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Executive Summary  
Business improvement areas (BIAs)—a defined geographical area managed by businesses and 

property owners—has been a widely utilized tool by municipalities to tackle a range of community issues 

and support economic revitalization. BIAs collectively pool funds via a property tax levy to improve local 

community conditions that help increase property values or attract customers to the area (Hoyt & Gopal-

Agge, 2007).  

But it is important to critically asses whether these revitalization efforts benefit the wider community. 

The BIA model has been criticized as being undemocratic due to the inequitable representation of board 

members, which primarily consist of commercial property owners and businesses. Advocates argue that the 

lack of diverse representation has led to these stakeholders having disproportionate power to manage the 

public-realm (Hoyt, 2005b; Zukin, 1995; Rankin and Delaney, 2011; Steel & Symes, 2005; Sutton 2010). 

As the focus of urban policy shifts towards sustainable development, one model that compliments 

the BIA model is community economic development (CED). In CED, relevant stakeholders work 

collectively to asses and improve the quality of life of all residents living in a community (MacDonald, 

Stokes, & Bluthenthal, 2010, Shaffer et al., 2004; Simon, 2001).  

Research Question and Method 

In order to better understand the role of the BIA model in guiding revitalization in distressed 

neighbourhoods through a community economic development lens, research was conducted with respect to 

the following two questions:  

What is the role of BIAs in community economic development? 

o To what extent are BIA’s involved in community economic development initiatives?  

o To what extent do BIA’s actively engage with and form partnerships with community 

stakeholders? 

This research consisted of analyzing the responses of an online survey administered to the executive 

directors of 83 BIAs in Toronto. The survey was designed to generate data on the types of CED activities 

carried out by BIAs and their level of engagement with community stakeholders. 

Summary of Analysis   

The survey was completed by 23 BIAs and the results suggest that the surveyed BIAs carried out a 

diverse range of activities. It appears that priorities of BIAs were not influenced by community issues, 

rather involved in provisions that appeared to directly benefit the needs of members— consumer marketing 
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(83%), capital improvements (74%), and maintenance (35%). Although their involvement in these activities 

is likely to lead to positive externalities that most visitors and residents can enjoy and, ultimately, help 

support economic revitalization. 

The findings also suggest that BIAs were moderately involved in public space regulation (52%) and 

not at all in security (57%). Although this might suggest that BIAs had some power in the management of 

public spaces, they ultimately lacked enforcement authority. However, BIAs were at least moderately 

involved in policy advocacy and had regular communication with City agencies, which indicates that they 

were likely effective at advocating for their members needs.  

The CED activities that BIAs were most involved in—buy local campaigns (68%), business creation 

and retention (50%), physical aesthetics and infrastructure programs (35%)—were closely related to the 

general provisions that the BIAs were most involved in. The findings demonstrated that BIAs were 

somewhat involved with community groups (64%) and community development and revitalization (43%), 

but did not appear to advocate on the behalf of community stakeholders or work collaboratively with 

community residents to resolve community issues. 

With respect to BIAs level of involvement in community engagement, the findings demonstrated that 

community engagement was at least somewhat important for the surveyed BIAs. In addition, the findings 

suggested that the BIAs engaged with a variety of stakeholders, but members of the BIA followed by City 

agencies were contacted relatively more frequently than community stakeholders. The factors that limited 

the surveyed BIAs level of engagement with local community stakeholders was the lack of financial and 

human capital. 

Recommendations  

Recommendation 1- Support entrepreneurship and job creation. 

BIAs can potentially play a significant role in providing low-barrier income-generating opportunities 

and, simultaneously, beautify, attract customers and new businesses to the area. For instance, BIAs can 

hold community events where vendors are invited to sell their goods for a nominal fee either in a vacant 

property or along the sidewalk. Alternatively, a passive initiative might include using vacant storefronts to 

showcase locally made goods.  

Recommendation 2 – Municipalities must identify the specific outcomes that BIAs are best suited to support 

revitalization efforts. 
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The analysis of responses suggests that BIAs can act as a key stakeholder within the CED model but 

cannot be the principal tool utilized for economic revitalization. Prior to the adopting BIAs as a 

revitalization tool, it is important that municipalities critically evaluate the BIA model and specify its 

purpose in revitalization efforts. Specifically, past research suggests that it is vital to understand the 

contextual factors of the community-based interest groups as well as the potential effects of utilizing the 

BIA tool to tackle local community issues (MacDonald et al., 2010b; Hoyt & Gopal-Agge, 2007). 

Recommendation 3 –Support and incentivize BIAs based on desired social planning outcomes.  

The findings suggest that BIAs are limited by financial and human capital, while BIAs priorities may 

be influenced by the incentives they can acquire. To ensure that BIAs achieve the intended planning 

outcomes outlined by municipalities it is necessary to provide clear directions and well-aligned incentives. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 History of the BIA 

The business improvement area (BIA) model is a “made-in-Toronto” innovation. The first BIA, 

West Bloor Village Association, was formed in 1971 in response to broader political and socioeconomic 

forces and the subsequent changes to consumer patterns ─partially due to urban sprawl and the development 

of suburban shopping centers (Hernandez & Jones, 2005; Hoyt, 2004). Suburbanization negatively affected 

the profits of inner-city retailers, and businesses in the inner-city were faced with two options: move out to 

the suburbs or close their business. To prevent the further loss of profits and the free rider problem, a non-

contributing actor benefiting from the contribution of others, small businesses and property owners in West 

Bloor Village banned together in the mid-1960s. After extensive coordination and advocacy, the provincial 

and municipal government passed legislation in 1969 that enabled them to form the first BIA (Hernandez 

and Jones, 2005; Hoyt, 2004; Hoyt, 2008; City of Toronto, 2017).  

The BIA model presents a win-win situation for both the municipality and property owners. 

Members of a BIA can attract more customers to the area by collectively pooling resources and, with 

considerable freedom, fund improvements to the social, economic, and physical conditions of an area in 

order to attract new customers and increase property values (Hernandez and Jones, 2005). While for cash 

strapped municipalities, this tool presents a relatively hands-off solution both financially and 

administratively to revitalize neighbourhoods (Hernandez and Jones, 2005; Hoyt, 2004; Levy, 2001). 

Due to the net-benefits for both stakeholders and the palatability of the BIA model to respond to 

unique local issues of their respective areas, the tool has been widely adopted in Canada and at least eight 

other countries to tackle a range of community issues and support economic development (Munson and 

Zimmerman, 2006; Hoyt, 2004; Hoyt, 2007; Levy, 2001). Some activities commonly carried out by BIAs 

can include: public space improvement and regulation, security, social service delivery, entrepreneurship, 

and community advocacy (Brooks, 2008; Grossman, 2008; Hoyt, 2004; MacDonald, Golinelli, Stokes & 

Bluthenthal, 2010a; MacDonald et al., 2010b; Stokes, 2006). 

1.1.2 BIAs in the City of Toronto  

The success of West Bloor Village and other BIAs has led to the formation of 83 BIAs in Toronto, 

more than any other city in the world (City of Toronto, 2017a). BIAs in Toronto are regulated by two 

documents: Section 220 of the Municipal Act, 2001 and Chapter 19 Business Improvement Areas, of the 

City of Toronto Municipal Code, 2002. Briefly, a BIA can form if 50% or more of the property owners and 
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municipal council approves of the formation. Then, any commercial property owner within the 

geographically defined area must pay a BIA levy along with their property taxes (Ontario, 2010).  

Chapter 19.2.1 of the City of Toronto Act, By-law No. 785-2017 identifies a range of broad 

initiatives that BIAs can undertake that can be generally categorized into four categories: cleanliness, 

amenity & maintenance, promotion & events, streetscape & beautification, and general & administrative 

duties (City of Toronto, 2017a). The decisions of BIAs are guided by a board of member volunteers, 

comprised of property owners, businesses, and the elected city councillor of the respective areas (City of 

Toronto, 2017a).  

The City of Toronto identifies BIAs as a crucial part of Toronto’s urban fabric that makes “Toronto 

a better place for all,” (City of Toronto, 2017a, p. 4). Subsequently, they are well supported by the 

municipality - via the City of Toronto Economic Development and Culture Division. The Toronto BIA 

office offers a range of services that are aimed at building capacity and ensuring that BIAs succeed long-

term including administrative and financial support, and training (City of Toronto, 2017b).  

1.2 Statement of the General Problem  

It is important to critically asses whether the symbiotic relationship extends to the surrounding 

community by understanding if the initiatives carried out by BIAs lead to a net-public benefit (Hoyt, 2007). 

Although themes related to economic and social sustainability are not explicitly referred in the two 

documents that regulate BIAs the Business Improvement Area Handbook (Ontario, 2010) published by the 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing identifies that BIAs can act as the voice for the community and 

advocate and convey their concerns to council. In addition, it acknowledges that BIAs can also benefit the 

surrounding neighbourhood by creating income opportunities and revitalizing the area in, and beyond the 

BIA’s boundaries.  

One of the model’s strength, positioned within the public and private sector, may also be its 

‘Achilles heel’. Urban scholars argue that the due to the lack of oversight, BIAs have significant decision-

making power in the public realm, and this imbalance has led to “pseudo-private spaces”, including in 

Toronto (Zukin, 1995; Rankin and Delaney, 2011; Caruso & Weber 2006; Hoyt, 2007). Because the 

revenue that BIAs generate primarily consists of levies paid by commercial property owners, advocates 

argue that the community needs are often subordinate to their members and BIAs may not consider or care 

for how their decisions may affect vulnerable residents and small business owners (Zukin, 1995; Rankin 

and Delaney, 2011; Steel & Symes, 2005; Sutton 2010). 



