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Recommendation:

4, City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste
Management Services, in consultation with the Chief
Procurement Officer and Legal Services, to:

a. Ensure that liquidated damage categories included in
future collection service provider contracts meet the
criteria for SWMS staff to be able to apply them
effectively, as well as explore incorporating other
contractual accountability mechanisms (e.g., key
performance indicators, performance targets) that can
be utilized more effectively for contract management
purposes

b. Develop and incorporate key performance indicators and
performance targets into the scope of work of future
organics processing facility operator contracts, where
applicable, to encourage desired performance and
assess vendor performance

c. Develop and incorporate key performance indicators and
performance targets relating to quality and timeliness of
services into the scope of work of future construction
contractor and external consultant contracts, where
applicable, to establish performance standards,
encourage desired performance and assess vendor
performance.
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A. 5. Performance Evaluations Are Not Consistently Completed

PMMD performance
evaluations not completed
for service contracts

Minimum required
number of performance
evaluations for
construction contractors
not met

13 City of Toronto Agenda ltem - 2025.GG20.10 - Review of Bid Award Panel

The Purchasing and Materials Management Division’s (PMMD)
Supplier Performance Evaluation procedure outlines mandatory
interim (i.e., annual) and final (i.e., at contract completion)
requirements for performance evaluations for construction
contractor, external consultant, and certain service provider
contracts longer than a year. Further, in April 2025, City Council
directed that the performance evaluation policy and procedures be
mandatory and applicable for all contracts over $500,00013. The
performance evaluation process helps staff assess supplier
performance against expectations. Not completing timely
performance evaluations for vendors reduces opportunities for timely
feedback and improvement.

Collections Operations and Facility Service Provider Contracts

Since the current procedure’s inception, SWMS interpreted the
PMMD'’s procedure such that the Professional Services Performance
Evaluation form did not apply to SWMS’ collections and organic
processing facility service providers. As a result, SWMS staff did not
complete formal performance evaluations for these service
providers. Instead, regular contract monitoring occurred in various
forms tailored to the nature of the contracts (e.g., bi-weekly or
monthly meetings, site visits, data submissions and reviews). Not
completing formal performance evaluations with criteria and ratings
limits SWMS’ ability to quantify and trend performance over time.

Construction Contractors and External Consultants

SWMS contract managers did not consistently complete the required
performance evaluations for five of the six (83 per cent) construction
contractor samples tested. Specifically, we expected a total of 11
interim and three final performance evaluations but found only four
interim and one final completed performance evaluations. SWMS
contract managers indicated that there is confusion on the
requirement, as they receive automated requests from the City’s
online performance evaluation tool and/or email requests from
PMMD staff to complete evaluations for only some projects. Further,
SWMS staff stated that PMMD did not set up some contracts in the
online performance evaluation tool and they were unsure about how
to initiate evaluations.
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Performance evaluations
had some areas with
repeated low scores

Historical performance
evaluations are not
considered in future
procurement bids

PMMD is developing a
corporate-wide framework
to incorporate vendors’
historical performance
into future procurement
decisions

We also noted that only two of the construction contractors and one
of the external consultants sampled had more than one completed
performance evaluation. In reviewing these evaluations, we found
recurring performance issues such as poor site supervision,
performance delays, insufficient staff, and timeliness issues. We
noted the contractors did not have any corrective action plans to
address these areas, leading to repeated low scores in the
subsequent evaluation. Consistent, formal performance evaluations
with criteria and ratings can help to quantify and trend performance
over time.

Incorporating Performance Evaluations into Future Procurement
Decisions

At the time of our audit, historical performance evaluations were not
considered in future procurement bids.14 Performance evaluation
scores should be incorporated into future procurement processes
and decisions, including pre-qualification processes and temporary
suspensions from bidding. This way, performance evaluations will
become a more effective accountability mechanism, as documented
poor performance may impact the vendor’s potential future business
with the City.

This concept already exists in the PMMD procedure and is also
supported by KPMG’s March 2025 Report on the City of Toronto’s
Capital Delivery Review. The Chief Procurement Officer and PMMD
staff indicated that a corporate-wide framework is currently being
developed by a cross-divisional working group. The resulting
framework is intended to incorporate vendors’ historical performance
into future procurement decisions.

14 Similar findings were also observed and included in the following Auditor General’s reports:
1. Audit of Corporate Real Estate Management: Strengthening Accountability and Oversight of Change

Orders in Capital Projects (October 22, 2025)

2. Audit of Toronto Water: Stormwater and Wastewater Contract Management (April 17, 2026)
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Recommendations:

5.

City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste
Management Services (SWMS) to:

a.

Ensure SWMS contract managers complete
performance evaluations in accordance with the
frequencies outlined in the Purchasing and Materials
Management Division (PMMD) Supplier Performance
Evaluation procedure and SWMS’ policies and
procedures

Ensure all SWMS contract managers complete PMMD’s
training and annual refreshers relating to PMMD’s
Supplier Performance Evaluation procedure
requirements for all contract types

Ensure SWMS contract managers monitor whether
construction contractors and external consultants take
appropriate corrective action in response to areas where
they do not meet performance expectations, including
communicating, reviewing and documenting whether
issues persist or are resolved.

City Council request the Chief Procurement Officer,
Purchasing and Materials Management Division to:

a.

Review and enhance its Supplier Performance
Evaluation procedure to clarify its applicability to service
contracts

Develop a corporate-wide framework and
implementation plan to incorporate performance
evaluation scores into future bid evaluations, in
consultation with relevant divisional representatives

Provide training and annual refreshers to contract
managers and staff with delegated or assigned contract
management responsibilities, including responsibility for
vendor oversight, performance monitoring, deliverable
validation, or contract administration, on PMMD'’s
supplier performance evaluation policy and procedure
requirements for all contract types.
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B. Opportunities to Strengthen Payment and Change Order Review Processes to Ensure
Compliance with Contracts, Policies and Procedures

B. 1. Opportunities to Further Enhance the Invoice Review Process

SWMS policy requires
verification of invoice
charges before payment,
but there is no
documented guidance on
what supporting
information should be
reviewed and retained

Invoice overpayments
totalled $27,600

Overall, based on the samples reviewed, SWMS has an invoice
review policy and process that requires invoice charges to be verified
before payments are approved. We have noted, however,
opportunities to further enhance this process. For example, there is
no documented guidance on what supporting information should be
reviewed and retained. We also noted that SWMS staff are not
required to physically sign off on the invoice package after review. As
a result, we found inconsistencies in how SWMS reviews were
documented. Specifically,

e Fifteen per cent (10 out of 68) of samples had no evidence of
review, and/or no staff sign-off on the invoice package, and
contained invoicing issues (e.g., missing required documents,
missing supporting evidence). In one sample, $25,000 was
paid before services were provided, which was not in
accordance with contract terms.

