making.  Other challenges could not be foreseen like the sinkhole or, of course, the pandemic, but there is noted in the report a clear information governance failure.
[bookmark: _Toc239750658]Case 2.  Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters
Project Details
	Register ID
	WEST-28

	Jurisdiction
	Manitoba  ·  Provincial public inquiry

	Oversight body
	Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters Inquiry, expert report by Deloitte LLP

	Report
	Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters Inquiry, Project Management Practices, 2026

	Asset class
	Government real property and police facility

	Capital value
	Guaranteed maximum price contract of November 2011, with a claimed increase of $19.6 million

	Cost outcome
	A GMP increase of $19.6 million claimed as already materially performed, without change orders

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified

	Cause codes
	C01, C05, C06, C08, C10

	CB dimensions
	Contracts, Governance, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750659]What happened
The City entered a guaranteed maximum price agreement at the 30 per cent design stage, on a project that involved significant alteration of an existing building.  The expert report calls that unusual, and the reason is straightforward: a guaranteed maximum price guarantees very little when the design it is priced against is one third complete and the building being altered has not been fully surveyed.
What followed is visible in the paperwork, or rather in its absence.  Progress claims were certified without evidence of detailed review.  The cost breakdown used in claims did not align with the contract it was drawn against.  A $19.6 million increase to the guaranteed maximum price was claimed as work already materially performed, with no change orders behind it.
This is the clearest case in the register of a records failure producing a commercial failure.  The project required a document trail that could answer entitlement, causation and quantum, and it was not in place.
[bookmark: _Toc239750660]What the report found
· The payment certification process did not meet expected industry leading practice or that required based on the contract terms, with lack of evidence of detailed review or checking of progress claims
· Cost breakdown used in progress claims was not aligned with the GMP contract
· the support provided for changes to the GMP does not appear sufficient to demonstrate Entitlement Causation or Quantum
· entering a GMP agreement at the 30 percent design stage particularly in relation to the significant alteration of an existing building is unusual
· Project reporting was lacking effective forward looking forecasts and risk cost and schedule reporting
[bookmark: _Toc239750661]Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C10
	Change and claims control weak
	10.0%
	Process



[bookmark: _Toc239750662]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.12 Classification and cost-data alignment.  The finding that the claim breakdown did not align with the contract is a classification failure.  A single classification applied across the contract, the claims and the cost report makes misalignment visible on the first claim rather than on the last.
· 5.9 Information requirements.  Entitlement, causation and quantum are information requirements before they are legal tests.  Specifying what a change submission must contain, and refusing the ones that do not, is a contract administration discipline our work installs.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  A forward-looking cost and risk report is a funding instrument, not a status update.  The absence of one is why a $19.6 million movement could be presented as already performed.
[bookmark: _Toc239750663]Illustrative scenario
The $19.6 million is the report's own figure and it is not a saving we would claim.
However, the illustrative point is narrower and focuses on timing.  Under a change submission standard that required entitlement, causation and quantum before certification, a movement of that size would have surfaced at the point the work was directed rather than at the point it was billed.  The register puts weak change and claims control at 10.0 per cent of Canadian reports, which makes it uncommon.  Missing decision records, at 34.5 per cent, is the failure that makes it possible.
[bookmark: _Toc239750664]Counterfactual
We do not claim the building would have cost less.  The scope, the existing structure and the market are what they are, of course.
We do claim that a City certifying $19.6 million of change without a document trail could not have known whether it was getting value, and that this is a solvable problem that costs a fraction of the amount in question.
[bookmark: _Toc239750665]Case 3.  Toronto Community Housing
Project details
	Register ID
	ON-23

	Jurisdiction
	City of Toronto  ·  Municipal auditor general audit

	Oversight body
	Auditor General, City of Toronto

	Report
	Ensuring Social Housing Tenants Have Homes in Good Repair. An Audit of Toronto Community Housing Corporation Building Repair Capital Planning, 2026

	Asset class
	Housing, social housing portfolio

	Capital value
	$4.6 billion of state of good repair needs identified for 2025 to 2034, against $2.3 billion budgeted. Over $2.3 billion spent on building repairs 2018 to 2024

	Cost outcome
	A funding gap rather than a project overrun. Nearly $415 million of poor or severe condition repairs outstanding at the end of 2024

	Schedule outcome
	Facility Condition Index improved from 15.6 per cent in 2019 to 11.8 per cent in 2024, forecast to worsen to 19.6 per cent by 2035

	Cause codes
	C02, C07, C12

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Process, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750666]What happened
This is not a project that went wrong.  It is a portfolio being managed against a number nobody can fully rely on, and it is the closest case in the book to the position most Canadian owners are actually in.
TCHC holds a state of good repair database.  It also holds a rolling list of potential capital projects, and the Auditor General found the 2 are not directly integrated.  Estimates in the database are not updated as design and delivery progress, which means the backlog figure and the money actually required drift apart over the life of every project in it.
The consequence is stated plainly in the audit and it is the argument this whole book is built on.  Where critical needs are deferred, conditions deteriorate and failures arrive as emergency work, which costs more than the planned renewal that was deferred.  The gap is not caused by the information problem.  It is made worse by it, and it cannot be measured accurately while the problem persists.
[bookmark: _Toc239750667]What the report found
· "Based on TCHC's SOGR database, there is not enough funding to address TCHC's entire SOGR backlog and upcoming needs due over the next 10 years"
· "TCHC's overall SOGR needs are informed by additional inputs, including its rolling list of potential planned capital projects, which is not directly integrated with the SOGR database"
· "Because estimates are not updated in the SOGR database as project design, planning, and delivery progress, it is difficult to assess how cost escalations and scope changes affect the portion of the SOGR backlog that can be addressed"
· "Where critical needs remain delayed or unaddressed, conditions may continue to
·  deteriorate, and asset failures can occur which can be more expensive to address as emergency work, than as planned capital renewal"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance



[bookmark: _Toc239750669]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.5 Information management design.  2 systems holding the same asset and not speaking to each other is the design problem, not a data entry problem.  The work is to define one authoritative record and make the other derive from it.
· 5.12 Classification and cost-data alignment.  An estimate that is not refreshed as design progresses is a classification and cost-data problem: the backlog is denominated in Class 5 numbers while the programme spends Class 2 money.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  This is the segment added to the diagnostic in August 2026 and this is the case that justifies it.  A backlog number that cannot be reconciled to the budget is a funding conversation with no shared basis.
[bookmark: _Toc239750670]Illustrative scenario
No savings figure is offered here and none would be honest.  The audit itself says the effect of escalation and scope change on the backlog cannot currently be assessed.
What can be modelled is the direction.  Asset and condition information being unreliable appears in 29.1 per cent of the Canadian register, and lifecycle cost not being forecast or funded in 34.5 per cent.  Where both are present, as here, the published backlog is a floor rather than an estimate.  An integrated record would not create money.  It would let Council argue for the right amount.
Counterfactual
We do not claim that better information would close a $2.3 billion funding gap.  It would not.
We do claim that an owner whose backlog database and capital project list are not integrated cannot know what the gap is, and that the difference between a defensible number and an indicative one changes what a funder is willing to hear.
Case 4. Stanton Territorial Hospital
Project details
	Register ID
	OAG Stanton

	Jurisdiction
	Northwest Territories  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada, report to the Northwest Territories Legislative Assembly

	Report
	Stanton Territorial Hospital Renewal Project, 2024

	Asset class
	Health facilities

	Capital value
	Total actual and projected 30-year costs of about $1.21 billion as at March 2023