11 

1.3 Community Economic Development Model 

As the focus of urban policy shifts towards sustainable development, one model that compliments 

the BIA model and is the exploratory theme of this report is community economic development. To 

understand CED, it is first necessary to understand community development and economic development 

independently. Phillips & Pittman defines community development as both a (1) process that aims to build 

social capital in a community and, in doing so, enabling the community to achieve their (2) outcome of 

improving the community. While economic development is defined as the process of increasing wealth 

through leveraging existing neighbourhood capital to generate goods and services, in other words, “creating 

new jobs” (2015, p. 8).  

To deal with issues such as unemployment, high vacancy rates, homelessness, crime, and poor 

liveability, the CED model is rooted in grassroots, participatory neighbourhood planning approach. 

Relevant stakeholders, who do not necessarily share the same political boundaries but a common purpose, 

work collectively to analyze the existing economic conditions and assets. Then, they collectively make 

decisions that are aimed at increasing the overall quality of life for all residents within a community defined 

area (MacDonald et al., 2010b; Shaffer et al., 2004; Simon, 2001). 

The CED model is centred on the theory that community development and economic development 

are inseparable to induce economic revitalization in distressed areas (Shaffer et al., 2004). For instance, a 

commercial district with many vacant storefronts may want to carry out a community development initiative 

to increase the stock of affordable housing. Besides the improvements to the quality of life of residents, the 

project itself will lead to more income flowing into the community and indirectly result in improvements 

to the social and physical makeup of the area (Shaffer et al., 2004; Phillips & Pittman, 2015). Ultimately, 

the community will be more development ready, which is a key characteristic for the success of 

revitalization strategies (Shaffer et al., 2004; Phillips & Pittman, 2015; Simon, 2001). 

1.3.1 BIA Capacity Building Program  

“The need to look beyond retail areas in isolation, and consider the broader socioeconomic 

context within which they operate” (City of Toronto, 2015, p. 5). 

One program funded by the City of Toronto, that theoretically merges BIA and CED model is the 

Local Capacity Building (LCB) Program, started in 2015. The program was initiated by City staff in 

response to the disproportionate number of unsuccessful BIAs in neighbourhood improvement areas (NIA). 

It is centred on the assumption that the “BIA model provides the most sustainable foundation for enhancing 

locally-focused economic development” (City of Toronto, 2015, p. 5).  
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The program recognizes that in distressed neighbourhoods, it is necessary to implement a holistic 

approach to promote economic revitalization by focusing on both community and economic development. 

Rather than solely focusing on retailers and capital improvements, this program reframes the role of BIA 

as a capacity-builder, where the BIA leverages and builds a nexus of partnerships with existing local 

businesses and non-profit stakeholders. Through a series of phases: (1) economic revitalization plan, (2) 

formation of BIA, and (3) BIA capacity building, the eventual goal of the program is to promote economic 

revitalization and establish a BIA that can implement a “sustainable economic revitalization strategy”  for 

the foreseeable future (City of Toronto, 2017b, p. 9; City of Toronto, 2015).  

1.4 Research Objective  

The current focus on sustainable urban policy, the stark compatibilities between the BIA and the 

CED model, as well as the City of Toronto’s support for BIAs as a key tool to support economic 

revitalization were the underlying rationales for this research. Considering this information, it is not 

unreasonable to analyze if BIAs in Toronto are shifting their roles from simply supporting the needs of 

retailers and towards becoming the social innovators of Toronto’s neighbourhoods. Ultimately, this will 

help determine the compatibilities of the BIA and CED model. 

This report conveys the findings of an online survey of the executive directors of 83 BIAs. The 

responses helped determine the types of partnerships that Toronto BIA’s have formed with community 

stakeholders as well as the types of initiatives that have been undertaken to support the needs of the wider 

community. In doing so, the report aims to answer the two research objectives:  

What is the role of BIAs in community economic development? 

o To what extent are BIA’s involved in community economic development initiatives?  

o To what extent do BIA’s actively engage with and form partnerships with community 

stakeholders? 

1.5 Scope of Report and Contribution  

 

The study focused on 83 BIAs in the City of Toronto. Through quantitative and qualitative analysis 

of the data generated from an online survey, the findings of the report provide macro-level analysis of the 

types of CED activities that BIAs are currently involved in, level of accommodation for community issues, 

and level of engagement with the wider community.   

The findings from the master’s report help develop a greater understanding of whether BIAs current 

initiatives are perpetuating inequities through an overemphasis on growth or increasing local prosperity 
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through a focus on equitable revitalization. The integrated social and economic theme of the report 

contributes to social planning literature and provides local decision-makers with a greater understanding on 

whether BIAs can be considered a key tool or stakeholder for social innovation and help guide revitalization 

in distressed neighbourhoods through a sustainable, grassroots approach. Finally, this report helps provide 

a guiding point and framework for BIAs who are or wish to get involved in community issues through a 

community economic development lens.  

1.6 Outline of the Report  

Chapter 2 outlines the methods and procedure of this report: including an in-depth discussion on 

the justification for the survey instrument and questions, procedures to analyze the data, and limitations of 

the research methods. Chapter 3 presents the data of the survey and present the findings of the research 

questions. The last chapter concludes with a discussion of the findings and general recommendations on 

how BIAs can be more involved and better supported to engage in community economic development.  
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2.0 Methods  

2.1 Overview of Methods 

This study incorporated two methods to achieve data triangulation and rigour (Gaber & Gaber, 2007; 

Robson, 2002; Yin, 2009). The primary research method, a survey instrument completed by the Executive 

Directors of Business Improvement Areas in the City of Toronto, is designed to generate quantitative and 

qualitative data. It should be noted that after administrating the survey, it was brought to the researcher’s 

attention that the title of the chief BIA staff member may also include ‘Administrator’, ‘Coordinator’, and 

‘Community Manager’. 

Secondary sources helped guide the theoretical framework of the report by informing the research 

question, methods, outcomes, and recommendations of the report. The secondary sources used included 

books, peer-reviewed research, Province of Ontario documents, and City of Toronto’s staff reports and By-

Laws. In addition to these sources, key socio-economic indicators of the area surrounding each BIAs at the 

Census Tract level were extracted from the 2016 Census. 

The research methods are based on prior research carried out by Jerry Mitchell (1999, 2001) and 

Lorlene Hoyt (2004a, 2004b, 2006). Given the scope of the project, not only does Hoyt’s and Mitchell’s 

research provide an easy to follow outline for this study, but also validates the feasibility of the methods 

and credibility of the research area. In addition, given the rigours process of academia and the multiple 

reiterations of the survey instrument, to an extent, the report’s research method implicitly benefited from 

the scholars learned experiences and robust methodology.  

However, Mitchell and Hoyt’s research does not explicitly focus on CED, therefore, additional 

sources were utilized to develop the CED section in the survey instrument: “The Role of Community 

Context in Busines District Revitalization Strategies” by MacDonald et al. (2014) and Community 

Economics: Linking theory and practice and An Introduction to Community Development by Shaffer et. al 

(2004). 

Finally, a previous master’s report by Darin Schaal (2001) also helped guide the methodology. 

Although his research was administered in Vancouver, the report’s research question, “assessing how BIA’s 

currently perceive social issues”, closely relates to the subject of this report (p. 6, 2001). Furthermore, the 

methodology also included statistically analyzing the responses from a survey instrument, based on Hoyt’s 

and Mitchell’s research, administered to BIAs (Schaal, 2001). 
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2.2 Online Survey  

2.2.1 Part 1: Compiling a Dataset 

According to the BIA Metric Report, there were 83 BIAs operating within the City of Toronto in 

2017 (City of Toronto, 2017). Part one of the data collection process involved compiling relevant contact 

information from the City of Toronto’s website: names, phone numbers, and email addresses.1 If the contact 

information on the City’s website was unavailable or to ensure its veracity, the contact information was 

cross-referenced with the Toronto Association of Business Improvement Area (TABIA) website or BIAs’ 

websites. If the contact information of a BIA was not attainable through the three sources, the survey was 

administered through the BIA’s website via the ‘Contact Us’ form. Additional modifications to the dataset 

were made after administrating the survey due to duplicate emails, emails bouncing, or an automatic email 

response indicating that the email has changed. 

2.2.2 Part 2: Online Survey Instrument  

2.2.2.1 Designing and Administrating the Survey Instrument 

Before administrating the survey instrument, it was tested and modified several times. Considering 

the heavy workload of Executive Directors, it was presumed that a longer survey would likely achieve a 

lower response rate. Hence, most modifications were aimed at reducing the time to complete the survey, 

including removing questions where the information was accessed through the internet or email, or 

determined unnecessary for the purpose of the report. Additional modifications included stylistic formatting 

and general survey design improvements. 

 After multiple revisions and tests, the final survey was uploaded and administered through Qualtrics 

on January 25, 2019. Using an online survey instrument simplified the survey administrative process. The 

survey was easily distributed through a mail merge feature while the email distribution list could be easily 

modified whenever necessary. In addition, Qualtrics automatically tracked BIAs who participated in the 

survey and reminder emails were effortlessly sent to the BIAs who had not participated.  