SWMS indicated that completed work is generally verified through
the following (as applicable):
e site visits
e conducting regular meetings
e reviewing submissions
e reviewing the consultant’'s recommendation letter or work
progress status summary letter that accompanies the
invoices

While we acknowledge that the absence of evidence of review and/or
sign-offs does not necessarily mean that SWMS staff did not review
the invoice, the overpayments, missing documents, and other
invoicing issues we identified and describe in the following sections
indicate that there are opportunities for SWMS to enhance this
process to include more thorough and documented invoice review.

Quantity Errors Found in Some Service Provider Invoices

No errors were identified in 80 per cent (24 out of 30) of the
sampled service provider invoices. However, in the remaining 20 per
cent of samples, we found discrepancies between the quantities
listed on the invoice and those shown in the supporting evidence,
leading to overpayments. SWMS identified additional overpayments
after further investigation of other invoices for the same type of
discrepancies. In total, overpayments of $27,600 were identified by
SWMS and the audit team.
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SWMS has since
recovered $12,900
related to discrepancies

Evidence to verify invoice
charges was not always
reviewed sufficiently,
increasing the risk of
overpayments

We found a lack of
documentation to support
consultant charges

e For one invoice related to the supply, delivery and repair of
residential waste bins, we found the quantity of bins delivered
and charged on the invoice was overstated as some delivery
entries (cost driver) were duplicated and billed twice, resulting
in an overpayment of $2,000.

e Inanother sample relating to a collections contract, we noted
a certain transaction type where the collected material
tonnage used to calculate the associated cost was
overstated. We identified this transaction type in 26 instances
across multiple invoicing periods, with an estimated total
overpayment of approximately $14,700.

Since the audit, SWMS successfully recovered costs totalling
$12,900 from contracted service providers relating to the quantity
discrepancies noted through our testing.

We found SWMS did not always review evidence sufficiently to verify
that contracted services were performed, limiting its ability to confirm
that payments were made only for services received.

External Consultant Invoices Lack Support and Contain Task Code
Errors

Contracts billed on labour hours, such as consulting services, require
more thorough analysis from staff to verify the hours charged on
each invoice are reasonable and relate to work performed. This is
because even though external consultant responsibilities can be
regular and ongoing throughout the contract term, the level of effort
can vary considerably from period to period. For example, contract
administration efforts fluctuate depending on the number of change
orders processed.

Through our review of sampled external consultant invoices, we
found a lack of documentation to support certain charges, and
inaccurate task code charges that were not identified through SWMS’
review:

e Missing inspection reports to corroborate inspection service
charges: As discussed in Section A.3, we found a number of
instances where the consultants did not provide the required
inspection reports to support inspection services billed. The
amounts were paid without SWMS staff requiring additional
documentation.

o Work performed but billed to incorrect task code: We noted
32 instances where external consultants performed work but
did not bill their time into the appropriate task code for that
work. SWMS’ ability to accurately track the budget is limited if
consultants do not use the appropriate task code.
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Accurate task code billing
critical for project
progress tracking and cost
control

e Lack of documented evidence to support charges to a
specific task code: We identified 39 instances where
consultants billed their time to a task code but there was no
evidence of work being performed for that task during that
invoicing period. It is possible that the consultant’s time was
appropriately spent performing contract work and billed to the
wrong task code, but we cannot confirm this as SWMS staff
did not request details from the consultant to verify the
nature of the work performed. For example, several charges
were made to a specific task code reserved for optional
services when SWMS confirmed that they had not requested
these optional services.

Overall, accurate task code billing by external consultants is critical
for SWMS. Accurate task code billing directly affects project progress
tracking, cost control, financial transparency, and helps prevent
payment for work not covered under the original contract. It allows
SWMS to track expenditures in real time, identify potential budgetary
overruns early, and confirm that payments align with agreed-upon
deliverables. When consultants fail to accurately use the correct task
codes, SWMS will face challenges in tracking project progress and
controlling costs, which may result in payment disputes or
administrative delays.

SWMS staff may request and review supporting documentation (e.g.,
detailed timesheets or a breakdown of hours by performance
obligation) from consultants to verify the hours billed are reasonable
and correspond to work performed. For instance, for one consultant
invoice sampled, there was evidence of SWMS staff critically
reviewing consultant daily timesheets in detail where they found
discrepancies that ultimately resulted in a reduction in charged
hours. In this sample, SWMS staff identified:

e discrepancies between hours billed and inspection reports;
and

e Dilled contract administration hours that appeared
unreasonably high for the task performed.

Performing this level of review will help ensure consultant charges
are supported and reasonable. However, we only saw evidence of
this level of review in one of the 22 consultant invoices sampled.
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19% of construction
invoice packages or
project files did not
contain sufficient
documentation to confirm
work status before
payment approval

Some of the work was
paid in advance of the
performance required by
the contract’s payment
terms

Stronger Review of Construction Invoice Packages Needed

Our payment sample review noted that 19 per cent (three out of 16)
of construction invoice packages or project files did not contain
sufficient documentation (e.g., photos, external consultant inspection
reports, site or progress meeting notes) to confirm work progressed
or was complete before payment approval. The total value of this
work was approximately $161,000.

For construction services, SWMS indicated that it relies on the
external consultant’s recommendation letter, which summarizes the
work performed by the construction contractor. Further verification of
the work performed involves cross-checking against submissions
received by SWMS, site visit observations, inspection records, and
progress meeting discussions. However, these additional
verifications and assessments are not always documented.