	Cost outcome
	Over by 62 per cent on the 30-year life-cycle basis, with additional costs of over $462 million

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified in the summary

	Cause codes
	C01, C04, C06, C08, C09, C12

	CB dimensions
	Contracts, Governance, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750671]What happened
A territory of 45,000 people committed to a 30-year public-private partnership for its main hospital.  The Auditor General found the value-for-money test that is supposed to justify that decision was not completed, and that when the scope later changed the model was not re-tested against the new scope.
Underneath that sit 2 record failures.  Conflict-of-interest declarations and records of conversations with bidders were missing from the procurement file.  Roles and responsibilities across Finance, Infrastructure, and Health and Social Services were not well defined, so there was no single body accountable for the decision the file was supposed to support.
The number is the one that travels.  Actual and projected costs over the 30-year life rose 62 per cent, more than $462 million, on a decision that was never tested for value and never re-tested when it changed.
[bookmark: _Toc239750672]What the report found
· "The departments and the authority ultimately accepted to move forward with a public-private partnership project without determining whether the project offered better value for money"
· "The P3 arrangement that the departments and the authority ultimately established was done without re-analyzing whether a P3 arrangement based on a new project scope was still the best value-for-money option"
· "Information related to conflict-of-interest declarations and conversations with bidders was missing from the departments' and the authority's procurement records"
· "Roles and responsibilities among the departments of Finance, Infrastructure, and Health and Social Services were not well defined"
· "We estimated that the actual and projected costs over the 30-year life of the project increased that number by 62 per cent to more than 1.2 billion dollars at the end of March 2023"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C09
	Procurement integrity, fairness or conflict of interest
	10.0%
	Contracts

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750674]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.8 Portfolio digital delivery strategy.  A delivery model decision is a portfolio decision before it is a project decision.  The strategy work fixes who owns the model choice and what evidence it has to rest on.
· 5.9 Information requirements.  Conflict-of-interest declarations and bidder conversation records are information requirements with a retention rule.  Their absence is not an oversight, it is an unspecified requirement.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  A 30-year life-cycle cost is the definition of an operating forecast that has to be carried alongside the capital decision.  This case is why the segment exists.
[bookmark: _Toc239750675]Illustrative scenario
The $462 million is the Auditor General's figure for the increase over 30 years.  We do not claim any share of it as an avoidable saving, because the audit does not apportion it and neither can we.
The illustrative claim is about the decision, not the money.  3 departments shared a decision none of them owned, on a model that was never value-tested, on a file missing its own integrity records.  Independent assurance being absent or late appears in 20.9 per cent of the Canadian register.  Where it is absent on a 30-year commitment, the exposure is not the overrun.  It is that nobody can now say whether the overrun was avoidable.
Counterfactual
We do not claim a P3 was the wrong model for Stanton.  The audit does not say that either, and it could not, because the analysis that would answer it was never done.
We do claim that a 30-year commitment made without a completed value test, and re-scoped without re-testing, was a decision made on information nobody had assembled.
[bookmark: _Toc239750676]Case 5.  The federal office portfolio
Project details
	Register ID
	FED-03

	Jurisdiction
	Canada  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada 

	Report
	Report 3, Current and Future Use of Federal Office Space, 2025

	Asset class
	Government office real property

	Capital value
	About 5.9 million rentable square metres. Maintenance, operating and payments in lieu of taxes of about $2.14 billion in 2023-24

	Cost outcome
	Not an overrun. Projected savings of about $3.9 billion over 10 years are at risk because the reduction is now projected at 33 per cent rather than 50 per cent

	Schedule outcome
	A reduction from 6.0 to 5.9 million rentable square metres since 2019-20

	Cause codes
	C07, C11, C12, C15

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750677]What happened
The federal government committed to halving its office footprint.  5 years later the portfolio has gone from 6.0 to 5.9 million square metres, and the Auditor General projects the reduction will reach 33 per cent rather than 50.
The reason is not resistance.  It is that the decision cannot be made well.  Public Services and Procurement Canada estimated that before the pandemic half of the office space was underused, and the audit found 5 federal tenants doing no monitoring at all of how often employees used their space.  A landlord being asked to dispose of surplus space cannot identify which space is surplus.
The oversight that might have caught this was removed.  The Centre of Expertise for Real Property was dissolved in 2024.  The audit is blunt about the consequence: slower disposal risks increasing the maintenance and operating costs the reduction was meant to avoid.
[bookmark: _Toc239750678]What the report found
· The department estimated that before the pandemic 50 percent of the office space was underused
· PSPC currently projects that office space reductions will only be 33 percent
· 5 federal tenants did no monitoring of how often employees used the space
· Oversight capacity fell with the dissolution in 2024 of the Centre of Expertise for Real Property
· Slower disposal risks an increase in maintenance and operating costs
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C11
	Benefits or performance not measured
	20.9%
	Governance

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance

	C15
	Independent assurance or oversight absent or late
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750680]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.9 Information requirements.  Utilisation is an information requirement placed on the occupant, not a measurement taken by the landlord.  Until it is specified as an obligation with a format and a frequency, no amount of central effort produces it.
· 5.5 Information management design.  The custodian and the tenants hold different halves of the same question.  The design work is deciding which record answers it and who is obliged to feed it.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  $3.9 billion of projected savings is an operating forecast dependent on data nobody was required to produce.  That dependency should have been visible in the funding case.
[bookmark: _Toc239750681]Illustrative scenario
The $3.9 billion is the government's own projection of savings from the reduction, not a Clarity Builders estimate, and the audit already reports it as at risk.
What is illustrative is the mechanism.  Asset and condition information being unreliable appears in 29.1 per cent of the Canadian register, and this is a case where the missing data is utilisation rather than condition.  The shortfall from 50 per cent to 33 per cent is not a policy failure.  It is a portfolio being asked to identify surplus space using occupancy data that 5 of its tenants do not collect.
Counterfactual
We do not claim the 50 per cent target was achievable, or that better utilisation data would have delivered it.
We do claim that a disposal programme cannot outperform the occupancy information it runs on, and that no federal body was obliged to produce that information in a form the programme could use.
[bookmark: _Toc239750682]Case 6.  Réseau express métropolitain
Project details
	Register ID
	VGQ REM

	Jurisdiction
	Quebec  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Vérificateur général du Québec

	Report
	Rapport à l'Assemblée nationale 2024-2025, novembre 2024, chapitre 5. Réseau express métropolitain, mise à jour de l'analyse comptable du montage financier publiée en 2018, 2024

	Asset class
	Transit

	Capital value
	$6.951 billion in the 2018 estimate

	Cost outcome
	Over by about 35 per cent. $6.951 billion in 2018 to $9.370 billion in the March 2024 estimate. Net financing required rose from $6.325 billion to $8.341 billion