2.2.2.2 Survey Questions  

The questionnaire included 11 questions: 8 closed-ended and 3 open-ended. The questions were 

designed to be stylistically and syntactically comparable to Mitchell’s (1999, 2001) and Hoyt’s (2004a, 

2004b, 2006) survey instrument. Close-ended questions ensured that the survey can be completed quickly 

and without confusion. In addition, the data generated from the close-ended questions were easily cross-

                                                      
1 The City’s website lists 84 BIAs, but it was discovered that one of the BIA was no longer active. 

In addition, two BIAs are in the process of merging, which will amount to 82 BIAs operating in Toronto in 

2019.  
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analyzed, via tabulation of frequencies or directly. Though the restrictive nature of close-ended questions 

does not allow participants to provide unique responses, to mitigate this, some questions included an “other” 

category where participants can input alternative answers (Neuman, 2006). Furthermore, the three open-

ended provided participants the opportunity to input additional details or general information, like the name 

of the BIA. Although open-ended questions generally take more time to complete, these types of questions 

are effective if the responses to a question are dissimilar and cannot be effectively captured in a close-ended 

question (Neuman, 2006). 

Introduction 

The sections of the survey instrument were organized according to Mitchell’s (1999, 2001) and 

Hoyt’s (2004a, 2004b, 2006) survey instrument, which was determined as being most logical and avoided 

confusion. The first section of the survey, Introduction, began by briefly stating the research objective and 

CED definition, followed by 2 questions: A and B. Question A was included to comply with Queen’s 

General Research Ethics Board requirements, the question outlined the Letter of Information and obtained 

consent from the participant. While the next question asked participants if they were interested in receiving 

a copy of the executive summary. 

Organizational Background 

Table: 2.1 Organizational Background Questions 

1. Name of BIA 

2. In which year did your BIA legally establish 

3. What best describes the group(s) responsible for forming the BIA? 

(Select one or more) 

 

The next section was designed to gather general background information about the sampled BIAs. 

Respondents were asked to provide the name of the BIA (question 1), indicate the stakeholders who helped 

form the BIA (question 2), and the year that the BIA was formed (question 3). Question 1 was necessary to 

associate the external variables to the survey responses. While questions 2 and 3 not only helped provide 

context to formation of the BIA but also, previous research found these questions useful to help explain the 

differences in the types of activities BIAs carryout as well as their level of involvement in CED (Hoyt, 

2004a, 2006; Levy, 2001; Mitchell, 1999 & 2001).  
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Purpose of BIA 

Table 2.2 Purpose of BIA Questions 

4. Please indicate the degree to which your BIA is involved in the following initiatives? 

5. To what extent do you consider the following community issues relevant to the 

management of your BIA? 

6. Which of the following phrases best describes the level of commitment of your BIA to 

community issues? (Select one) 

 

Questions 4,5,6 were intended at gathering information about the general purpose of the sampled 

BIAs. The first question in this section used a 3-point Likert scale (1=Very Involved, 2= Somewhat 

Involved, 3= Not Involved) to asses the surveyed BIAs involvement in a range of initiatives that, according 

to Mitchell, are normally carried out by BIAs (1999 & 2001). In Mitchell’s (1999 & 2001) Hoyt’s, (2004a 

& 2006) and MacDonald et al. (2010b) study, this question was critical in determining the specific types of 

service provisions or programs that BIAs were supporting to promote revitalization. In addition, it was also 

expected that this question might help explain the differences between the sampled BIA’s level of 

involvement with the varying CED activities.  

The next question asked respondents to indicate the relevance of physical or social issues in the area 

(question 5). Research suggests that types of programming or services supported by BIAs are tailored to 

the types of issues present in the area (MacDonald et. al, 2010b). In addition, one of the main applications 

of the CED model is to tackle local community issues; therefore, a relationship may exist between BIAs 

level of involvement in CED and the number and significant local issues present in the area (Simon, 2001). 

Question 6, the last question in this section, analyzed whether community issues influenced BIAs 

priorities. The responses from this question were useful to examine if the sampled BIAs who indicated a 

higher degree of involvement in community issues were also more involved in CED activities or engaged 

with community stakeholders. 

Community Economic Development 

Table 2.3 Community Economic Development Questions 

7. To what extent is your BIA involved in supporting each of the following 

initiative(s)? 

8. Briefly describe and provide more information about your initiatives(s)  

 

The Community Economic Development section was aimed at generating data to investigate the 

research question (Table 2.3). The purpose of this section was aimed at understanding the specific CED 

initiatives that BIAs implemented in their areas. The research is not aware of any previous studies that have 
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carried out research on this subject; therefore, the questions were formulated based on Macdonald et. al 

(2014) and Shaffer et al. (2004) framework.  

 Question 7, a closed-ended question, asked respondents to identify their level of engagement in CED 

initiatives using a 3-point Likert scale (1=Very Involved, 2= Somewhat Involved, 3= Not Involved). The 

CED activities were determined through an irritative process. Specific actions were selected from Shaffer 

et al. (2004) CED framework based on whether they aligned with the typical provisions and programs that 

BIAs are normally involved in (Mitchell, 1999; Gross 2005; Hoyt 2004). 

If a participant selected ‘Very Involved’ for one or more of the initiatives, an open-ended question 

asked participants to provide details on the specific initiatives that are being implemented. Surprisingly, the 

open-ended questions were completed by most respondents. The responses were useful to understand the 

specific CED initiatives that BIAs undertake and to evaluate their response with the general strategies 

outlined in Shaffer et al. CED framework (2004). 

Community Engagement  

Table 2.4 Community Engagement Questions 

8. To what extent do you consider community engagement as an 

important goal of your BIA? 

9. How frequently does your BIA engage with the following 

stakeholders? 

10. What factor(s) limit your BIA’s ability to engage with the local 

community? (Select all the apply) 

 

The questions in the final section were designed to assess BIAs in Toronto level of engagement with 

community stakeholders (Table 2.4). As a core component of the CED process is that diverse stakeholders 

are included in the decision-making process, this section was central for exploring the research question 

(Shaffer et al, 2004). Just like the previous section, there has been little research that specifically analyzed 

BIAs level of engagement with community stakeholders. The questions in this section were designed 

according to a brief literature review on community engagement principles and Macdonald et al. (2014) 

study. 

The analysis of the responses from question 8 helped to understand how important BIA’s considered 

community engagement with respect to their goals. Question 9 was based on MacDonald et al. (2010b) and 

helped understand how BIAs frequency of engagement with community groups, City agencies, and their 

own members differ. The final question was aimed at analyzing the factors that limited BIAs level of 

engagement with local stakeholders. This question complimented the previous two questions.  
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A cross-tabulation of the responses from questions 8,9,10 was effective at understanding what factors 

at an organizational and operational level might have influenced the sampled BIAs level of engagement 

with community stakeholders.  

2.2.2.3 Administration of the Survey 

The survey was administered on January 28, 2019, to 83 BIAs in Toronto. Given the time constraints 

of the project, BIAs were provided one week to complete the survey—February 4th, 2019. Within the 

timeframe, 2 reminder emails were sent; they were anecdotally observed at increasing the response rate. 

The survey was completed by 23 BIAs which achieved the desired target rate of 25%. Although every 

participant participated in the study via the online survey, one BIA was contacted via telephone to complete 

an unanswered portion of the survey.  

2.3 Data Analysis 

2.3.1 BIA Operating Budgets and Community Profile  

Prior research by Gross (2015) and Mitchell (1999) found that BIAs with larger budgets often have 

a greater capacity to provide more services than financially limited BIAs. On the other hand, financially 

limited BIAs, often operating in low-income communities with a wide range of needs and diverse 

stakeholders, are more likely to form diverse partnerships and engage in redistributive efforts. To examine 

this theory, and understand external factors that may influence BIAs’ level of engagement in CED the 

following variables were extracted and analyzed with the survey responses: median household income, 

unemployment rate from Statistics Canada (2016b), 2016 Census of Population and operating budgets of 

the BIAs from the Business Improvement Areas–2018 Operation Budgets Report (City of Toronto, 2018a) 

and the 2017 BIA Metric Report (City of Toronto, 2017a). These variables were utilized as previous 

research have found these variables effective at generally understanding the socioeconomic environment of 

the areas where the BIAs were operating (Gross, 2015; Macdonald et al., 2010b).  

The 2015 Census data on unemployment rates and total median household income was extracted 

using PCensus. This data is organized geographically based on census tract (CT) boundaries defined by 

Statistics Canada (2016). In addition, the shapefile for the CT boundaries was extracted from Statistics 

Canada (2018a) while the shapefile for BIAs boundaries was extracted from the City of Toronto’s website 

(City of Toronto, 2018b). Afterwards, a geographic information system (GIS) analysis was utilized to 

produce a dataset that included the CTs which intersected the geographical areas of the 23 BIAs.  

The categories for median income levels and unemployment was carried out as followed. First, the 

general frequencies of two variables were computed, including the mean, median and standard deviation. 

Second, the data was divided into three categories. The middle category was based on the mean, while the 



20 

low and high categories were computed based on half the standard deviation from the mean. Finally, a 

histogram was generated to ensure that the sample sizes of the three categories were somewhat comparable.  

2.3.2 Survey Analysis 

The data generated from the survey instrument was analyzed using SPSS. The data analysis involved 

frequency distributions of responses, cross-tabulations, and means comparisons. Though due to the ordinal 

nature of Likert scales, research suggests that the means of Likert scale data may misrepresent trends unless 

the responses are normally distributed. In addition, parametric tests have been found to be effective at 

analyzing Likert scale responses, but this was only demonstrated for Likert scale with at least 5 or more 

points (Sullivan & Artino Jr, 2013). 