We also noted instances where the timing of the payments was not in
accordance with the contract terms. For example, for one
construction contractor payment sampled, the external consultant
recommended that SWMS pay a portion ($215,000) of the lump-sum
cost when the materials were delivered. This is not consistent with
the contract’s payment terms, which was to pay the construction
contractor when the materials were installed on a per unit basis.
Paying contractors earlier than required means paying for work in
advance of performance. As a result, SWMS loses leverage to ensure
contractors complete projects and adhere to quality standards and
timelines.

Invoice Packages Missing Required Documents

All contracts require including certain information and documents in
the invoice packages. Figure 6 summarizes the required information
and documentation that was missing from the construction

contractors and external consultants invoice packages we sampled.
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Figure 6: Missing Information and Documents in Payment Samples by Contract Type
Prepared by the Auditor General’s Office

Contract Type Number of | Missing Information and Documents
(Note 1) Samples
Construction 16 e 15 samples did not include the required daily construction
Contractor contractor work records
e 3 samples did not include the latest construction schedule
e 1 sample did not include the Workplace Safety and
Insurance Board (WSIB) certificate and statutory declaration
External 22 e 12 samples did not include the statutory declaration
Consultant

Note 1 - No issues were found on the 30 service provider invoice samples reviewed.

Daily construction contractor work records and the latest
construction schedule help SWMS staff verify and assess the
reasonableness of construction contractors’ work progress claimed
and billed for in each progress payment, reducing the risk of
overpayments. WSIB certificates protect the City by ensuring that
construction contractors and external consultants insure their
workers in the event of workplace safety incidents. Statutory
declarations provide the City with assurance that construction
contractors pay their subcontractors, and that external consultants
billed services are performed and disbursements are incurred.
Without them, the City may be exposed to legal and financial risks.

’

Recommendation:

7. City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste
Management Services to:

a. Ensure invoices (and supporting documents) are
reviewed and verified to be in accordance with the
contract terms and related policies and procedures,
before payment is approved (for all contract categories)

b. Ensure all supporting documents for the invoice package
are obtained and retained as required by the contract
(for all contract categories)

c. Establish guidelines for reviewing, analyzing, and
documenting external consultant invoices.
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B. 2. Strengthening and Adhering to the Change Order Process on Construction Projects

to Improve Oversight

Change directives
document SWMS’
approval and justification
for additional time-
sensitive work

77% of samples did not
have the required change
directive form or written
authorization before work
was performed

Annual refresher training
on the change directive
and change order process
should be provided to
SWMS staff

Change Directive Process Was Not Always Followed

We found that construction contractors and external consultants
performed extra work without SWMS’ written approval because the
proper change directive process was not followed15. For construction
contractors, the policy requires SWMS to issue a formal change
directive form. For external consultant contracts, the policy states
that while the standard change directive form does not need to be
used, written authorization is still required before proceeding with
any additional or provisional work.

Change directives are typically used in situations where the work is
time-sensitive and cannot wait for the issuance of a change order; for
example, key deliverables or emergency work. They keep work
progressing, assist in avoiding delays, and provide contractors with
assurance that the work is authorized and that payment will be
made. The change directive process documents SWMS’ approval and
the justification for the additional work, reinforcing accountability for
construction contractors and external consultants, and providing
important records should future disputes arise between the City and
the construction contractor or external consultant.

We found 17 change order samples did not have the required
change directive form (for construction contractors) or written
authorization (for external consultants) before work was performed.
This represents 77 per cent of the 22 applicable change order
samples where the change directive process was required because
work was performed before issuing a change order.

To avoid project delays, SWMS staff informed us that informal verbal
approvals were sometimes provided during site meetings in lieu of
written approvals. In three instances we reviewed, the external
consultant issued site instructions without SWMS’ approval or
signature. Without SWMS’ approval or signature, construction
contractors may perform extra work without SWMS’ knowledge.

According to SWMS staff, managers review the relevant contract
management policies and manuals with new staff, but SWMS does
not offer annual refresher training on the change directive and
change order processes. Management should ensure that contract
managers understand and adhere to these processes to reduce the
risk of cost overruns, project delays, disputes, and claims.

15 Similar findings were also observed and included in the following Auditor General’s reports:
1. Audit of Corporate Real Estate Management: Strengthening Accountability and Oversight of Change

Orders in Capital Projects (October 22, 2025)

2. Audit of Toronto Water: Stormwater and Wastewater Contract Management (April 17, 2026)
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Change Orders Can Be Better Analyzed and Tracked¢

No policy to determine Currently, SWMS does not have a policy to determine and categorize
root cause nor centralized the root cause of a change order. Nor does SWMS have a centralized
way to track change way to track and report change order data and trends. Instead,
orders limits SWMS’ change orders are manually tracked and managed for each contract
ability to analyze data and by individual SWMS contract managers, who are responsible for
trends ensuring the information recorded in a change order summary is

complete and accurate. Other than these change order summaries,
SWMS contract managers do not have a process in place to analyze
change orders.

Analyzing change orders, including their root causes, provides useful
information to better monitor and plan the scope, budget and
schedule for current and future projects. It also can help SWMS
assess vendor performance (e.g., errors) to determine if any costs
can be recovered from the party responsible.

Based on our review of the 38 sampled change order packages and
inquiry with SWMS staff, we categorized the justification for the
change order samples tested in Figure 7 below.

Figure 7: Root Cause Categories for Change Order Samples
Prepared by the Auditor General’s Office

30 3%

4% ®m Unforeseen Site Conditions, 24%

11 m Change in Scope by City, 21%

® Provisional Item (Note 1), 18%

m Design/ Specification Issue, 16%
®m Emergency Incident, 11%

16%
m Third party Supplier Issues, 4%
21% m Contractor Delays, 3%

m Cost Overruns, 3%

18%

Note 1: Provisional item is work that can be specified with enough detail at time of tender to request
a price, but whether the item will actually be used or how much will be used is unknown.

16 Similar findings were also observed and included in the following Auditor General’s reports:
1. Audit of Corporate Real Estate Management: Strengthening Accountability and Oversight of Change
Orders in Capital Projects (October 22, 2025)
2. Audit of Toronto Water: Stormwater and Wastewater Contract Management (April 17, 2026
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Change order root causes
should be analyzed to
assess performance and
identify systemic issues
across contracts

The top four reasons for change orders included unforeseen site
conditions, scope changes by SWMS, provisional items, and
design/specification issues. These accounted for 79 per cent of all
change orders in our sample review.