	Schedule outcome
	Full service moved from 2024 to 2027, about three years later

	Cause codes
	C02, C04, C05, C07, C11

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Process, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750683]What happened
The REM was structured so that a pension fund subsidiary would build and own Montreal's light rail network, with the government as an investor rather than an operator.  6 years on the construction estimate has risen 35 per cent and full service has moved 3 years.
The Vérificateur général attributes the increase to inflation, the condition of the underground vault at avenue McGill College, pandemic delay and the discovery of explosives in the Mont-Royal tunnel.  2 of those 4 are asset condition problems on assets that already existed.
The finding that should trouble a Canadian owner most is the last one.  CDPQ Infra holds all voting shares.  The Ministère des Finances, which carries the government's investment on its books, does not have some of the information it needs to be sure that investment is accounted for correctly.  The government is exposed to an asset it cannot fully see.
[bookmark: _Toc239750684]What the report found
· "Selon l'estimation de mars 2024 de CDPQ Infra, les sommes prévues pour construire le REM seraient d'environ 9,4 milliards de dollars"
· the causes cited are "inflation plus élevée que prévu, à l'état de la voûte souterraine de l'avenue McGill College, aux retards occasionnés par la pandémie de COVID-19 et à la découverte d'explosifs dans le tunnel Mont-Royal"
· "Ces revenus d'achalandage ne proviennent pas exclusivement de la tarification des passagers, mais découlent à plus de 50 pour cent de contributions du gouvernement du Québec"
· "CDPQ Infra détient la totalité des actions avec droit de vote de la société REM inc. depuis sa création"
· "Le ministère des Finances du Québec ne dispose pas de certaines informations importantes pour s'assurer que la comptabilisation du placement du gouvernement demeure adéquate"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C11
	Benefits or performance not measured
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750686]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
5.9 Information requirements.  An investor's information rights are an Exchange Information Requirement in everything but name.  Where the counterparty holds all voting shares, they are the only mechanism available.
5.5 Information management design.  The condition of the McGill College vault and the contents of the Mont-Royal tunnel were pre-existing conditions of pre-existing assets.  What was missing was a record, not a survey.
Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  Ridership revenue that is more than half government contribution is a funding structure question, and the audit found the department cannot fully see it.
[bookmark: _Toc239750687]Illustrative scenario
The $2.4 billion increase is the Vérificateur général's figure and 2 of the 4 causes it names are outside anyone's control.
The illustrative portion is the 2 that are not.  The state of the McGill College vault and the explosives in the Mont-Royal tunnel were both conditions of existing assets that a records search should have identified before commitment rather than during construction.  Asset and condition information being unreliable appears in 29.1 per cent of the Canadian register.  We do not apportion the $2.4 billion, because the audit does not, and any split we offered would be invented.
Counterfactual
We do not claim the REM would have cost its 2018 estimate.  Inflation and a pandemic are not information failures.
We do claim that a government carrying an $8.3 billion investment, in an entity where it holds no voting shares, needs its information rights written down, and that its own auditor found it does not have them.

[bookmark: _Toc239750688]Case 7.  Toronto Water
Project details
	Register ID
	ON-25

	Jurisdiction
	City of Toronto  ·  Municipal auditor general audit

	Oversight body
	Auditor General, City of Toronto

	Report
	Audit of Toronto Water: Stormwater and Wastewater Contract Management, 2025

	Asset class
	Water and wastewater

	Capital value
	Five sampled projects from $7.2 million to $26.5 million original contract value, with change orders from $500,841 to $2.9 million

	Cost outcome
	$2.85 million paid in consultant fees and price escalation due to delays, over $260,000 in contractor delay compensation, a $3.5 million delay claim in dispute, $122,781 of markup overage recovered

	Schedule outcome
	17 of 18 projects, 94 per cent, did not meet the originally planned substantial performance date

	Cause codes
	C03, C06, C10

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750689]What happened
This is the most ordinary case in the book and that is why it is here.  No inquiry, no scandal, no landmark project.  A large municipal utility delivering routine capital works, audited by its own Auditor General, and the findings are about paperwork.
94 per cent of the sampled projects missed their substantial performance date.  When delay claims arrived, none of the 12 samples had an updated project schedule attached and 3 had no supporting documentation at all.  In 65 per cent of sampled change orders the work had already been done before the change order was issued.  In 91 per cent of payment samples the required supporting documentation was incomplete, most often the contractor's daily work records.
There is no villain here.  There is a City paying claims it cannot fully evidence, on a schedule it cannot fully reconstruct, because the records that would let it do either were not required at the moment they were cheap to produce.
[bookmark: _Toc239750690]What the report found
· "17 of the 18 (94 per cent) projects did not meet the originally planned substantial performance date"
· "None of the 12 samples had an updated project schedule attached. Three out of the 12 did not have any supporting documentation to substantiate delay events"
· "In 23 out of 35 (65 per cent) change orders we sampled, work was performed before issuance of a change order, which would require a change directive to be issued"
· "32 out of 35 samples (91 per cent) did not have all the required supporting documentation. Most commonly, the contractor's daily work records were missing"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C03
	Schedule optimism or unrealistic baseline
	9.1%
	Process

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C10
	Change and claims control weak
	10.0%
	Process



[bookmark: _Toc239750692]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.11 Coordination protocol and issue discipline.  A delay claim without an updated schedule is not a claim, it is an assertion.  The protocol makes schedule currency the precondition for a claim being received at all.
· 5.9 Information requirements.  Daily work records are the cheapest information in construction and the most expensive to reconstruct.  Requiring them as a submission, in a format, is a one-line change to a contract.
· 5.10 Common data environment operating model.  Work performed before a change order is issued is a sequencing failure that a shared environment makes visible on the day rather than at audit.
[bookmark: _Toc239750693]Illustrative scenario
The $3.5 million claim in dispute and the $2.85 million in delay-related consultant fees and escalation are the Auditor General's figures for one sample of one programme in one year.
The illustrative point is about the ratio.  Weak change and claims control appears in 10.0 per cent of the Canadian register and missing decision records in 34.5 per cent, so this pattern is common rather than exceptional.  The cost of requiring a daily work record is close to nil.  The cost of defending a $3.5 million claim without one is the claim.
Counterfactual
We do not claim the projects would have finished on time.  Delay in buried municipal works has many causes and most of them are in the ground.
We do claim that a City which cannot evidence 91 per cent of its own payment samples is not in a position to dispute a claim, and that this is a documentation standard rather than a technology.
[bookmark: _Toc239750694]Case 8.  Nova Scotia school capital planning
Project details
	Register ID
	AG NS sch

	Jurisdiction
	Nova Scotia  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Nova Scotia

	Report
	2025 Report to the Nova Scotia House of Assembly, Performance Audit. School Capital Planning, Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2025

	Asset class
	Schools

	Capital value
	$2 billion approved for 28 school capital projects since 2018, of which $403 million spent as at 2024-25. A further $1 billion of growth and replacement schools announced since June 2024

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified. $162 million spent on portables and modulars over four years in the Halifax Regional Centre for Education

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified

	Cause codes
	C06, C07

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750695]What happened
The Auditor General went looking for how 4 new schools announced in June 2023 came to be chosen, and could not follow the decision.  For 2 of the 4, the regional centre had provided the Department with no supporting documentation at all.
The inputs are not the problem.  The audit is explicit that enrolment projections are reasonable, based on relevant inputs and updated annually.  The demand side of this decision is sound.
The supply side is not.  21 per cent of school facilities, 77 buildings, did not have a facility condition assessment within the required 5 years.  And the prioritisation method does not discriminate: projects are not ranked within a category, so 2 projects both rated medium sit level, and the Department could not explain why it recommended 2 projects over the 9 others rated the same.
[bookmark: _Toc239750696]What the report found
· "We were unable to follow how the Department arrived at the decision around four new growth schools announced in June 2023"
· "Out of the four schools that were approved, HRCE had not provided the Department with any supporting documentation for two of them"
· "Enrolment projections appear to be reasonable, are based on relevant inputs and use annually updated enrolment information"
· "21 per cent, 77, of school facilities did not have a facility condition assessment completed within the last five years as required"
· the Department "was unable to explain the reason behind recommending these two projects over the nine others with the same categorization of medium"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750698]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.9 Information requirements.  A regional centre proposing a school is making a submission.  What that submission must contain is an information requirement, and 2 of 4 arrived with nothing.
· 5.5 Information management design.  A condition assessment cycle that 77 buildings have fallen outside is a currency rule that nothing enforces.
· 5.12 Classification and cost-data alignment.  A priority category that cannot separate 11 projects is not a ranking.  Weighting within category is the work.
[bookmark: _Toc239750699]Illustrative scenario
No dollar figure is modelled here.  The audit does not quantify the cost of the selection method and neither will we.
What is illustrative is the exposure on $1 billion of announcements made since June 2024.  Missing decision records appear in 34.5 per cent of the Canadian register and unreliable condition information in 29.1 per cent.  Where both are present in a capital programme, the risk is not that the wrong school gets built.  It is that the Department cannot demonstrate the right one was chosen, which is a different and more corrosive problem.
Counterfactual
We do not claim the 4 schools were the wrong 4.  The audit does not say that and there is no basis to.
We do claim that a $2 billion programme in which 2 of 4 approvals arrived without supporting documentation, and where equally ranked projects are separated by an unrecorded judgement, cannot show its work.
[bookmark: _Toc239750700]Case 9.  Site C Clean Energy Project
Project details
	Register ID
	WEST-08