To incorporate these findings, whenever possible, both the frequency counts and means were used 

for the analysis. This method was useful to understand the general characteristics of BIAs in Toronto and 

their communities as well as summarize the survey responses. While the cross-tabulations and means tests 

were used to investigate the research question by cross-examining the variables among each other. For 

instance, one relationship examined was whether the number of local issues present in the community 

impacts the sampled BIAs level of engagement in CED activities. Or, how key socio-economic indicators 

and budgets impact BIAs’ level of engagement with community stakeholders. Upon completing the data 

analysis, the statistics were imported into Excel to make the data visually presentable and generate graphs. 

Finally, to ensure the anonymity of the BIAs that participated, the raw survey data is not included in the 

report.  

To critically evaluate BIAs in Toronto level of involvement in CED, the findings from the analysis 

were evaluated by a CED framework outlined by Shaffer et. al (2004). The framework separates the CED 

model into several sub-strategies and helped determine what components of the CED model were the BIAs 

in Toronto most and lead engaged. This will not only help investigate the research question but also, provide 

BIAs with a practical framework and specific actions which can be incorporated in their future decision 

making. 
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Table 2.5 CED Strategies and Actions (Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 216-218) 

Increasing the flow of dollars into 

the community 

 

• Attract new export employers. 

• Promoting export business.  

• Increasing intergovernmental 

aid. 

• Advertisements and 

promotions to expand 

purchases by non-residents. 

 

Increasing the recirculation of 

dollar in the community 

 

• Seeking ways for a business to 

spend more locally (altering 

store hours, encourage new or 

different store types, physical 

renovation).  

• Ensure that transportation 

facilities are adequate.  

• Aid businesses in developing 

employee training programs to 

improve the quality of services. 

• Encourage local citizens and 

businesses to buy locally. 

• Encourage collective actions 

through the formation of 

organizations.  

Increasing the number of 

resources available 

 

• Making more loans available. 

• Organizing training programs 

for youth, immigrants and 

resident population. 

• Creating an encouraging 

community attitude towards 

entrepreneurship.  

• Providing equal services to 

start up businesses. 

 

Use existing resources differently 

  

• Encouraging business growth 

through identification of equity 

and loan capital sources. 

• Developing training programs 

for workers using new and 

different technology. 

• Aiding employers in improving 

workforce quality through 

educational programs, 

employment counselling and 

social services.  

 

Changing the rules  

 

• Ensuring the correct use of 

public assistance programming 

for the elderly, handicapped, 

and others who cannot work. 

• Supporting political activities 

to ensure fair treatment of 

community concerns by 

broader governmental units. 

• Reviewing how retirees and 

handicapped people might find 

services, access, housing 

volunteer organizations, and 

community attitudes.  

 

Acting Smarter 

 

• Involve a broad spectrum of 

interests. 

• Really get at the problems or 

just treat symptoms. 

• Sound analysis with 

community perspective and 

desires.  

• Organize to provide individual 

counsel and intensive 

education for those interested 

in forming a new business. 

• Utilize aids from the broader 

government whenever possible. 

• Identify specific public 

programs, projects, offices 

and/or services that could be in 

the community and organize 

politically to secure them. 

• Encourage collective action 

through the formation of 

organizations such as economic 

industrial development and 

corporations.  

• Organize business networks 

forums. 

• Sponsor Business appreciation 

events. 

• Create organizations to 

stimulate entrepreneurial 

thinking and action. 

 



22 

2.4 Limitations 

Little research has utilized the CED model to evaluate BIAs as it has focused on general analysis or 

examining the effectiveness of BIAs on specific issues, such as safety. The study would have benefited 

from a previous survey instrument that examined BIAs involvement in CED. This does not necessitate a 

robust methodology cannot be developed, but it would have required a considerable amount of time and 

expertise beyond the scope of the report. In addition, any relationship identified within this report is not 

tested for significance, therefore, the findings are limited to general trends. 

The methods used to deliver the survey instrument also had limitations. Although an electronic 

survey made administrating the survey and collecting data much more efficient, the self-administrative 

nature of the tool leads to quality control issues. For instance, the survey was often administered through 

the general BIA email, and although it was mentioned that the Executive Director of the BIA should 

complete the survey, this could not be validated. 

 Furthermore, given the subject of the survey, participants may be biased towards selecting responses 

that indicate a higher level of commitment to community issues and engagement. Additionally, some 

participants may have not completely understood or were unfamiliar with certain topics in the survey 

instrument. For instance, a BIA may associate community development to the general improvements to the 

built environment, rather than the process of including a diverse range of stakeholders to guide 

improvement in a community. To mitigate this, whenever possible, brief examples were provided but, but 

it unlikely to be enough for those who have never been exposed to the concept before. 

Due to the time constraints of writing a master’s report, the rigour of the methodology and time to 

carry out the survey was severely reduced. With additional time, the City of Toronto could have potentially 

supported the study, which may have increased the survey response rate and resulted in a more polished 

survey instrument. Further, the methods of this report did not include interviews, which meant that the 

depth of analysis was contingent on the number of BIAs who completed the survey. Interviews would have 

been beneficial to evaluate the effectiveness of the CED initiatives or learn more about the limitations faced 

by BIAs.  
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3.0 Analysis  

3.1 Chapter Outline  

This chapter presents the results of a survey completed by the Executive Directors of Business 

Improvement Areas in Toronto. The analysis begins by summarizing the survey response rate and the key 

characteristics of the surveyed BIAs and their surrounding communities. The subsequent sections are 

centred on answering the research question by understanding the specific CED initiatives carried out by 

BIAs and their level of engagement with community stakeholders.  

3.2 Findings  

3.2.1 Survey Response Rate  

The survey was completed by 23 of 83 BIAs, achieving a response rate of 28%. The sample rate is 

respectable considering the limitations of this report—the short amount of time that BIAs had to complete 

the survey— and it is comparable to the response rates of previous research conducted of BIAs in Canada 

by Hoyt and in Ontario by Giraldi, which was 29% (2004b, p. 12) and 35.5% (2009 p. 33) respectively.  

3.2.2 BIA Characteristics  

3.2.2.1 BIA Budget   

Referring to Figure 3.1, the sample consists of BIAs with varying budget sizes. Of the sample, 3 

BIAs had an annual budget less than $100K, 8 between $100K- $250K, and 10 between $250K – $500K 

and 1 BIA had an annual budget between $500K – $1M and $1M. As mentioned earlier, the budget sizes 

of the BIAs may affect the types of initiatives and community partnerships that they undertake (Gross, 

2005). 
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Figure 3.1: Frequency of BIAs surveyed by annual budget size. (n=23) 

 

As seen in Figure 3.2, the proportion of budget sizes of the sample was comparable to the population. 

BIAs with budget sizes less than 100 K comprised of 13% of the sample size compared to 29% of the 

population. The proportion of BIAs sampled with annual budgets between 100K-250 K was 34% which is 

the same as the population. While BIAs with annual budgets between 250K-500 K comprised 43% of the 

sample size compared to 22% of the population. Finally, the proportion of surveyed BIAs with an annual 

budget between 500 K-1 M and greater than 1 M comprised 4% of the sampled compared to 4% and 11% 

of the population respectively.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2: Comparison of the budget sizes of the population compared to the sample 

by percentage. (n=23) 
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3.2.2.2 Formation of BIAs 

Unsurprisingly, the survey analysis found, just like Hoyt’s (2004b) findings, that every BIA was 

formed with the support of either a business owner and/or a property owner. Interestingly, the survey 

responses also indicated that some of the BIAs were formed with the support of stakeholders besides 

businesses or property owners. As seen in Figure 3.3, 3 out of the 23 sampled BIAs were formed with the 

support of an elected official, 2 BIAs were formed with the support of the municipality while residents 

helped form 1 BIA. This might suggest that stakeholders other than business and property owners may have 

vested interest and influence the decisions made by these BIAs. 

 

 
Figure 3.3: Stakeholders responsible for forming the BIA, excluding property and business owners. 

(n=23)  

3.2.2.3 Year BIAs Were Established 

According to the analysis seen in Table 3.1, the median year of the formation of the BIAs was 2006 

and the mean year was 1998. The large difference between the median and mean indicates that the 

distribution is skewed left, in other words, most BIAs were formed in the 21st century. Overall the data 

indicates that sampled BIAs have operated within their community for more than a decade and are likely 

embedded in the social and economic affairs of their communities. 

Table 3.1: Median and Mean Year that BIAs 

Were Formed (n=21) 

 Year 

Mean 1998 

Median 2006 

*To protect the confidentiality of the 

respondents, only the following results can be 

shown. 
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3.2.3 Community Characteristics 

3.2.3.1 Socio-economic Variables  

Another key component of the analysis included analyzing the neighbourhood characteristics of the 

surveyed BIAs. Previous research suggests that socioeconomic characteristics of the neighbourhood may 

influence the type of issues and businesses present in the BIA. These factors, along with budget sizes, may 

influence the overall purpose of the BIA and the level of engagement with community issues and 

stakeholders (Gross, 2005).  

Referring to Table 3.2, the average median household income was $78,219, which was more than 

Toronto’s median household income (CSD)2 of $70,336 (Statistics Canada, 2017). While 95% of data 

points ranged between $68,500 and $90,500. Figure 3.4 divides the BIAs into three categories—less than 

$65,000, $65,000-$90,000, and more than $90,000—based on the median income household levels of their 

respective neighbourhoods. The findings indicated that the sampled BIAs operated in neighbourhoods with 

varying income levels. In addition, Figure 3.5 demonstrates that BIAs with varying budget sizes were 

operating in low, medium and high-income neighbourhoods; this is likely due to the variation between the 

geographical sizes among the BIAs. 