Change order root causes should be analyzed to assess construction
contractor and external consultant performance and identify
systemic issues across contracts. For example, for one change order
we categorized as “Design/Specification Issue,” the external
consultant failed to identify, before the construction contractor
procurement was completed, that the design did not comply with the
applicable Canadian Standards Association code requirements.
While the consultant made design modifications at no additional
charge to the City, the construction contractor had to request a 23-
day delay and a $119,000 change order during the project’s
construction phase. Management advised that had this design
modification been identified earlier, it would have been included in
the original design and issued solicitation materials. However, the
cost and results of the construction contractor procurement may
have been different if it was included in the bid submissions.

Further, while unforeseen site conditions are not unusual for these
types of projects, a high number of change orders may signal that
recurring issues are not adequately considered during project
planning. For example, in four samples we reviewed, changes were
required during construction to meet applicable code requirements
or address structural concerns with the original design. While code
compliance and structural integrity issues may be unknown until
construction work begins, these matters should also be considered
during the design/planning phase. Therefore, further analysis should
be conducted to determine whether these types of change orders
could have been avoided.

We also noted that all four external consultants sampled were
responsible for both the construction project’s design and contract
administration, which includes reviewing change orders and making
recommendations for their approval. While this is a common industry
practice, it creates a potential conflict of interest because the same
consultant is both preparing the design and determining whether a
change order is required, including identifying the underlying
justification for the change. SWMS project managers’ reliance on the
external consultants may impact their ability to independently
determine whether a change order resulted from design errors made
by the consultant. SWMS may then find it difficult to recover costs
related to these design errors.
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18% of samples had
pricing and/or
mathematical errors not
identified by SWMS staff

SWMS has since
recovered $14,600 of
change order pricing
errors

Implementing clear guidelines for identifying and tracking change
orders, as well as a consistent approach to determining root causes,
will better support successful claims and recovery of costs caused by
external consultants or construction contractors. Change orders
resulting from errors or avoidable delays should be reflected in
performance evaluations, and where appropriate, related costs
should be recovered from the party responsible (e.g., the external
consultant or construction contractor). Reviewing and analyzing
change orders also helps SWMS improve future project planning by
identifying recurring issues and incorporating provisional items to
mitigate potential risks or uncertainties.

Incorrect Change Order Pricing and Mathematical Errors

Although the external consultant reviews construction contractor
change orders, SWMS is ultimately responsible for their approval.
While 82 per cent (31 out of 38) of change order samples had no
pricing or mathematical errors, we noted the remaining 18 per cent
of our samples (which are all from two construction contractors) had
pricing and/or mathematical errors totalling $14,000. These were
not identified by SWMS staff during their change order review and
approval process:

o All seven samples reviewed had improper pricing related to
markups. The construction contractor either used an incorrect
markup percentage or applied their markup on top of the
subcontractor’'s markup.

e Two out of the seven samples also had mathematical errors
in the itemized pricing breakdown provided in the change
order package.

In response to the errors found, SWMS reviewed other change orders
from the sampled contractors and found additional errors. As of the
date of this report, SWMS successfully recovered $14,600 from one
of the construction contractors that had errors.

We included specific procedures in this audit in response to an
emerging risk that the City is facing related to contractor invoicing
practices, where discrepancies in subcontractor documentation may
reveal potential overbilling in change orders. We requested and
reviewed information from 12 subcontractors and subconsultants to
directly confirm the amounts invoiced by the construction contractor
and external consultant. We did not identify any discrepancies
requiring further follow-up in the 12 confirmation responses received.
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50% of samples did not
have one or more pieces
of required
documentation

Some Required Documentation Not Available in Change Order
Packages

We found that 50 per cent (19 out of 38) of samples reviewed did
not have one or more pieces of the following required
documentation:

e signed change order form
e signed change directive form
e construction contractor time and material sheets

The change order and change directive forms formally document
SWMS’ approvals and directions and clearly justify the related cost
and schedule impacts of additional work. The time and material
sheets support the construction contractor’s change order pricing.
These documents are important as they support strong contract
management to hold the contractor accountable and also help to
minimize the risk of potential litigation between the City and its
external consultants and construction contractors.

The contract and the policies and procedures adopted and used by
SWMS1?7 all include specific requirements and examples to guide
external consultants and construction contractors on what
information should be provided in change order packages. However,
as mentioned earlier in this section, SWMS does not offer annual
refresher training on these change directive and change order
policies and procedures. Management should ensure that contract
managers understand and adhere to these processes to reduce the
risk of cost overruns, project delays, disputes and claims.

17 SWMS uses the City's Engineering and Construction Services’ Field Services Manual and Capital Works
Procedures Manual for contract management of applicable external consultant and construction contractor

contracts.
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Recommendation:

8.

City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste
Management Services (SWMS) to:

a.

Ensure external consultants and SWMS contract
managers follow the change directive process, which
includes issuing a formal signed change directive form
(for construction contractors) or written authorization
(for external consultants) before the extra work is
performed, as required by the policies and procedures
implemented or adopted by the SWMS division

Develop a policy that requires the use of standardized
“root cause” categories to identify and track all change
orders for contracts

Establish procedures for assessing when and how to
pursue claims and cost recovery of change orders,
including consideration of the cost and benefit of
pursuing such claims

Implement a process to centrally track change orders,
including volume, value, root cause category, and
analyze trends across all contracts to identify areas of
continuous improvement

Ensure SWMS contract managers review and approve all
change orders, including the accuracy and completeness
of change order supporting documentation, as well as
the change order pricing, ensuring mathematical
accuracy and compliance with contract terms (e.g.,
markups)

Provide annual refresher training to SWMS contract
managers on the applicable change directive and
change order policies, procedures, and required
documentation.
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Conclusion

8 recommendations to
improve SWMS contract
management processes

Overall, SWMS has contract management practices in place and
conducts monitoring activities tailored to different contract types.
However, our audit identified opportunities for SWMS to strengthen
its oversight, documentation, and contractual accountability
mechanisms as part of its contract management practices.