	Jurisdiction
	British Columbia  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia

	Report
	Fraud Risk Management, Site C Dam and Hydroelectric Energy Project, 2022

	Asset class
	Energy generation

	Capital value
	$16 billion estimated construction cost

	Cost outcome
	Not assessed in this audit

	Schedule outcome
	Not assessed in this audit

	Cause codes
	C04, C09, C15

	CB dimensions
	Contracts, Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750701]What happened
This case is included for an unusual reason.  It is 1 of only 2 Canadian entries in the selected 15 where the register's information flag is not raised, and it is the one that shows what a control gap looks like before anything has gone wrong.
BC Hydro was building a $16 billion dam.  The Auditor General found the organization had elements of fraud risk management in its general framework but had not established a fraud risk management programme for Site C specifically, had not performed a fraud risk assessment for the project before the audit, and drafted its first one while the audit was underway.  The board approved a fraud risk policy on 12 January 2022, after 8 years of construction.
The audit identified procurement and contract-related fraud as the highest-impact threats.  Nothing was found to have happened.  The finding is that nobody was looking.
[bookmark: _Toc239750702]What the report found
· BC Hydro's internal framework of control includes elements of fraud risk management but it has not established a fraud risk management program for the Site C project
· Prior to the audit BC Hydro had not performed fraud risk assessments for Site C and the first assessment was drafted during the audit
· Procurement and contract-related fraud identified as the highest-impact threats
· The board approved a fraud risk policy only on 12 January 2022
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C09
	Procurement integrity, fairness or conflict of interest
	10.0%
	Contracts

	C15
	Independent assurance or oversight absent or late
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750704]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.6 Supply-chain capability.  Procurement and contract fraud is a supply-chain control before it is an investigation.  Prequalification and cascade discipline are where it is designed out.
· 5.8 Portfolio digital delivery strategy.  A project-specific control programme on a $16 billion asset is a portfolio decision.  Its absence for 8 years is a governance finding, not an oversight.
[bookmark: _Toc239750705]Illustrative scenario
There is no cost to model.  Nothing was found to have occurred and the audit assessed neither cost nor schedule.
The illustrative value of this case is as a control example rather than a loss example.  Independent assurance being absent or late appears in 20.9 per cent of the Canadian register, and it is the code most likely to be present before the failure rather than after it.  A reader who wants a case where the problem was caught in time should read this one.
Counterfactual
We do not claim fraud occurred at Site C. The audit makes no such finding and neither do we.
We do claim that a $16 billion project ran for 8 years without a project-specific fraud risk programme, and that the highest-impact threats the auditor identified sit in procurement and contract administration, which is where our Contracts dimension looks.
[bookmark: _Toc239750706]Case 10.  Willow Square continuing care centre
Project details
	Register ID
	WEST-11

	Jurisdiction
	Alberta  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Alberta

	Report
	Fort McMurray Residential Facility-Based Care Centre, Willow Square Project Management, 2020

	Asset class
	Health facility

	Capital value
	$110 million approved budget

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified

	Schedule outcome
	Construction completion moved from September 2019 to December 2019

	Cause codes
	C01, C03, C04, C06, C10, C11

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750707]What happened
Willow Square is a small project by the standards of this book, and it carries 6 of the 15 cause codes.  That combination is the reason it is here: the failures are not exotic, they are the ordinary ones, and they arrive together.
Alberta Infrastructure did substantial planning and design work before it had an approved project charter or a finished project management plan.  Key stakeholders never formally approved the statement of requirements or accepted design drawings, contrary to the charter, and there was no evidence anyone at Alberta Health or Alberta Health Services approved the statement of requirements at all.
The schedule was assessed as aggressive with no milestones for detailed design.  A risk register was created and then not updated for 6 months.  The department did not comply with its own design-build contract on endorsing drawings or approving change orders in time, and had no adequate measures to assess project performance.
[bookmark: _Toc239750708]What the report found
· Alberta Infrastructure performed substantial planning and design work before it had an approved project charter or a finished project management plan
· there was no evidence that anyone at Alberta Health or AHS formally approved the statement of requirements
· Alberta Infrastructure's schedule was aggressive and the plan did not include any milestones for the detailed design phase
· Alberta Infrastructure lacked a formalized risk management system for Willow Square and had not updated the risk register six months after creating it
· Alberta Infrastructure did not comply with requirements in the design-build contract for endorsing design drawings or timely approval of change orders
· Alberta Infrastructure lacked adequate measures to assess the performance of the project
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C03
	Schedule optimism or unrealistic baseline
	9.1%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C10
	Change and claims control weak
	10.0%
	Process

	C11
	Benefits or performance not measured
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750710]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.9 Information requirements.  A statement of requirements nobody approved is the clearest possible instance of the problem this service exists to fix.  The document existed.  The acceptance did not.
· 5.11 Coordination protocol and issue discipline.  A risk register not updated in 6 months is a protocol failure.  The register is not the control; the cadence is.
· 5.4 Change and adoption plan.  6 codes on a $110 million project is a capability signal, and it is where an adoption plan rather than a document fix is the answer.
[bookmark: _Toc239750711]Illustrative scenario
No overrun figure is available.  The audit does not quantify cost and the schedule moved by 3 months.
The illustrative point is about accumulation.  This project carries scope not settled, schedule optimism, unclear decision rights, missing decision records, weak change control and unmeasured performance.  Individually each is common.  Together, on a project this size, they describe an owner running a capital programme without an information discipline, which is precisely what a Grounded Diagnostic is built to detect before the next one starts.
Counterfactual 
We do not claim Willow Square failed.  It was completed and it is in service.
We do claim that a project completing despite 6 of the 15 documented failure modes is not evidence that the failure modes are harmless.  It is evidence that this one was small enough to absorb them.
[bookmark: _Toc239750712]Case 11.  Ontario bridges and culverts
Project details
	Register ID
	ON-14

	Jurisdiction
	Ontario  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

	Report
	Value-for-Money Audit: Inspection and Maintenance of the Province's Bridges and Culverts, 2021

	Asset class
	Bridges and culverts

	Capital value
	About 3,000 bridges and 2,000 large culverts on provincial highways