As shown in Table 3.2, the average unemployment rates in the areas were slightly less than the 

unemployment rate of 8.2% in the City of Toronto (Statistics Canada, 2017). Additionally, 95% of data 

points were between 0.5% of the mean, which indicated that the data was clustered to the mean. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
2 According to Statistics Canada (2018b), Census Subdivision is the “area that is a municipality or 

an area that is deemed to be equivalent to a municipality for statistical reporting purposes”. 

Table 3.2: Statistical Summary of Socio-Economic Indicators of Sampled BIAs and the 

City of Toronto (CSD) (2016) 

 

Total 

Median 

Household 

Income (CT) 

City of 

Toronto Total 

Median 

Household 

Income (CSD) 

Unemployment 

Rate (CT) 

City of 

Toronto 

Unemployme

nt Rate 

(CSD) 

Mean $79515 - 7.0% - 

Median $78219 $70,336 6.8% 8.2% 

Std. Deviation $25524 - 1.2% - 
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Figure 3.4: BIAs categorized by total 2015 median household income of the neighbourhoods 

they operated within. (n=23) 

 

 

Figure 3.5: 2017/18 Annual budget sizes of the BIAs by 2015 total median income level. (n=23) 
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3.2.3.2 Community Issues 

Survey participants were asked to indicate community issues that are relevant for the management 

of the BIAs using a three-point scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not 

Significant.   

Table 3.3: Community Issues That are Relevant for The Management of the BIAs 

Q. To what extent do you consider the following community issues relevant to the 

management of your BIA?  
Very 

Significant 

Somewhat 

Significant 

Not 

Significant 
Total Mean 

% % % n �̅� 

Vandalism 64% 23% 14% 22 1.5 

Property Theft 48% 30% 22% 23 1.7 

Panhandling 19% 52% 29% 21 2.1 

Homelessness 18% 55% 27% 22 2.1 

Social Services 14% 41% 46% 22 2.3 

Substance Use 14% 41% 46% 22 2.3 

Drug Dealing 14% 32% 55% 22 2.4 

Violence 14% 36% 50% 22 2.4 

Street Vendors 14% 27% 59% 22 2.5 

Sex Work 5% 36% 59% 22 2.6 

Unemployment  0% 46% 55% 22 2.6 

Squeegee Kids 0% 19% 81% 21 2.8 

Scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not Significant 

Some of the notable findings from Table 3.3 are:  

• The most significant issues for the sampled BIAs were vandalism (64%) and property theft (48%).  

• Issues that were somewhat significant for the BIAs included panhandling (53%) and homelessness 

(55%).  

• A slight majority of respondents indicated that social services (41%) and substance use (41%) were 

at least somewhat relevant.  

• Drug dealing (55%), violence (50%), street vendors (59%), sex work (59%), unemployment (55%), 

and squeegee kids (81%) were irrelevant for most of the surveyed BIAs.  

To understand the relationship between socioeconomic factors and community issues, 

unemployment rates and total median households were cross-tabulated with the responses from Table 3.3. 

The analysis only found a relationship between median income levels.  

Comparisons between community issues and median income levels revealed that vandalism, property 

theft, panhandling and homelessness were significant issues for all BIAs regardless of income levels of 
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their respective neighbourhoods. For the remaining 6 issues: squeegee kids, sex work, and street vendors, 

unemployment, drug dealing, and violence. BIAs operating in neighbourhoods where the median income 

levels were above $90 K or less than $60 K, generally identified that the issues were “Somewhat 

Significant”, while BIAs in the $65 K – $90 K income category generally responded as “Not Significant”.  

The analysis also found that three community issues noteworthy: social services, squeegee kids, and 

street vendors. Table 3.4 displays the crosstabulation of social services by median income levels. The means 

of the lowest income and highest income category were 2.2 while the mean of the middle-income category 

was 2.5. This suggests that the social services were generally more relevant for BIAs in the highest and 

lowest income category. Though, when comparing the frequency of the conditional distributions, the middle 

income and lowest income categories appear to be more comparable. 22 percent of respondents in the lowest 

income category followed by 13% of survey BIAs in the middle-income category indicated that social 

service was very significant for their BIA. As for the BIAs in the highest income category, 0% of the 

respondents indicated that social service was very significant but 80% indicated that this issue was 

somewhat significant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In terms of squeegee kids, comparing the means in Table 3.5 suggests that this community issue was 

somewhat relevant for BIAs in the highest income category (2.4) while insignificant for BIAs in the lowest-

income (2.9) and middle-income category (3.0). An analysis of the conditional distributions counts 

confirms this trend. 100 percent of BIAs surveyed in the middle-income category and 89% of those in the 

lowest income category did not view squeegee kids as an issue. While 60% of respondents in the highest 

income category indicated that this issue was somewhat relevant.  

 

 

 

Table 3.4: Relevance of Social Services by Median Income Levels 
 

Very 

Significant 

Somewhat 

Significant 

Not 

Significant 
Total Mean 

  % % % n �̅� 

<$65,000 22% 33% 44% 9 2.2 

$65,000- 

$90,000 
13% 25% 63% 8 2.5 

$90,000+ 0% 80% 20% 5 2.2 

Scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not Significant 
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Table 3.5: Relevance of Squeegee Kids by Median Income Levels 
 

Very 

Significant 

Somewhat 

Significant 

Not 

Significant 
Total Mean 

  % % % n �̅� 

<$65,000 0% 11% 89% 9 2.9 

$65,000 - 

$90,000 
0% 0% 100% 7 3.0 

$90,000+ 0% 60% 40% 5 2.4 

Scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not 

Significant 

 

In terms of street vendors, Table 3.6 demonstrates that the surveyed BIAs in the highest and lowest 

income category considered this issue somewhat significant. About 20% of BIAs in both categories 

indicated that the issue was very significant, while 44% of BIAs sampled in the lowest income bracket and 

40% in the highest income bracket claimed that this issue was not significant. Given the comparable results, 

it not surprising that the lowest and highest income bracket means are the same (2.2).  In contrast, the mean 

of the middle-income bracket was very high (2.9), indicating that street vending was not relevant for the 

sampled BIAs within this category. This is supported by the fact that 88% of the BIAs sampled who were 

operating in neighbourhoods with median incomes between $65,000 - $90,000 income bracket considered 

the issue unimportant.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.6: Relevance of Street Vending by Median Income Levels 
 

Very 

Significant 

Somewhat 

Significant 

Not 

Significant 
Total Mean 

  % % % n �̅� 

<$65,000  22% 33% 44% 9 2.2 

$65,000 - 

$90,000  
0% 13% 88% 8 2.9 

$90,000+  20% 40% 40% 5 2.2 

Scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not 

Significant 
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Finally, Table 3.7 displays the sum of responses of the 12 community issues by median income 

levels. The samples demarcated in the leftmost column, under the income category, indicates the proportion 

of sampled BIAs that were operating in a neighborhood within the specified income range (e.g. referring to 

row 4 column 1, of the 23 BIAs that were sampled, 9 BIAs were operating in areas where the median 

income levels were less than $65,000). While the percentages demarcated in the three middle columns 

indicates the relative proportion the level of significance was specified among the 12 community issues 

(e.g. referring to row 4 column 2, of the 9 BIAs operating in the <$65,000 category, an issue was selected 

very significant 24% times).  

The analyses found that the surveyed BIAs who were operating in the lowest and highest income 

brackets share the same means. Although this implies that the sampled BIAs operating in the highest and 

lowest income bracket dealt with the same degree of community issues, analyzing the frequency counts 

reveals one major difference. The surveyed BIAs in the lowest median income bracket dealt with more 

significant issues (24%) than BIAs in the higher income bracket (17%). But, BIAs in the highest income 

bracket dealt with the greatest number of issues as the BIAs maintained that only 28% of community issues 

were not significant compared to 34% of BIAs in the lowest-income category. This is a surprising result as 

one would anticipate that BIAs operating in higher income neighbourhoods would deal with fewer 

community issues.  

Table 3.7: Relevance of Community Issues by Median Household Income  

  
Very 

Significant 

Somewhat 

Significant 

Not 

Significant 
Total Mean 

 Income  % % % n2 �̅�3 

<$65,000 

(n=9)1 24% 42% 34% 118 2.1 

$65,000- 

$90,000 

(n=8) 

15% 20% 64% 104 2.4 

$90,000+ 

(n=5) 
17% 55% 28% 64 2.1 

1: n= the number of sampled BIAs that were operating in a neighbourhood within 

the specified income range. 

2: n= sum of responses among the 12 community issues by median neighbourhood 

level.  

3: �̅� = average responses by row (1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, 

and 3 = Not Significant). 
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3.2.4 Purpose of BIA 

3.2.4.1 BIA Service Provisions  

To examine the purpose of BIAs more directly, participants were asked to rank their BIAs level of 

involvement with eight service provisions using a three-point scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = Somewhat 

Involved, and 3 = Not at all Involved. 

Table 3.8: BIAs Level of Involvement in Specific Service Provisions (n=22) 

Q. Please indicate the degree to which your BIA is involved in the following initiatives? 

 

Service Provision  

Very Involved  
Somewhat 

Involved  
Not at all involved Total Mean 

% % % n �̅� 

Consumer Marketing 83% 17% 0% 23 1.2 

Capital 

Improvements        
74% 26% 0% 23 1.3 

Maintenance 35% 35% 30% 23 2 

Policy Advocacy   26% 48% 26% 23 2 

Public Space 

Regulation 
9% 57% 30% 22 2.2 

Security 4% 43% 52% 23 2.5 

Social Services 4% 30% 65% 23 2.6 

Scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = Somewhat Involved, and 3 = Not at all Involved. 