For our first objective, to assess whether SWMS consistently
oversees and monitors the performance of contracted vendors to
ensure they meet all deliverables and services level requirements as
per the contract, we found service providers, construction
contractors, and external consultants did not consistently meet
contractual obligations. Areas of opportunities were identified to
enhance SWMS’ monitoring to improve vendor compliance with
contract requirements. We also found that additional accountability
mechanisms could enhance monitoring and incentivize contract
performance. In addition, we found opportunities for performance
evaluations to be better utilized to monitor performance and hold
vendors accountable.

For our second objective, to assess whether contract payments are
supported, accurate, and authorized, we found improvement
opportunities in the payment and change order processes to
increase transparency, strengthen cost controls, and prevent
overpayments. We found that SWMS did not always verify that
services were performed or review the accuracy and cost allocations
of invoice charges before approving invoices. This resulted in
$27,600 in overpayments, and other payments made earlier than
contractually required. Further, work was sometimes performed
without written authorization through the required change directive
process. Change orders were also not always adequately reviewed
for pricing accuracy, resulting in errors totalling $14,000, and root
causes were not identified and analyzed for continuous
improvement.

Implementing the eight recommendations in this report will
strengthen SWMS’ contract management and oversight, including
holding vendors accountable, reducing the risk of overpayments and
contract non-compliance, and supporting better management of
project changes within the approved budget and schedule.
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Thank you to
management and staff

While this audit focused on contracts managed by two sections:
Infrastructure and Resource Management and Collections and Litter
Operations, many of our recommendations can also be applied in
managing other contracts at SWMS.

We would like to express our sincere appreciation for the co-
operation and assistance we received during our audit from SWMS
management and staff.
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Audit Objectives, Scope and Methodology

Audit included in the
2025 Work Plan

Audit objective

Audit scope

Areas not covered within
the scope of this audit

The Auditor General’s 2025 Work Plan included an audit of Solid
Waste Management Services’ (SWMS) contract management
processes.

The objective of this audit was to assess whether SWMS has contract
management systems, policies, and processes in place to monitor
the performance of contracted vendors and hold them accountable
for meeting expected outcomes and terms and conditions as stated
in the contracts, and that contract payments are properly supported
and in accordance with the City’s policies and procedures. This audit
aimed to answer the following questions:

1. Does Solid Waste Management Services consistently
oversee and monitor the performance of contracted
service providers to hold them accountable in meeting all
deliverables and any service level requirements outlined
in the contract(s)?

2. Are contract payments supported, accurate, and
authorized by Solid Waste Management Services in
accordance with the City’s policies and procedures?

The scope of the audit covered a sample of 17 contracts managed by
the Infrastructure and Resource Management and Collections and
Litter Operations sections within the SWMS division. The four
collections-related contracts cover a two-and-a-half-year period from
January 1, 2023 to June 30, 2025. The remaining 13 contracts
covered a five-and-a-half-year period from January 1, 2020 to June
30, 2025. See Sampling Methodology below for details.

Where relevant to our audit, we examined certain records and data
outside this period. Our findings and conclusions are based on the
information and data provided by SWMS at the time of the audit.

The audit did not review SWMS’ in-house operations related to
collections and litter operations services. The audit also did not
include a review of contracts managed by the other SWMS sections:
Policy, Planning and Outreach, Transfer Stations and Landfill
Operations, Business Services, and General Manager’s Office.
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Work performed on For this audit, we determined that internal control is significant within

internal controls the context of our audit objectives. There are five components of
internal control: control environment, risk assessment, control
activities, information and communication, and monitoring. Among
these, we identified the following control components, and their
underlying principles, are significant to our audit objectives:

Control Components

Underlying Principles

Control activities

e Selects and develops control activities
e Deploys control activities through policies and
procedures

Monitoring activities

e Conducts ongoing and/or separate evaluations
e Evaluates and communicates deficiencies

Specifically, our scope of work on internal controls focused on
assessing the design, implementation, and operating effectiveness of
the following key control activities:

e SWMS’ review and authorization of change directives, change
orders, and payments, including those recommended by
external consultants

o SWMS’ oversight of construction contractors, external
consultants and construction activities, including inspection
reporting and responses to requests for information

e SWMS’ evaluation of service provider, external consultant,
and construction contractor performances

e  SWMS’ monitoring of service provider, external consultant,

Audit methodology

and construction contractor performances based on contract
requirements

Our audit methodology included:

Analyzing high-level data related to all contracts managed by
SWMS between July 2022 and July 2025

Selecting sample contracts for detailed review based on
identified risks

Reviewing SWMS’ budget information, strategic plans, and
internal and external reviews
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Interviewing management and staff from various SWMS
business sections (Business Services; Collections and Litter
Operations; Infrastructure and Resource Management; Policy,
Planning and Outreach; Transfer Stations and Landfill
Operations; General Manager’s Office), including contract
managers and staff

Reviewing SWMS’ policies and procedures, and other relevant
internal guidelines, as well as policies of other divisions
applicable to/adopted by SWMS (e.g., Engineering and
Construction Services, Purchasing and Materials
Management Division)

Attending a site visit at one of SWMS’ organics processing
facilities and a ride-along with SWMS’ collections contract on-
road monitoring team

Interviews and meetings with other divisions, as necessary
(i.e., Legal Services and Purchasing and Materials
Management Division)

Reviewing samples of change orders and invoices associated
with the sampled contracts, along with other supporting
documentation (e.g., inspection reports, meeting minutes)
where applicable

Requesting and reviewing information from 12
subcontractors and subconsultants to directly confirm the
amounts invoiced to the construction contractor and external
consultant. We reviewed information from the 12
subcontractors that responded back.

Conducting data analysis on various reports submitted by the
construction contractor, external consultant or service
provider, and/or generated by SWMS staff (e.g. daily reports,
SWMS’ weigh scale reports, bin lift reports, GPS reports), as
well as 311 service requests received by the City as it
pertains to the sampled collections-related service providers

Reviewing SWMS’ performance evaluations of the sampled
contracts

Conducting other procedures that were deemed relevant

45



Sampling methodology

We judgmentally selected 17 contracts, with a total contract value of
$793 million, from the Infrastructure and Resource Management
and Collections and Litter Operations sections, based on identified
risks for detailed review. Samples were selected based on factors
such as contract value, contract risk, and contract type (e.g.,
construction contractor, external consultant, service provider). Where
applicable, we selected related construction contractor and external
consultant contracts for construction projects. See Figure 8 for a
breakdown by contract type and SWMS section.