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified

	Cause codes
	C07, C12

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750713]What happened
Ontario inspects roughly 5,000 provincial structures on a cycle.  The Auditor General found that what the inspectors record is subjective, that the subjectivity flows into capital planning, and that nobody checks whether the maintenance the inspectors recommend actually happens.
That last finding is the one worth sitting with.  An inspection regime that identifies work and does not confirm the work was done is not an asset management system.  It is a survey.
The audit also found technology is not being used to best effect.  This is the cleanest case in the register of the 2 codes that matter most to an asset owner appearing together and alone: condition information that cannot be relied on, and lifecycle cost that follows from it.
[bookmark: _Toc239750714]What the report found
· "the Ministry could improve its inspection process, as the inspectors are currently left to make subjective assessments that can ultimately impact capital planning"
· the audit calls for better enforcement of standards so that accurate and thorough bridge inspection data is captured for decision-making
· "follow-up work is not performed to confirm that recommendations made by inspectors for identified maintenance work are carried out"
· "technology is not being used to best effect to improve efficiencies and cost-effectiveness, and to resolve accessibility issues"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750716]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.5 Information management design.  Subjective inspection is a data definition problem.  Where the rating scale does not constrain judgement, the record cannot support the capital plan built on it.
· 5.9 Information requirements.  A recommendation from an inspector is an information object with a lifecycle: raised, scheduled, done, closed.  None of those states was tracked.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  Capital planning driven by subjective condition ratings is a funding decision resting on an unstated confidence interval.
[bookmark: _Toc239750717]Illustrative scenario
The audit quantifies neither cost nor schedule, so there is nothing to apportion.
The illustrative claim is about compounding.  Unreliable asset and condition information appears in 29.1 per cent of the Canadian register and lifecycle cost not being forecast or funded in 34.5 per cent.  Statistics Canada separately reports that Canadian owners cannot state the physical condition of assets worth $141.7 billion.  Ontario's structures are inspected.  The finding is that being inspected and being known are not the same thing.
Conterfactual
We do not claim any Ontario bridge is unsafe.  The audit makes no such finding.
We do claim that a capital plan built on subjective ratings, with no confirmation that recommended work was carried out, is a plan whose accuracy nobody can state.


[bookmark: _Toc239750718]Case 12.  Defence infrastructure
Project details
	Register ID
	FED-17

	Jurisdiction
	Canada  ·  Internal audit

	Oversight body
	ADM Review Services, Department of National Defence

	Report
	Audit of Defence Infrastructure, 2024

	Asset class
	Defence infrastructure, buildings, works and land

	Capital value
	About 21,000 buildings, 13,500 works and 2.2 million hectares of land, replacement cost about $28 billion

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified. About 25 per cent of existing infrastructure exceeds 50 years of age

	Cause codes
	C07, C08, C12, C13, C14

	CB dimensions
	Contracts, Governance, People, Process, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750719]What happened
This is the only entry in the register that touches all 5 Clarity Builders dimensions, and it is the case that shows why the diagnostic has 5 rather than 3.
The Department holds a $28 billion estate and its own auditors found the information used to plan work on it incomplete and unreliable.  Key fields in the maintenance records were blank: work order priority, problem description, and the functional location of the asset itself.  Resource allocation is described as largely based on historical funding levels rather than risk.
Then the other 3 dimensions arrive.  Service-level agreements have not been reviewed since first approval, which is Contracts.  There is a delivery capacity gap in the Real Property Operations detachments, which is People.  And practices for ensuring health and safety compliance are inconsistent, which is Process.  1 estate, 5 failures, all of them upstream of any building.
[bookmark: _Toc239750720]What the report found
· information to inform planning and analysis of their requirements is incomplete and unreliable
· key data fields such as work order priority problem description and infrastructure asset functional location were blank
· resource allocation is largely based on historical funding levels
· Delivery capacity gap within Real Property Operations detachments
· service-level agreements have not been reviewed or updated since their first approval
· Inconsistent practices for ensuring health and safety compliance
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance

	C13
	Capability or capacity gap
	7.3%
	People

	C14
	Quality assurance, inspection or commissioning failure
	10.9%
	Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750722]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.5 Information management design.  A blank functional location field means the record cannot say which asset the work was done on.  Everything downstream of that is estimation.
· 5.6 Supply-chain capability.  Service-level agreements unreviewed since first approval are a supply-chain control that has stopped being a control.
· 5.2 Digital capability baseline.  A stated delivery capacity gap is a People finding, and it is the one auditors almost never surface.  This case is the exception.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  Allocation by historical funding level rather than risk is the default this segment exists to name.
[bookmark: _Toc239750723]Illustrative scenario
The audit quantifies nothing, which is itself informative on a $28 billion estate.
The illustrative point is coverage rather than cost.  This single case carries unreliable asset information at 29.1 per cent, contract form failure at 22.7 per cent, lifecycle cost not forecast at 34.5 per cent, a capability gap at 7.3 per cent and quality assurance failure at 10.9 per cent.  The capability code is the rarest in the register, appearing in only 8 of 110 Canadian reports, because auditors examine systems rather than teams.  Where it does appear, it is worth reading twice.
Counterfactual 
We do not claim defence infrastructure is failing.  The audit is a planning and information audit, not a condition survey.
We do claim that an owner allocating maintenance money by historical precedent, on records where the asset location field is blank, cannot direct that money to where it is most needed, and cannot demonstrate afterwards that it did.
[bookmark: _Toc239750724]Case 13.  Muskrat Falls
Project details
	Register ID
	Muskrat Falls

	Jurisdiction
	Newfoundland and Labrador  ·  Judicial inquiry

	Oversight body
	Commission of Inquiry Respecting the Muskrat Falls Project, Commissioner Richard D. LeBlanc

	Report
	Commission of Inquiry Respecting the Muskrat Falls Project, Final Report, Volume 1, 2020

	Asset class
	Energy generation and transmission

	Capital value
	$6.2 billion plus $1.2 billion in financing costs at sanction in December 2012

	Cost outcome
	Over by about 63 per cent on capital. $6.2 billion to $10.1 billion, and $12.7 billion including $2.6 billion of financing

	Schedule outcome
	Authorisation-for-expenditure updates ran $6.99 billion in June 2014, $7.65 billion in September 2015, $9.1 billion in June 2016 and $9.4 billion in December 2016

	Cause codes
	C01, C02, C05, C13, C15

	CB dimensions
	Governance, People, Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750725]What happened
Muskrat Falls is the largest failure in this book and the most studied.  The Commissioner's central finding is not about engineering.  It is that the government had, in effect, already decided the project would proceed, and then could not oversee the entity carrying it out.
The estimate was weak by the Commissioner's own characterisation.  The base estimate was not of the highest quality, Nalcor reduced the engineer's estimates by approximately $379 million, and contingency at 6.7 per cent of the base estimate was described as unreasonably low.  At the final decision gate Nalcor quantified only 4 strategic risks, setting aside 29 that had already been identified.
Then the information stopped moving.  Management Outlook reports had indicated cost increases of $600 million and $800 million, and none of that reached the government or Nalcor's own board before Financial Close.  The assurance that was supposed to catch this was misread: reliance on the Independent Engineer without understanding the limited scope of that work was, in the Commissioner's words, clearly mistaken, misguided and unreasonable.
[bookmark: _Toc239750726]What the report found
· "in effect GNL had predetermined that the Project would proceed"
· "Although GNL and Nalcor were united in their shared goal to proceed with the Project, GNL had no capacity or strong inclination to effectively oversee Nalcor"
· the base estimate was "not of the highest quality", Nalcor reduced SNC estimates by approximately $379 million, and contingency at 6.7 percent was "unreasonably low"
· "Nalcor decided to quantify only four strategic risks" at DG3, excluding 29 previously identified risks
· "None of this information was provided to GNL or to Nalcor's board of directors prior to Financial Close", where Management Outlook reports had indicated cost increases of 600 and 800 million dollars
· reliance on the Independent Engineer "without fully understanding the limited scope of that work" was "clearly mistaken, misguided and unreasonable"
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C13
	Capability or capacity gap
	7.3%
	People