 

The findings shown in Table 3.8, indicates that the surveyed BIAs were very involved with consumer 

marketing (83%), which can include festivals and events, coordinating sales, and promotions (Mitchell, 

1999). While, the second most involved service provision was capital improvements (74%), which can 

include planting trees, installing lighting and street furniture (Mitchell, 1999). These findings were 

consistent with the conclusions of both Hoyt—83% with consumer marketing and 66% in capital 

improvements—and Macdonald—78% in consumer marketing and 52% in capital improvements—where 

the sampled BIAs were found most involved in consumer marketing followed by capital improvement 

(2004b, p. 33; 1999, p. 18).  
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The analysis of the responses suggested that BIAs were somewhat involved with maintenance and 

policy advocacy. One-third of the sampled BIAs indicated being very involved and somewhat involved in 

maintenance. This result is somewhat surprising as BIAs are generally associated with ensuring that their 

respective areas are perceived as being clean and safe. (Macdonald, 2001) However, this finding is 

comparable to Hoyt’s (2004b) analysis, which found that only 34% of BIAs surveyed in Canada were 

heavily involved with maintenance (p. 16). 

As for policy advocacy, more than a quarter of the BIAs sampled were very involved. This was 

considerably less than Hoyt’s (2004b) findings, where 53% of BIAs surveyed in Canada indicated as being 

very involved (p. 17). Though, the fact that only 26% of BIAs responded as not being involved suggests 

that most of the surveyed BIAs had a role in influencing planning and policy decisions in their respective 

neighbourhoods. 

The responses demonstrated that BIAs were somewhat more involved with public space regulation, 

though only 9% indicated being very involved. In addition, the sampled BIA’s level of involvement with 

this activity was less than Hoyt’s (2004b) finding, where 75% of the sampled BIAs were at least somewhat 

involved in this provision (p. 36).  

As for security, more than half of the BIAs surveyed maintained that they were not engaged with this 

provision. The lack of involvement with security and to an extent public space regulation may be explained 

by the fact that these activities generally require an enforcement authority which is traditionally within the 

domain of municipalities (Macdonald, 1999).  

The survey analysis suggested that BIAs were not involved with social services as 65 percent of the 

sampled BIAs responded as not being involved. The was not surprising given previous studies have also 

arrived at similar findings (Hoyt, 2004b; Macdonald, 1999). Overall, the low level of involvement might 

indicate that BIAs faced a considerable amount of limitations or did not view this provision relevant for 

their goals. 

3.2.4.2 Level of Commitment to Community Issues 

To better understand whether community issues are considered a priority for BIAs, respondents were 

asked to select a phrase that best described the BIA’s level of involvement with community issues.  



34 

Q. Which of the following phrases best describes the level of commitment of your 

BIA to community issues? (Select one) 

 
Figure 3.6: BIAs commitment to community issues. (n=22) 
a: Currently have programs and/or services to address community issues. 
b: Community issues are a component of organizational goals and objectives. 
c: Community issues are frequently discussed in meetings. 
d: Community issues are not considered to be a priority. 

 

Some notable finding from Figure 3.6 include: 

• Most of the sampled BIAs did not consider community issues as a critical component of their 

overall goals. 

• 7 out of 22 BIAs maintained that community issues were an important part of their overarching 

goals.  

• Only 1 BIA had a program that was tailored to address specific community issues in their area. 

When several variables, such as budgets, unemployment rates, relevancy of issues, were analyzed only 

median household incomes helped explain the differences among the BIAs level of involvement with local 

issues. As shown in Table 3.9, the analysis demonstrated that the surveyed BIAs in less affluent 

neighbourhoods were more likely to be involved with community issues. 67 percent of BIAs in the lowest 

income bracket indicated that community issues were at least an important organizational goal. While a 

quarter of BIAs operating in areas with household incomes between $65 K – $90 K, and 0% of BIAs in the 

highest income bracket indicated that community issues were a key component of their BIAs’ objectives. 

This might suggest that members of BIAs in relatively lower income neighbourhoods perceived community 

issues to have a significant role in their revitalization efforts.  
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Table 3.9: Level of Involvement with Community Issues by Total Median Income 
 

a b c d Total 

Median Income % % % % n 

<$65,000 11% 56% 22% 11% 9 

$65,000 - 

$90,000 
0% 25% 50% 25% 8 

$90,000+ 0% 0% 60% 40% 5 

a: Currently have programs and/or services to address community issues. 
b: Community issues are a component of organizational goals and objectives. 
c: Community issues are frequently discussed in meetings. 
d: Community issues are not considered to be a priority. 

3.2.5 Community Economic Development  

3.2.5.1 CED Activities  

In the next section of the survey, participants were asked to rank their level of involvement in eight 

CED initiatives using a three-point Likert scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = Somewhat Involved, and 3 = Not 

at all Involved. For an activity where the participant indicated “Very Involved”, a follow-up question 

requested that the participant provide additional details of the service, advocacy or program. 

 

Table 3.10 shows that out of the 8 CED activities listed, the sampled BIAs were most involved in 

buy local campaigns (68%). Buy local programs can either target businesses or residents to buy goods 

Table 3.10: BIAs level of involvement in CED activities 

 Q. To what extent do you consider the following community issues relevant to the management of your BIA? 

 Very Involved 
Somewhat 

Involved 

Not at all 

Involved 
Total Mean 

Activities % % % n  �̅� 

Buy Local Campaigns  68% 27% 5% 22 1.4 

Business Creation and Retention  50% 32% 18% 22 1.7 

Physical Aesthetics/Infrastructure 

Programs  
41% 41% 18% 22 1.8 

Working with community groups  27% 64% 9% 22 1.8 

Community Development 

/Revitalization  
24% 43% 33% 21 2.1 

Community Advocacy  9% 59% 32% 22 2.2 

Supporting Job Creation and 

Entrepreneurship  
9% 41% 50% 22 2.4 

Education/ Training Programs  0% 23% 77% 22 2.8 

Scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = Somewhat Involved, and 3 = Not at all Involved. 
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locally through marketing and information programs (Shaffer et al., 2004). BIAs carried out buy-local 

campaigns by promoting businesses online, such as social media campaigns or personal websites; 

producing promotional materials, such as brochures and tote bags; and advertising in special events and 

high traffic areas around the City.  

The analysis of the responses suggested that BIAs were focused on attracting residents rather than 

developing local partnerships with businesses that were part of the BIA. The emphasis on residents rather 

than businesses is reasonable given that consumer marketing, due to the advancement of the internet, is a 

relatively low-barrier and cost-effective method to directly support the viability of the members. In addition, 

a prerequisite to support local procurement is that businesses within a spectrum of the supply chain must 

exist locally. Although this may be true for certain businesses, such as a restaurant buying produce from a 

local market, oftentimes, this is simply not possible.  

The second most involved activity was business creation and retention (50%), which was almost two 

times more than the findings from MacDonald et al. (2010b) study. The high level of involvement in this 

provision may be explained by the fact that 91% of revenue that BIAs in Toronto generated in 2017 was 

from levies paid by property owners (City of Toronto, 2017a, p. 8); therefore, it is likely that one of the 

most important goals for BIAs in Toronto is to ensure that property owners perceive a positive return on 

their contributions. One way this can be achieved is by ensuring that the area remains desirable for existing 

businesses and new businesses are willing to relocate. The strategies that BIAs utilized to retain businesses 

included addressing any concerns that members may have and advertising support. New businesses were 

attracted to the area by providing resource and promotional support.  

Physical aesthetics was the third most involved activity (41%). The high level of involvement was 

somewhat expected as BIAs are supported by the City of Toronto to carry out physical aesthetic upgrades 

in the public realm. The City offers grants that cover 50% or up to $2,500 of façade improvement costs, a 

one-time $5,000 payment for a mural, and cover 50% of streetscape improvements costs (City of Toronto, 

2019).  

The additional responses indicated that the sampled BIAs were involved with at least one of the 

activities that the City supports, but also beautification activities such as installing planters, graffiti removal 

and improving lighting. As mentioned earlier, this is an integral component of community economic 

development, as a successful revitalization requires that an area is perceived desirable for investors (Simon, 

2001). 

Regarding, community development or revitalization, the responses ranged, but most of the surveyed 

BIAs indicated being at least somewhat involved with revitalization or community development. The level 
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of involvement in this activity was significantly less than BIAs sampled in LA, where it was found that 

most BIAs were heavily engaged in this activity (MacDonald et al., 2010b).  

The analysis of responses suggested that although BIAs participated in revitalization by public realm 

master planning, neighbourhood planning studies or attending development meetings, they were supporting 

the interests of their members. Therefore, in certain circumstance, their views were not aligned with the 

perspectives of residents in the area. Although, this finding is not surprising, as the City of Toronto Act c.4 

s.19.2.1 (g), indicated that one purpose of the BIA board is to “advocate behalf of the interests of the 

business improvement area”, which is primarily comprised of businesses and property owners (City of 

Toronto, 2017a).  

3.2.5.2 Community Orientated Initiatives  

Given the CED model is heavily focused on redistributive and collaborative efforts, a more in-depth 

focus on the community orientated initiatives—education and training programs, job creation and 

entrepreneurship, working with community groups, and community advocacy— helped understand what 

factors may influences BIAs level of involvement in more broader initiatives. It should be noted that 

revitalization and community development is generally considered as a community orientated initiative, but 

based on the findings previously mentioned, it was not included in this section.  