Figure 8: Contract Samples by Contract Type and Section
Prepared by the Auditor General’s Office

Contract Type Average Infrastructure and Collections and
Contract Length Resource Litter Operations
(in years) Management section section
Collections Operations 9.1 0 4
Organics Processing Services 8.6 3 0
Construction Contractor 3.4 6 0
External Consultant 6.2 4 0

From these 17 contracts, we randomly selected 68 payment samples
and 38 change order samples for our audit testing. See Figure 9 for a
breakdown by contract type.

Figure 9: Payment and Change Order Samples by Contract Type
Prepared by the Auditor General’s Office

Contract Type Payment Testing | Change Order Testing
Construction Contractor 16 25
External Consultant 22 13
Service Provider 30 N/A
Total 68 38
Limitations Our findings and conclusions were based on the information and

data available at the time of the audit. Our review of contracted
vendor performance (including compliance with contractual
requirements), change orders, payments and related supporting
documentation was limited by records and information retained
and/or provided by contract managers and/or external consultants.
More specifically, our review of invoices related to consultant
inspections was limited due to missing supporting documents, such
as inspection reports that are required to be submitted by the
consultants.
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Compliance with generally
accepted government
auditing standards

For the District 1 and District 2 collections contracts, the GPS reports
available had limitations due to reporting of data at infrequent
intervals. We used the report to apply certain criteria to identify
higher risk transactions, and we reviewed data from the GPS
software. There were also instances where GPS data was not
recorded for trucks that were collecting materials. Our audit
procedures could not be performed for these trucks. For the front-
end bin collections contract, the GPS software used had limitations
with the type of data in the generated reports, as the reports did not
comply with contract requirements (e.g., did not include truck start
and stop times, distance, and hours travelled). Due to this, our
testing was limited to available garbage bin lift report transactions.

The above limitations did not limit our conclusions on the overall
audit objective.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. These standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Exhibit 1: Glossary
Prepared by the Auditor General’s Office

Bin Lift Report — For all garbage bins under the front-end bin contract, a system-generated report
that shows a record of all garbage bins lifted and emptied by the collections truck, along with time
and location of the lift.

Change Directive - An order to the contractor to proceed with a change in the work, prior to or in the
absence of the City and the contractor agreeing upon adjustments in the contract price and the
contract time. The change directive is used to keep the project moving forward. A subsequent
change order with cost and schedule impacts is issued once the work has commenced.

Change Order - Written amendments to the contract and are typically used for contingencies,
change in the work, extra work, additional work, and obtaining credit for deleted scope.

Construction Contractor - Contractor procured to complete project construction.

Consultant - In this report, is referring to an external contractor procured to provide professional
services (e.g., engineering) on a construction project or processing facilities contract.

Daily or Weekly Inspection Report - A daily or weekly report for each workday at the project site
during the construction phase. It should provide enough detailed information for a reviewer to clearly
understand the specific tasks completed, and any significant events or issues that occurred on a
given day, so that the City can manage any contractor claims or public complaints.

Digester Solids - One of the organics processing facilities’ outputs, composed of nutrient-rich
residue, which can be used to create compost.

Drop-off Depot - A facility where the public can bring accepted waste materials for sorting and
transfer to processing or disposal facilities.

Front-End Bin Collection - City of Toronto collection service for large garbage, recycling, and organics
bins that are primarily used by multi-household residences/buildings and townhouses, non-
residential locations (e.g., charities, institutions and religious organizations), schools, and City
divisions, agencies and corporations.

Key Performance Indicator - A trackable, quantifiable metric that indicates performance towards a
specific performance target or objective.

Liquidated Damages - A per-day or per-instance, reasonable and genuine pre-estimate of the actual
damage that will be incurred by the City if the contractor or service provider fails to achieve
performance as required.

Lump-Sum Cost - A single, pre-determined fixed price for work performed, regardless of the
contractor’s actual costs.

Markup - Compensation to the contractor for all overhead, profit, incidental and administrative costs
related to the change.

Performance Standard - A detailed performance requirement that outlines the baseline level of
service and quality expected.
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Performance Target - A predefined, quantifiable goal and metric that establishes exactly what
constitutes successful delivery.

Progress Payment - Payment to a vendor, typically made on a monthly basis, for work performed to
date, in accordance with the contract.

Provisional ltem - Items of work that can be specified with enough detail at the time of tender to
request a price, but whether or not the item will actually be used or how much will be used is
unknown. Work done under a provisional item must be authorized through a change order.

Request for Information - Used by contractors to clarify ambiguities, resolve missing information, or
address conflicts in project documents, drawings, or specifications.

Residential Curbside Collections - City of Toronto curbside collection services for garbage and
organics bins that are primarily used by single-family households and residential households above
commercial establishments.

Service Provider - Contractor procured to provide a service to the City (e.g., garbage collections).

Site Instruction - Issued by the external consultant to the contractor for changes or clarifications to
work that has no cost or schedule impact.

Stood-up Load - When a collections truck doesn’t unload the collected materials at the end of the
day, the load is considered a stood-up load.

Time and Material - Where work is performed and paid based on actual reasonable costs as directly
paid by the contractor. The contractor is expected to prepare and maintain complete and accurate
daily work records for any time and material changes.

Transfer Station - A facility where the City’s waste is collected, sorted and then transferred to
various processing or disposal facilities.

Transfer Station Weigh Scale - The City’s transfer stations use floor weigh scales to measure
material tonnage collected by the collection trucks. These tonnages are used to determine contract
fees since contractors are paid on a fee per tonne basis.
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Exhibit 2: Map of City of Toronto’s Daytime Collection Districts

Source: City of Toronto, adapted by the Auditor General’s Office

District 2
West of

District 1 Yonge St.

West of
Humber
River

Residential curbside collections*,
Contracted service,
within audit scope

District 4
: East of
District 3 Victoria Park
East of
Yonge St.

Legend

1 Residential curbside collections*,

In-house service,
out of audit scope

Front-end bin collections**,
Contracted service,
within audit scope

*Residential curbside collections primarily refer to collections from single-family households

**Front-end bin collections include multi-residential, non-residential, and agencies, corporations, schools

District 1 - City of Toronto collection area bounded by the Humber River to the east, Highway 427,
Eglinton Avenue West and Etobicoke Creek to the west, Steeles Avenue to the north and Lake
Ontario to the south.