	C15
	Independent assurance or oversight absent or late
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750728]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.1 Executive sponsorship.  A shareholder with no capacity or inclination to oversee its own proponent is a sponsorship failure at the top of the structure, and it is where this project was lost.
· 5.15 Independent assurance.  Misreading the scope of an Independent Engineer's work is an assurance design failure.  What the assurance covers has to be specified before it is relied on.
· 5.2 Digital capability baseline.  The Commissioner found capacity absent on the oversight side.  That is the People dimension, and it appears in only 7.3 per cent of the register.
[bookmark: _Toc239750729]Illustrative scenario
The $3.9 billion capital increase and the $2.6 billion of financing cost are the Commission's figures.  We apportion none of them.
The illustrative claim concerns one specific decision.  Management Outlook reports showing $600 million and $800 million of cost increase existed inside the organization before Financial Close and did not reach either the shareholder or the board.  Reporting to decision makers being incomplete, late or optimistic is the most common code in the Canadian register at 38.2 per cent.  Financial Close is the point after which the decision cannot be unmade.  Whether different information would have changed it is unknowable; that the decision was made without it is a finding of the Commission.
Counterfactual
We do not claim Muskrat Falls would have been cancelled.  The Commissioner does not go that far and neither will we.
We do claim that a $12.7 billion commitment was closed while cost information sat unreported inside the proponent, and that a specified reporting obligation to the board and the shareholder is a mechanism, not an aspiration.
[bookmark: _Toc239750730]Case 14.  Boundary Dam Units 4 and 5
Project details
	Register ID
	WEST-20

	Jurisdiction
	Saskatchewan  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Provincial Auditor of Saskatchewan

	Report
	SaskPower, Planning to Shut Down and Decommission Boundary Dam, 2020

	Asset class
	Energy generation

	Capital value
	About $83 million total estimated decommissioning cost

	Cost outcome
	Contingency understated. Set at $13.8 million or 20 per cent, where the applicable range implies $13.8 million to $34.4 million

	Schedule outcome
	Not quantified

	Cause codes
	C02

	CB dimensions
	Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750731]What happened
Every book of failures needs a case where almost nothing went wrong, or the reader stops believing it.  This is that case.
The Provincial Auditor found SaskPower had effective processes for planning the safe shutdown of 2 coal-fired units, and that planning for the December 2021 Unit 4 shutdown was at an appropriate stage.  1 deficiency was identified, and it is a single line.
SaskPower set contingency at 20 per cent, $13.8 million on an $83 million estimate.  The cost estimate classification system adopted by the Saskatchewan Environmental Code implies a range of 20 to 50 per cent at that stage, which would put contingency between $13.8 million and $34.4 million.  The utility used the floor of the applicable range and did not use the classification system to determine where in it the estimate sat.
[bookmark: _Toc239750732]What the report found
· SaskPower had effective processes for planning the safe shut down of coal-fired electricity generating Units 4 and 5
· SaskPower needs to use the cost estimate classification system adopted by the Saskatchewan Environmental Code to determine the contingency
· The Code implies a contingency range of 20 to 50 per cent against the 20 per cent used
· Planning for the December 2021 Unit 4 shutdown was at an appropriate stage
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process


[bookmark: _Toc239750734]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.12 Classification and cost-data alignment.  This is the whole finding.  A classification system existed, was adopted in regulation, and was not used to set the number it governs.
[bookmark: _Toc239750735]Illustrative scenario
The $20.6 million spread between the floor and the ceiling of the applicable contingency range is the auditor's arithmetic, not ours.
The illustrative point is how small the fix is.  Cost estimate optimism appears in 20.0 per cent of the Canadian register.  Here it appears alone, in an organization the auditor otherwise commends, and the correction is to apply a classification standard the province had already adopted.  Most of the cases in this book are not one line from being sound.  This one is.
Counterfactual
We do not claim SaskPower mismanaged the decommissioning.  The auditor found the opposite on every other test.
We do claim that a contingency set at the bottom of a regulated range, without using the classification system that determines position within it, is a cost estimate that has not been tested.
[bookmark: _Toc239750736]Case 15.  Public housing in Nunavut
Project details
	Register ID
	OAG Public

	Jurisdiction
	Nunavut  ·  Legislative auditor value-for-money audit

	Oversight body
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada, report to the Legislative Assembly of Nunavut

	Report
	Report of the Auditor General of Canada to the Legislative Assembly of Nunavut, Public Housing in Nunavut, 2025

	Asset class
	Housing

	Capital value
	$1.2 billion estimated for a commitment of 1,400 public housing units

	Cost outcome
	Not quantified as an overrun. 221 units completed as at December 2024 against the 1,400 unit commitment

	Schedule outcome
	Only 18 units, 12 per cent, of those reported were ready for occupancy. 132, 88 per cent, were still under construction

	Cause codes
	C07, C12

	CB dimensions
	Governance, Technology


[bookmark: _Toc239750737]What happened
Nunavut committed to 1,400 public housing units at an estimated $1.2 billion.  By December 2024, 221 were complete, and of the units reported in the most recent period only 12 per cent were ready for occupancy.
The finding that matters most in this book is one line long.  The Nunavut Housing Corporation did not assign a unique number or identifier to each public housing unit for use across its information systems.
Everything follows from that.  Inspections were, on average, 6 years old.  About one third of units had no preventive maintenance completed at all.  45 per cent of nearly 6,000 units are overcrowded.  An organization that cannot name a unit consistently across its systems cannot schedule maintenance against it, cannot age its condition data, and cannot report reliably on what it has.
[bookmark: _Toc239750738]What the report found
· "The NHC has committed to delivering 1,400 public housing units at an estimated cost of 1.2 billion dollars"
· "As of 31 March 2024, inspections were, on average, 6 years old"
· "The NHC did not assign a unique number or identifier to each public housing unit to be used across information systems"
· "About one third of the public housing units had no preventative maintenance completed"
· 45 per cent of units overcrowded across nearly 6,000 public housing units
Project Codes
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750740]What a Clarity Builders engagement would have addressed
· 5.5 Information management design.  A unique asset identifier is the first decision in information management and the cheapest.  Without it there is no record, only documents.
· 5.12 Classification and cost-data alignment.  6-year-old inspections are not a condition dataset.  They are a historical artefact being used as one.
· Governance 10, Financial resourcing.  A $1.2 billion build commitment with no maintenance regime against the existing stock is a lifecycle funding gap being created in real time.
[bookmark: _Toc239750741]Illustrative scenario
No saving is modelled.  The audit reports a delivery shortfall, not an overrun.
The illustrative claim is about sequence.  Unreliable asset and condition information appears in 29.1 per cent of the Canadian register and lifecycle cost not forecast in 34.5 per cent.  Nunavut is adding 1,400 units to a portfolio where a third of the existing stock receives no preventive maintenance and inspections average 6 years old.  The new units will enter the same system.  An asset identifier costs almost nothing and is the precondition for everything else.
Counterfactual
We do not claim the housing programme should slow down.  Overcrowding at 45 per cent is a reason to build faster, not slower.
We do claim that adding 1,400 units to a portfolio with no unique asset identifier compounds a problem rather than solving one, and that the identifier is a decision available today.