Of the four provisions, respondents were most involved with working with community groups. 

Almost every BIA was at least somewhat involved in this provision, while over a quarter of the BIAs 

indicated being very involved. The responses suggested that most of the sampled BIAs generally worked 

with community groups by promoting and supporting community initiatives, rather than collaborating with 

community stakeholders to solve specific community issues; which is central to the CED model (Shaffer et 

al., 2004).  

BIAs were least involved in education or training, community advocacy and supporting job creation 

or entrepreneurship. Due to the low level of involvement, there were not enough responses to derive a theme 

or relationship. Though the analysis of the survey indicated that most of the BIAs were somewhat involved 

with community advocacy, while most BIAs were not involved with education or training programs.  

Regarding job creation and entrepreneurship, 50% of BIAs indicated not being involved. Analyzing 

the two responses suggest that the BIAs were focused on creating income generating opportunities and 

finding solutions to retain employees rather than supporting entrepreneurship. Overall, the low level of 

involvement in supporting job creation and entrepreneurship was consistent with Macdonald et al. (2010b) 

findings. 
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When the four provisions were cross-tabulated with other variables – such as budgets, unemployment 

rates, relevancy of issues— the only significant variable was median income levels. As seen in Table 3.11, 

BIAs operating in areas where median household incomes were less than 65K were slightly more involved 

in community-oriented activities. Despite this, given the little variance between the responses, the analyses 

suggested that regardless of the median income level of the neighbourhoods, the BIAs were unlikely to 

have been heavily engaged in community orientated activities. 

 

 

3.2.6 Community Stakeholder Engagement 

The final section of the survey was aimed at understanding the sampled BIAs level of engagement 

with community stakeholders. As mentioned earlier, a key component of community economic 

development is a diversity of stakeholders collaboratively makes decisions for their community. Hence, it 

is important to analyze whether BIAs were engaging with community stakeholders and have established 

relationships that are or can become future collaborative partnerships. 

3.2.6.1 Engagement with Stakeholders  

Considering that BIAs can work with a variety of stakeholders, participants were asked to indicate 

their level of engagement with city or community stakeholders using a 5-point scale: 1= Once or more per 

week, 2= Once or twice per month, 3= Quarterly, 4= Annually, and 5= Never.  

 

 

Table 3.11: Level of Engagement in Community Orientated Activities by Median 

income levels.1 

 Very 

Involved 

Somewhat 

Involved 

Not at all 

Involved 
Total Mean 

 % % % n3 �̅�4 

<$65,000 

(n=9)2 14% 53% 33% 36 2.9 

$65,000 - 

$90,000 

(n=8) 

11% 39% 50% 66 3.1 

$90,000+ 

(n=5) 
6% 50% 44% 16 3.2 

1: Community orientated activities include: education and training programs, 

supporting job creating and entrepreneurship, working with community groups, and 

community advocacy. 

2: n= the number of sampled BIAs that were operating in a neighbourhood within the 

specified income range. 

3: n= sum of responses among the 12 community orientated activities by median 

income level 

4: �̅� = average responses by row 

Scale: 1 = Very Significant, 2 = Somewhat Significant, and 3 = Not Significant). 
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Table 3.12: Frequency of Engagement with Stakeholders  

Q. How frequently does your BIA engage with the following stakeholders?  

Stakeholders 

Once or 

more per 

week 

Once or 

twice per 

month 

Quarterly Annually Never Total Mean 

% % % % % n �̅� 

Members of 

BIA 
68% 27% 5% 0% 0% 22 1.4 

City of Toronto 

Elected 

Members 

41% 41% 18% 0% 0% 22 1.8 

City of Toronto 

Staff 
41% 36% 18% 5% 0% 22 1.9 

Toronto Police 

Services 
9% 45% 32% 5% 9% 22 2.6 

Residents 

Living in or 

Nearby the BIA 

27% 27% 18% 18% 9% 22 2.6 

Media 5% 32% 45% 18% 0% 22 2.8 

Community 

Groups 
18% 27% 18% 23% 14% 22 2.9 

Property 

Owners/ 

Businesses (not 

part of BIA) 

18% 23% 18% 36% 5% 22 2.9 

Financial Actors 0% 19% 38% 19% 24% 21 3.5 

Service 

Providers 
18% 0% 23% 14% 45% 22 3.7 

Scale: 1= Once or more per week, 2= Once or twice per month, 3= Quarterly, 4= Annually, and 5= 

Never 

 

Overall, the analysis in Table 3.12 demonstrated that the surveyed BIAs engaged with their 

members and City of Toronto agencies more than community stakeholders, but generally contacted a 

diverse range of stakeholders. With respect to community stakeholders, BIAs were more likely to 

engage with stakeholders that did not represent a certain organization or interests. Additional notable 

findings from Table 3.12 were:    

• 68% of the sampled BIAs engaged with members of the BIA at least once a week. 

• 41% of BIAs contacted City of Toronto Elected Members and City of Toronto Staff once or more 

per week while Toronto Police Service was contacted at least once or twice per month.  
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• 27% of BIAs indicated that they engaged with residents at least once or more per week and once 

or twice per month.  

• 18 % of the BIAs sampled indicated engaging with community groups and non-member property 

owners once or more per week.  

• Most of the sampled BIAs did not engage with service providers.  

3.2.6.2 Level of Commitment to Community Engagement 

To evaluate the role of community engagement in relation to the BIAs overall goals, participants 

were asked to indicate how important community engagement was for the BIA using a five-point scale: 1 

= Extremely Important, 2 = Very Important, 3 = Moderately Important, 4 = Slightly Important 5 = Not 

Important.  

Q. To what extent do you consider community engagement as an important goal of your 

BIA? 

 
Figure 3.7: BIAs level of importance of community engagement. (n=22)  

As seen in Figure 3.7, almost half of the respondents maintained that community engagement was a 

very important goal for BIAs, while almost a quarter of BIAs indicated that it was an extremely important 

goal.  

When this question was cross-tabulated with other variables, the analysis found several factors that 

may influence BIAs the level of importance with community engagement. Table 3.13 shows that BIAs with 

budgets between $100K-$250K followed by $250K - $500K were more likely to consider community 

engagement more relevant. 50 percent of BIAs with budgets between $100K-$250K and 33% of BIAs with 

budgets between $250K-$250K indicated that community engagement was very important. Whereas, 100% 

of sampled BIAs with budgets of less than $100K or between $500K-$1M indicated that community 
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engagement was moderately important. Finally, 100% of BIAs with budget sizes of at least $1M indicated 

that community engagement was not important. 

Table 3.13:  Importance of Community Engagement by Budget Sizes 

 < $100K 
$100K – 

$250K 

$250K – 

$500K 

$500K – 

$1M 
$1M < Total 

 % % % % % n 

Extremely 

Important 
0% 50% 33% 0% 0% 22 

Very 

Important 
100% 38% 44% 100% 0% 22 

Moderately 

Important 
0% 13% 22% 0% 100% 22 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 22 

 

Referring to Table 3.14, the survey sample demonstrated that BIAs who indicated community 

engagement more important were more likely to indicate a higher degree of relevant community issues. 

BIAs who indicated community engagement “Extremely Important” had a mean issue score of 1.7 while 

the following categories had means of 2.4 and 2.6. Recall, a lower mean indicates a higher degree of relevant 

community issues; hence this result might suggest that BIAs priorities regarding community engagement 

may be influenced by the severity of community issues. 

Regarding community orientated activities, a similar trend can be observed. Of the BIAs that were 

sampled, those who indicated community engagement very important had the lowest mean (1.8). This 

suggests that BIAs who considered community engagement more important were more likely to be involved 

in community orientated activities. 

Lastly, concerning engagement with community stakeholders, the analysis shown in Table 3.14 

demonstrated that BIAs that engaged with community stakeholders relatively more frequently were also 

more likely to consider engagement as a top priority among their goals. BIAs who indicated that community 

engagement was very important and moderately important shared the same stakeholder engagement mean 

(3.3), while the mean of those who indicated that community engagement was extremely important category 

was the smallest (2.5).  
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Table 3.14: BIA’s level of importance of community engagement by, Relevant Community Issues, 

Level of Involvement in Community Orientated Initiatives, and Engagement with Community Stakeholders 

 Extremely 

important (n=7) 

Very important 

(n=11) 

Moderately 

important (n=4) 
Total (n=22) 

Variables 
Mean

�̅� 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mean 

�̅� 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mea

n �̅� 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mean

�̅� 

Std. 

Deviation 

Relevant Community 

Issues1 1.7 0.6 2.4 0.5 2.6 0.5 2.2 0.6 

Level of Involvement 

in Community 

Orientated 

Initiatives2 

1.8 0.4 2.0 0.4 2.3 0.4 2.0 0.4 

Engagement with 

Community 

Stakeholders3 

2.5 0.9 3.3 1.2 3.3 0.9 3.0 1.1 

1: Refer to Table 3.2. Scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = Somewhat Involved, and 3 = Not at all Involved 

 

2: Refer to Table 3.7. Activities include: education and training programs, supporting job creation and 

entrepreneurship, working with community groups, and community advocacy. Scale: 1 = Very Involved, 2 = 

Somewhat Involved, and 3 = Not at all Involved 

 

3: Stakeholder includes: Service Providers, Residents Living in or Nearby the BIA and Community Groups.  

1= Once or more per week, 2= Once or twice per month, 3= Quarterly, 4= Annually, and 5= Never. 