District 2 - City of Toronto collection area bounded by Yonge Street to the east, the Humber River to
the west, Steeles Avenue to the north and Lake Ontario to the south.

District 3 - City of Toronto collection area bounded by Victoria Park Avenue to the east, Yonge Street
to the west, Steeles Avenue to the north and Lake Ontario to the south.

District 4 - City of Toronto collection area bounded by Pickering Town Line and Rouge Park to the
east, Victoria Park Avenue to the west, Steeles Avenue to the north and Lake Ontario to the south.
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Appendix 1: Management’s Response to the Auditor General’s Report
Entitled: “Audit of Solid Waste Management Services - Contract Management
for Solid Waste Collections, Organics Processing Services and Construction
Projects”

Recommendation 1: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
(SWMS) to:

a. Ensure contracted service providers that are required to respond to and address 311 service
requests do so in accordance with the contractual requirements

b. Ensure service providers are meeting their contractual requirement to provide complete
Global Positioning System (GPS) data for trucks in service

¢c. Enhance SWMS’ contract monitoring procedures to include assessing the accuracy and
completeness of the collections service providers’ daily reports

d. Perform a cost-benefit analysis on further leveraging GPS data use for contract monitoring
purposes, including the opportunity to improve the GPS system reports to contain location
data records at frequent intervals.

Management Response: Agree [0 Disagree

Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation as
written.

In alignment with Theme C of the 2025 Common Themes Report, “Modernizing Processes,
Leveraging Data, and Enhancing IT Governance and Collaboration to Deliver Efficient and Effective
Service”, the Division will:

e By Q3 2026, ensure our contracted service providers who are responding to 311 service
requests do so in accordance with contractual requirements.

e By Q3 2027, ensure that future contracts that use GPS are aligned with Corporate GPS
monitoring requirements and policies to ensure these are applied consistently among all
collections contracts.

e By Q3 2027, complete a cost-benefit analysis on further leveraging GPS data for contract
monitoring purposes.

Recommendation 2: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
to ensure the organics processing facility operators:

a. Meet contractual requirements, which are inclusive of quality and quantity performance
standards, maintenance, regulatory, and health and safety requirements

b. Take corrective actions to rectify non-compliance instances in a timely manner, as
determined and documented by Solid Waste Management Services.
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Management Response: Agree [] Disagree
Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of the Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation
as written.

The performance standards of the organics processing facilities were developed by industry
experts to guide the facility towards efficient operations in achieving organics diversion from
landfill and production of beneficial products such as digestate and biogas. As noted in the report,
the biological process environment is complex, and variability in performance standards is
expected and typical within the industry. It is important to note that even when there are instances
of non-compliance of certain standards, key outcomes for the facilities such as diversion of
organics from landfill, and the production of digestate that meets compost standards, and
production of biogas can still be met.

The General Manager of Solid Waste Management Services will, by Q3 2027:

e Ensure that Divisional staff review the contract performance standards and organize them
in categories such as “mandatory, regulatory, essential, and best practice”. Each category
will have a required response time and action plan for compliance.

e Review for consideration the establishing of performance targets or an acceptable range
for performance standards in future contracts.

e Ensure the Division continues its established rigorous evaluation of all contractual
requirements through an updated contract compliance checklist. This checklist will also
include the documentation of corrective actions that will be taken to rectify non-
compliance in a timely manner.

Recommendation 3: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
to:

a. Ensure external consultants document and submit their inspection reports according to the
contract terms and policies and procedures used by Solid Waste Management Services

b. Retain external consultants’ inspection reports and establish routine spot checks to ensure
the information in the reports is complete and accurate

¢. Monitor external consultant Request For Information (RFI) response times and completeness
of project RFI logs against contract requirements.

Management Response: Agree [] Disagree
Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation as
written.

The Division realizes the importance of the consultants’ inspection reports and will:
e Going forward, review contract requirements with its vendors at the onset of the
projects.
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e By Q3 2027 review the appropriateness and frequency of inspection reports in
contract terms and monitor and enforce the submission of those reports accordingly.

e Going forward, perform spot checks, periodically, to ensure reports meet contractual
requirements.

The Division will also monitor external consultant Requests For Information (RFI) response times
and completeness of project RFI logs against contract requirements. For future contracts, SWMS
will review the contracted time provided to consultants to respond to RFI's and create ranges to
ensure that the variability of complexity is taken into account for each request versus a blanket
timeframe for all RFls.

Additionally, the Division will work with its Divisional Partners in Infrastructure Services to ensure
alignment related to practices and procedures for working with external consultants.

Recommendation 4: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services,
in consultation with the Chief Procurement Officer and Legal Services, to:

a. Ensure that liquidated damage categories included in future collection service provider
contracts meet the criteria for SWMS staff to be able to apply them effectively, as well as
explore incorporating other contractual accountability mechanisms (e.g., key performance
indicators, performance targets) that can be utilized more effectively for contract
management purposes

b. Develop and incorporate key performance indicators and performance targets into the scope
of work of future organics processing facility operator contracts, where applicable, to
encourage desired performance and assess vendor performance

c. Develop and incorporate key performance indicators and performance targets relating to
quality and timeliness of services into the scope of work of future construction contractor
and external consultant contracts, where applicable, to establish performance standards,
encourage desired performance and assess vendor performance.

Management Response: Agree ] Disagree

Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of the Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation
as written.

Solid Waste Management Services has various standards and accountability mechanisms built
into current contracts and by Q2 2027, will explore additional approaches for addressing
performance management and non-compliance to implement in future contracts. Additionally, the
division will review, with our partners in Legal Services, how we can better meet the position to
apply liguidated damages as effectively as possible.

With respect to the Organics Processing Facility contracts, the current performance standards will
be reviewed as noted in the Management Response to Recommendation 2.

The Division supports a consistent, City-wide approach to capital delivery and is a stakeholder in
the Enhancing Capital Construction Delivery Program directed by Council. SWMS will collaborate
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with the Engineering and Constructions Services Division, the Strategic Capital Coordination Office,
and other participating Divisions to develop and incorporate appropriate KPI's/performance
targets for these contract types. Based on a previous audit recommendation, the General
Manager, Toronto Water, in collaboration with Engineering and Construction Services, have
committed to developing and implementing contract level KPI's by Q4 2027. SWMS will review and
implement applicable metrics immediately following.