[bookmark: _Toc239750742]7.  5 international comparators
This part is short and it carries the finding that changes the argument.  The same 15 cause codes were applied to 20 international oversight reports from the United Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, New Zealand and the United States.  The result is 85.0 per cent against Canada’s 81.8 per cent, a difference that is not statistically meaningful at z equals 0.34.
That matters for 2 reasons.  The first is defensive.  A reader who wants to dismiss this book can say the Canadian public sector is uniquely poor at delivery, and the comparator rate says otherwise.  The second is more useful.  If the pattern is the same in 5 countries with different procurement law, different contract forms and different professional institutions, then it is structural rather than local, and structural problems have structural answers.
The 5 comparators below were chosen because each pairs directly with a Canadian case in section 6.  Read side by side, they show the same finding arriving twice, in 2 countries, sometimes 2 decades apart.
	#
	REGISTER ID
	YEAR
	JURISDICTION
	PROJECT AND CANADIAN PAIR

	1
	INT-01
	2023
	Scotland
	Edinburgh Trams  ·  pairs with Ottawa LRT Stage 1

	2
	INT-09
	2023
	United Kingdom
	School buildings in England  ·  pairs with Nova Scotia school capital planning

	3
	INT-13
	2020
	Australia, New South Wales
	Sydney CBD and South East Light Rail  ·  pairs with Réseau express métropolitain

	4
	INT-16
	2025
	United States
	United States federal real property  ·  pairs with The federal office portfolio

	5
	INT-18
	2019
	Ireland
	National Children's Hospital, Dublin  ·  pairs with Stanton Territorial Hospital


[bookmark: _Toc239750743]Comparator 1.  Edinburgh Trams,  Scotland
	Register ID
	INT-01

	Oversight body
	Edinburgh Tram Inquiry, chaired by Lord Hardie, 2023

	Capital
	£545 million original estimate, £776.7 million outturn on a restricted line

	Schedule
	Due summer 2011, opened 31 May 2014 on reduced scope

	Cause codes
	C01, C02, C04, C05, C06, C08, C15

	Canadian pair
	Ottawa LRT Stage 1


What the report found
· The governance structure did not follow any recognised model and there was a lack of clarity as to who had responsibility for the performance of certain tasks
· Although there was a recognition within tie that the price for the Infraco works was not fixed at contract close, elected members of the council were not made aware of this development
· At the date of signature of the Infraco contract design was incomplete and subsequent development of the design treated by the contract as change was inevitable
· Recommendation 12 requires Scottish Ministers to keep comprehensive minutes of ministerial discussions and decisions on publicly funded projects

Read against Ottawa LRT Stage 1
Read against Ottawa, the parallel is exact and it is not about light rail.  Both inquiries found elected members told a commercial position that the delivery body knew to be different.  2 countries, 2 decades, same finding.
[bookmark: _Toc239750744]Comparator 2.  School buildings in England,  United Kingdom
	Register ID
	INT-09

	Oversight body
	National Audit Office, 2023

	Capital
	£2.3 billion a year spent 2016-17 to 2022-23 against an assessed need of £5.3 billion a year

	Schedule
	The department assessed the threat to safety in school buildings as a critical risk from summer 2021

	Cause codes
	C07, C12

	Canadian pair
	Nova Scotia school capital planning


What the report found
· The department currently lacks comprehensive information on the extent and severity of potential safety issues across the school estate
· The department's large-scale data collections have been visual in nature and are therefore not designed to provide comprehensive data on structural issues
· Funding is also often used for urgent repairs rather than planned maintenance which risks not offering good long-term value for money
· 38 per cent of about 64,000 buildings across 21,600 schools are beyond their estimated initial design life

Read against Nova Scotia school capital planning
This is the RAAC case, and its lesson is harder than it looks.  England had a condition data programme.  It was visual, so it could not see the structural problem it was later asked about.  Collecting condition data and collecting the right condition data are different projects.
[bookmark: _Toc239750745]Comparator 3.  Sydney CBD and South East Light Rail,  Australia, New South Wales
	Register ID
	INT-13

	Oversight body
	Auditor-General for New South Wales, 2020

	Capital
	AUD 2.104 billion approved February 2015, final cost AUD 3.147 billion

	Schedule
	First passenger service December 2019 and April 2020, journey times materially worse than the contracted requirement

	Cause codes
	C05, C07, C08, C09, C11

	Canadian pair
	Réseau express métropolitain


What the report found
· The audit identified omitted costs of AUD 153.84 million for early enabling works, the small business assistance package and financing costs
· Transport for NSW regularly provided the Board with reports until May 2017 and after that time provided one report
· The contractor alleged the government had engaged in misleading or deceptive conduct when providing information on how to manage electricity cables on George Street, a utilities-records dispute
· 97 per cent of journeys took 51 minutes 25 seconds or less against a contracted 37.5 to 38.5 minutes

Read against Réseau express métropolitain
The utilities-records dispute is the detail Canadian owners should notice.  A disagreement about what was under George Street became a contractual allegation of misleading conduct.  Underground asset records are a commercial exposure, not an archive.
[bookmark: _Toc239750746]Comparator 4.  United States federal real property,  United States
	Register ID
	INT-16

	Oversight body
	Government Accountability Office, 2025

	Capital
	About 277,000 buildings, annual maintenance and operating costs of about USD 10.3 billion in fiscal 2023

	Schedule
	On the High-Risk List for 22 years

	Cause codes
	C07, C11, C12, C15

	Canadian pair
	The federal office portfolio


What the report found
· Managing federal real property has remained on the High-Risk List for 22 years with the government retaining more property than it needs
· The repair backlog more than doubled from USD 171 billion to USD 370 billion from fiscal year 2017 through 2024
· Over 98 per cent of addresses were correctly formatted but location data continue to have errors
· 57 GAO recommendations on underused property, data reliability, facility security and building condition remain not fully implemented
Read against The federal office portfolio
22 years on a high-risk list, 57 open recommendations, and a repair backlog that doubled in 7 years.  Set beside Canada's federal office audit, this is the strongest available evidence that the problem is structural rather than national.
[bookmark: _Toc239750747]Comparator 5.  National Children's Hospital, Dublin,  Ireland
	Register ID
	INT-18

	Oversight body
	PricewaterhouseCoopers, commissioned by the Government of Ireland, 2019

	Capital
	EUR 790 million approved in 2013, EUR 983 million Definitive Business Case in April 2017, EUR 1.43 billion projected at December 2018

	Schedule
	Delay identified as one contributor to the cost increase

	Cause codes
	C01, C02, C04, C05, C06, C08

	Canadian pair
	Stanton Territorial Hospital


What the report found
· The basis of the original budget was flawed and risks were understated in the business case
· The budget significantly underestimated the likely outturn cost because the controls needed to mitigate the risks of the two-stage approach were not put in place
· The business case overstated the maturity of the project
· Cost trend reporting was fragmented, difficult to interpret and at risk of error

Read against Stanton Territorial Hospital
The most quoted health cost escalation in Europe, and the finding is a reporting one.  Cost trend reporting fragmented, hard to interpret and at risk of error, on a project that went from EUR 790 million to EUR 1.43 billion.

[bookmark: _Toc239750748]8.  What this book claims, and what it does not
A book of failures is easy to write badly.  The temptation is to imply that every project would have gone well with better information, and no reader in the industry believes that.  So the boundary is set here explicitly, and it should be quoted whenever this book is used in a proposal or a presentation.
[bookmark: _Toc239750749]4 claims this book supports
· Information and decision failure is a documented contributing cause in the large majority of Canadian public sector reports on capital projects and asset portfolios.  81.8 per cent of 110, with a floor of 57.3 per cent if every uncertain entry were coded the other way.
· The pattern is not particular to Canada.  85.0 per cent across 20 international reports coded identically, z equals 0.34 against the Canadian rate.
· The most common failures are governance failures, not technology failures.  Reporting at 38.2 per cent, decision rights at 36.4 per cent, the decision record at 34.5 per cent and lifecycle funding at 34.5 per cent are the top 4.  Asset and condition information, the most obviously technical cause, is fifth at 29.1 per cent.
· These failures are addressable before commitment.  Every case in section 6 names the Clarity Compass services that answer the findings the report made, and in each case those services operate at the decision stage rather than the construction stage.
[bookmark: _Toc239750750]4 claims this book does not support
· That most Canadian capital projects fail.  Oversight bodies select what to examine.  This is a census of reports, not of projects, and the register carries a separate and more careful estimate of the base rate.
· That the cost figures can be added up.  Each report states its own numbers against its own baseline.  The register forbids totalling them and so does this book.
· That a Clarity Builders engagement would have delivered any of these projects on time and on budget.  Several were hurt by things information discipline does not touch.  Those are named in each case.
· That People is a minor dimension because only 2 cases carry it.  Capability appears in 7.3 per cent of the Canadian register because auditors examine records and systems, and rarely examine whether the team running a project knew what it was doing.  That is a limit of what oversight reports look at, not evidence about how much capability matters.
[bookmark: _Toc239750751]9.  What an owner should do with this
The pattern in this book is consistent enough to be useful and general enough to be uncomfortable.  An owner reading it will recognise 2 or 3 of the causes in their own organization, and the reasonable next question is how far along that road they already are.
That question is answerable and it does not require an act of faith.  The Grounded Diagnostic assesses an organization across 5 dimensions and 44 segments, against the same cause set the register uses, and it produces a documented current state, a target state and the evidence to support both.
The 3 things Clarity Builders would say to an owner reading this
1.  Think of this work as insurance on the decision, not as a technology project.  In 4 out of 5 of the reports in the register, the information failure was already in place before the problem appeared.  The money is not spent on software.  It is spent on knowing what you are committing to before you commit.
2.  You are not being asked to take our word for the pattern.  130 reports, every one of them public, every finding quoted, every code applied only where the report itself makes the finding.  The register is open to a client’s own review.
3.  We would tell you how much you can save, but there is a good chance your own costs are off.  That is not a rhetorical point.  It is the most common finding in this book.  The Grounded Diagnostic is where you get the evidence your organization needs to build a plan and track the benefits against it.

[bookmark: _Toc239750752]

Appendix A.  The cause codes
The 15 codes below are the full coding set applied to all 130 register entries.  A report can carry any number of them.  Codes are applied only where the report itself makes the finding.
	CODE
	CAUSE
	SHARE OF 110
	CB DIMENSION

	C01
	Scope, requirements or design not settled before commitment
	29.1%
	Process

	C02
	Cost estimate optimism, contingency or risk not priced
	20.0%
	Process

	C03
	Schedule optimism or unrealistic baseline
	9.1%
	Process

	C04
	Governance, roles or decision rights unclear or fragmented
	36.4%
	Governance

	C05
	Reporting to decision makers incomplete, late or optimistic
	38.2%
	Governance

	C06
	Decision record, documentation or audit trail missing
	34.5%
	Governance

	C07
	Asset, condition or as-built information incomplete or unreliable
	29.1%
	Technology

	C08
	Contract form or risk transfer did not hold
	22.7%
	Contracts

	C09
	Procurement integrity, fairness or conflict of interest
	10.0%
	Contracts

	C10
	Change and claims control weak
	10.0%
	Process

	C11
	Benefits or performance not measured
	20.9%
	Governance

	C12
	Operations, maintenance or lifecycle cost not forecast or funded
	34.5%
	Governance

	C13
	Capability or capacity gap
	7.3%
	People

	C14
	Quality assurance, inspection or commissioning failure
	10.9%
	Process

	C15
	Independent assurance or oversight absent or late
	20.9%
	Governance


[bookmark: _Toc239750753]


Appendix B.  Sources
Every report below is public.  Where a link has changed since the register was built, the archived location is recorded in the register entry.
[bookmark: _Toc239750754]The 15 Canadian cases
	#
	ISSUING BODY
	REPORT

	1
	Ottawa Light Rail Transit Public Inquiry, Commissioner the Honourable William Hourigan
	Report of the Ottawa Light Rail Transit Public Inquiry, 2022

	2
	Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters Inquiry, expert report by Deloitte LLP
	Winnipeg Police Service Headquarters Inquiry, Project Management Practices, 2026

	3
	Auditor General, City of Toronto
	Ensuring Social Housing Tenants Have Homes in Good Repair. An Audit of Toronto Community Housing Corporation Building Repair Capital Planning, 2026

	4
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada, report to the Northwest Territories Legislative Assembly
	Stanton Territorial Hospital Renewal Project, 2024

	5
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada
	Report 3, Current and Future Use of Federal Office Space, 2025

	6
	Vérificateur général du Québec
	Rapport à l'Assemblée nationale 2024-2025, novembre 2024, chapitre 5. Réseau express métropolitain, mise à jour de l'analyse comptable du montage financier publiée en 2018, 2024

	7
	Auditor General, City of Toronto
	Audit of Toronto Water: Stormwater and Wastewater Contract Management, 2025

	8
	Office of the Auditor General of Nova Scotia
	2025 Report to the Nova Scotia House of Assembly, Performance Audit. School Capital Planning, Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2025

	9
	Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia
	Fraud Risk Management, Site C Dam and Hydroelectric Energy Project, 2022

	10
	Office of the Auditor General of Alberta
	Fort McMurray Residential Facility-Based Care Centre, Willow Square Project Management, 2020

	11
	Office of the Auditor General of Ontario
	Value-for-Money Audit: Inspection and Maintenance of the Province's Bridges and Culverts, 2021

	12
	ADM Review Services, Department of National Defence
	Audit of Defence Infrastructure, 2024

	13
	Commission of Inquiry Respecting the Muskrat Falls Project, Commissioner Richard D. LeBlanc
	Commission of Inquiry Respecting the Muskrat Falls Project, Final Report, Volume 1, 2020

	14
	Provincial Auditor of Saskatchewan
	SaskPower, Planning to Shut Down and Decommission Boundary Dam, 2020

	15
	Office of the Auditor General of Canada, report to the Legislative Assembly of Nunavut
	Report of the Auditor General of Canada to the Legislative Assembly of Nunavut, Public Housing in Nunavut, 2025


[bookmark: _Toc239750755]The 5 international comparators
	#
	ISSUING BODY
	REPORT

	1
	Edinburgh Tram Inquiry, chaired by Lord Hardie
	Edinburgh Trams, 2023

	2
	National Audit Office
	School buildings in England, 2023

	3
	Auditor-General for New South Wales
	Sydney CBD and South East Light Rail, 2020

	4
	Government Accountability Office
	United States federal real property, 2025

	5
	PricewaterhouseCoopers, commissioned by the Government of Ireland
	National Children's Hospital, Dublin, 2019


[bookmark: _Toc239750756]The register itself
Clarity Builders, Public Inquiries and Audits Register, August 2026.  130 coded reports, 110 Canadian and 20 international.  Built June to August 2026, sample double coded at kappa 0.92.  Held internally and available for client review on request.
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