Recommendation 5: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
(SWMS) to:

a. Ensure SWMS contract managers complete performance evaluations in accordance with the
frequencies outlined in the Purchasing and Materials Management Division (PMMD) Supplier
Performance Evaluation procedure and SWMS’ policies and procedures

b. Ensure all SWMS contract managers complete PMMD’s training and annual refreshers
relating to PMMD’s Supplier Performance Evaluation procedure requirements for all contract
types

c. Ensure SWMS contract managers monitor whether construction contractors and external
consultants take appropriate corrective action in response to areas where they do not meet
performance expectations, including communicating, reviewing and documenting whether
issues persist or are resolved.

Management Response: Agree [ Disagree

Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of the Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation
as written.

By Q4 2026, Solid Waste Management Services will ensure that all SWMS Contract performance
evaluations are conducted in accordance with PMMD policies and procedures and that refresher
training will be conducted on an annual basis using existing training materials provided by PMMD.

By Q3 2026, Solid Waste Management Services will ensure that all SWMS Contract Managers
monitor and document that construction contractors and external consultants are implementing
corrective action in response to areas where they do not meet performance expectations.

Recommendation 6: City Council request the Chief Procurement Officer, Purchasing and Materials
Management Division to:

a. Review and enhance its Supplier Performance Evaluation procedure to clarify its applicability
to service contracts

b. Develop a corporate-wide framework and implementation plan to incorporate performance
evaluation scores into future bid evaluations, in consultation with relevant divisional
representatives
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c. Provide training and annual refreshers to contract managers and staff with delegated or
assigned contract management responsibilities, including responsibility for vendor oversight,
performance monitoring, deliverable validation, or contract administration, on PMMD’s
supplier performance evaluation policy and procedure requirements for all contract types.

Management Response: Agree [0 Disagree
Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

Purchasing and Materials Management Division (PMMD) agrees with the recommendation.
PMMD is in the process of reviewing the current Supplier Performance Evaluation procedure to
ensure clarity and consistent applicability to service contracts.

PMMD is also in the process of developing a corporate-wide framework and implementation plan
to incorporate supplier performance evaluation outcomes into future bid evaluations. This work
will be advanced in consultation with key divisional stakeholders to ensure alignment with
operational requirements, fairness, and compliance with Chapter 195 and applicable trade
obligations. Subject to completion of consultation and internal approvals, PMMD anticipates a
phased rollout beginning in Q1 2027.

The monthly Supplier Performance Management training will be updated with agreed upon
changes to the program to support users in being clear on how and when performance evaluations
are required and is aligned to the Q1 2027 timeline.

Recommendation 7: City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
to:
a. Ensure invoices (and supporting documents) are reviewed and verified to be in accordance
with the contract terms and related policies and procedures, before payment is approved (for
all contract categories)

b. Ensure all supporting documents for the invoice package are obtained and retained as
required by the contract (for all contract categories)

c. Establish guidelines for reviewing, analyzing, and documenting external consultant invoices.

Management Response: Agree [0 Disagree
Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation as
written.

Going forward, the Division will ensure all invoice and supporting documents are reviewed, verified
and retained and ensure that written guidelines outline the supporting documents required as set
out in the contracts to accompany each invoice for each contract category.

By Q3 2026, The Division will also ensure alignment with corporate guidance and use Section
4.5.3.4 of the Capital Works Procedure Manual for consultant invoices as this document provides
clear and established guidance for reviewing consultant invoices and progress payments.
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Recommendation 8:; City Council request the General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services
(SWMS) to:

a. Ensure external consultants and SWMS contract managers follow the change directive
process, which includes issuing a formal signed change directive form (for construction
contractors) or written authorization (for external consultants) before the extra work is
performed, as required by the policies and procedures implemented or adopted by the
SWMS division

b. Develop a policy that requires the use of standardized “root cause” categories to identify and
track all change orders for contracts

c. Establish procedures for assessing when and how to pursue claims and cost recovery of
change orders, including consideration of the cost and benefit of pursuing such claims

d. Implement a process to centrally track change orders, including volume, value, root cause
category, and analyze trends across all contracts to identify areas of continuous
improvement

e. Ensure SWMS contract managers review and approve all change orders, including the
accuracy and completeness of change order supporting documentation, as well as the
change order pricing, ensuring mathematical accuracy and compliance with contract terms
(e.g., markups)

f. Provide annual refresher training to SWMS contract managers on the applicable change
directive and change order policies, procedures, and required documentation.

Management Response: Agree [0 Disagree

Comments/Action Plan/Time Frame:

The General Manager of Solid Waste Management Services agrees with the recommendation as
written.

By Q2 2027, Solid Waste Management Services will collaborate with other Divisions on the
development of corporate-wide:

- policy that requires the use of standardized “root cause” categories to identify and track all
change orders for contracts

- procedures for assessing when and how to pursue claims and cost recovery of change
orders, including a consideration of the cost and benefit of pursuing such claims

- process to centrally track change orders, including volume, value, root cause category, and
analyze trends across all contracts to identify areas of continuous improvement.

By Q1 2027, In conjunction with our Divisional Partners, the Division will establish and provide
annual refresher training on the change directive and change order processes and ensure that
contract managers understand and adhere to these processes to reduce the risk of cost overruns,
project delays, disputes and claims.

As noted by the Auditor, contracts and policies and procedures adopted and used by SWMS all
include specific requirements to guide external consultants and construction contractors on what
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information should be provided in change order packages. By Q4 2026, SWMS will reiterate our
expectations of our vendors to those same vendors.

Engineering and Construction Services recently modified and shared a Consultant Liability Policy
with the Division. The policy provides a guideline for staff involved in the planning and delivery of
Capital Projects in assessing a liability as a results of a consultants error or omission. The Policy
was shared with all SWMS contract managers on May 6, 2026. SWMS plans to train all contract
managers by Q3 2027 on the Policy. Additionally, the Division has recently updated a change order
procedure and will review it to ensure it addresses all feedback the Auditor General has provided.

57




AUDITOR
GENERAL

TORONTO