 

3.2.6.3 Factors that Limit Community Engagement  

Figure 3.8 shows that the surveyed BIAs were faced with several factors that limited their ability to 

engage with the local community. Human capital (16) followed by budget limitations (11) were the most 

prevalent factors that limited their level of engagement with community stakeholders. While one-third of 

BIAs also indicated that they were limited due to community engagement not being part of their overall 

mandate (7). 

Q. What factor(s) limit your BIA’s ability to engage with the local community? (Select all 

the apply) 

 

Figure 3.8: Factors that limit BIAs ability to engage with the community. (n=22) 
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Referring to Table 3.15, when the responses were cross-tabulated with Figure 3.7, Level of 

importance of community engagement, the analysis suggested that those who indicated community 

engagement as a very important goal were more likely to be limited by human (71%) and financial capital 

(71%). While those who indicated that community engagement was a moderately important goal, were 

more likely to limited by lack of BIA mandate (75%) and lack of human capital (50%).  

Table 3.15: Limitations of Community Engagement by Level of Importance of Community Engagement 

Level of 

Importance 

Budget 

Limitations 

Not Enough 

Staff or Time 

Not Part of 

BIA 

Mandate 

Board 

Member 

Directives 

Limitations 

Imposed by 

Municipality 

Total 

% % % % % n 

Extremely 

Important 71% 71% 29% 29% - 7 

Very 

Important 45% 81% 18% 9% - 11 

Moderately 

Important 25% 50% 75% 25% 25% 4 

Slightly 

Important - - - - - 0 

Not at all 

important - - - - - 0 

 

3.3 Summary of Analysis 

The analyses found that the following key characteristics of BIAs operating in Toronto to be notable: 

• BIAs with varying budget sizes operated in a diversity of neighbourhoods. 

• The responses indicated that the BIAs were formed with the support of either business owners 

and/or property owners. 

• Regarding community issues, the analysis of survey responses demonstrated that community issues 

were more relevant for BIAs operating in the highest and lowest income category (2.1) than BIAs 

in the middle-income category (2.4). 

Outlined are the noteworthy findings of the general purpose of the BIAs: 

• The top 3 provisions that the sampled BIAs were most involved in were consumer marketing 

(83%), capital improvements (74%), and maintenance (35%). 

• Most of the sampled BIAs did not consider community issues as a critical component of their 

overall goals 

• BIAs in less affluent neighbourhoods were more likely to consider community issues as an 

important part of their mandate. 
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The following findings summarize the sampled BIAs level of engagement in CED activities: 

• The top 3 CED activities that the sampled BIAs were most involved in were buy-local campaigns 

(68%), business creation and retention (50%), and physical aesthetics and infrastructure programs 

(35%). 

• Sampled BIAs indicated being somewhat engaged in working with community groups (64%) and 

community advocacy (59%).  

• BIAs in relatively lower income neighbourhoods were slightly more likely to engage in 

community-oriented activities: Education and Training Programs, Supporting Job Creating and 

Entrepreneurship, Working with Community Groups, and Community Advocacy  

Outlined are the noteworthy findings of BIAs sampled level of stakeholder engagement: 

• The analysis suggests that BIAs contacted their members followed by city agencies more frequently 

than community stakeholders, but generally engaged with a range of stakeholders. 

• Most BIAs engaged with residents in or nearby the BIA at least once a month.  

• BIAs with budget sizes between $100K-$250K (50%) and $250K-$500K (33%) were more likely 

to indicate community engagement as being extremely important.  

• Those that indicated a higher degree of relevant community issues were more likely to consider 

community engagement important. 

• The responses indicated that human capital (16) followed by budget limitations (11) were the most 

prevalent factors that limited the surveyed BIAs level of engagement with the local community. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



45 

4.0 Findings and Recommendations  

4.1 BIAs Level of Involvement in CED 

Shaffer et al. (2004) CED framework is useful to better understand BIAs level of involvement in 

specific CED strategies. When comparing the overall findings to the framework, the sampled BIAs were 

effective at “Increasing the Flow of Dollar into the Community” by promoting business to the outside 

community and attracting new business to the area. The findings also found that the surveyed BIAs had a 

significant role in either promoting or attaining financial grants from the federal, provincial and municipal 

governments for a diversity of reason including employment training, public realm improvements, and 

community events. 

Another strategy that BIAs appeared to be involved in, which closely relates to the first strategy, was 

‘Increasing the Recirculation of Dollar into The Community’. BIAs were very involved in activities that 

involved attracting residents in the area. In addition, BIAs also engaged in physical renovation and guiding 

transportation planning within their area both through advocacy and project implementation.  

The strategy that BIAs were moderately involved in was ‘Acting Smarter’. The BIA model helps 

achieve encourages collection action through the formation of an organization, though the organizational 

structure of the BIA model does include a broad spectrum of stakeholders. Some BIAs were also effective 

in promoting broader governmental aid that may be beneficial for BIAs as well as supporting new business. 

The analysis did not find evidence that BIAs worked with community-based interest groups to secure 

specific public programs or projects. 

The three categories that the sampled BIAs did appear to engage in were increasing the amount of 

resource available, using existing resources differently and changing the rules. A critical component of 

these strategies is incorporating and working with diverse community stakeholders to carry out 

improvements that directly takes into consideration the needs of community members and several actions 

were likely to be simply beyond the scope of BIAs.  

4.2 Conclusion 

4.2.1 BIA Activities 

Overall, the analysis of the responses suggests a noticeable diversity in the sampled BIAs level of 

involvement in specific activities. Despite this, the findings suggest that most of the sampled BIAs were 

not heavily influenced by community issues rather, engaged in provisions that generally helped increase 

the desirability of the area, capital improvements and maintenance; and attracted customers to the area, 
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consumer marketing. However, it should be noted that their involvements in these activities are likely to 

lead to positive externalities that increase the livability of the area and, ultimately, help support economic 

revitalization.  

In addition, the finding suggests that public spaces are somewhat managed by BIAs, but without any 

enforcement authority, ultimately do not have full control of the public spaces, as some urban scholars 

suggest (Zukin, 1995; Rankin and Delaney, 2011; Steel & Symes, 2005; Sutton, 2010). Though it should 

be noted that sampled BIAs were at least somewhat involved with policy advocacy and most contacted City 

agencies at least once a week. This indicates that BIAs were likely proficient at navigating the municipal 

processes and advocating for their interests in planning matters.  

Unsurprisingly, the analysis demonstrated that the sampled BIAs were not very involved in CED 

activities that would have directly benefited the wider community. BIAs indicated that they were 

moderately involved in community development and revitalization and community advocacy. However, it 

was also stated that BIAs represented and advocated on behalf of their members and not the community 

nor did they appear to collaboratively work with community stakeholders to resolve local issues. This 

implies that BIAs can only be relied upon to represent the wider community, in circumstances, where the 

desires of the broader community-based interest groups align with the members of the BIA. 

4.2.2 Community Engagement 

The findings demonstrated that community engagement was considered important to the surveyed 

BIAs and BIAs engaged with a diverse range of stakeholders, but most frequently contacted members 

followed by City agencies. In addition, BIAs indicated that human and financial capital were the primary 

factors that limited their level of community engagement. Perhaps with additional support, these established 

relationships can potentially become future partnerships.  

4.2.3 BIAs as a Tool for Community Economic Development? 

The analysis of responses demonstrated that BIAs overall priorities are diverse, but were unlikely to 

be the leading agents of systemic social issues in their communities. BIAs in relatively lower income 

neighbourhoods, who also faced the highest degree of community issues, were more likely to prioritize 

community issues and engage with community stakeholders. But most BIAs were unlikely to equally 

consider the views of diverse community stakeholders in decision-making processes. 

Overall these findings are not overly surprising or disappointing given that BIAs work within a 

framework outlined by the Province of Ontario and the City of Toronto. The findings suggest that BIAs 

activities are well aligned within the regulations stipulated in Chapter 19.2.1 of the City of Toronto Act, By-

law No. 785-2017. Though a brief scan, one could arrive at the conclusion that these regulations do not 
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accommodate the inclusion of stakeholders beyond business and property owners. If the BIA tool were to 

be utilized for CED, it's likely that these regulations would have to be amended.  

Though, this indicates that the current BIA model is unlikely to be effective if it is the principle 

utilized to revitalize communities sustainably. Instead, the finding demonstrated that BIAs can be leveraged 

to carry out specific strategies within the CED model, particularly improving public realm improvements 

and increasing the flow of revenue in the local economy. Perhaps, through a program, such as CBP program, 

where the City almost acts as a facilitator between community stakeholders, the deficiencies of the BIA 

model—the lack of collaboration beyond the members—can be mitigated (City of Toronto, 2015).  

Nevertheless, it is still unlikely that the BIA model can effectively support sustainable long-term 

revitalization. If revitalization strategies succeed, the area may become more desirable, and the priorities of 

the BIA are likely to change as new business relocate or the current properties are sold to new landlords. 

This may result in situations where community-based interest groups concerns begin to diverge from the 

members. 

Ultimately, revitalization planning must be facilitated through grassroots initiatives where both BIAs 

and community stakeholders hold equal decision-making powers. In addition, processes must be equitable 

and ensure that those who are typically marginalized within the current city making processes such as 

renters, Indigenous peoples, newcomers, those who have experienced homelessness, can play an active role 

in the decision-making processes.  

4.3 Recommendations  

4.3.1 Recommendation 1- Support entrepreneurship and job creation.  

Although the analysis found that most BIAs were not involved in entrepreneurship or job creation, 

in the researcher’s perspective, BIAs can potentially play a significant role in supporting low-barrier 

income-generating opportunities. For instance, street peddling and hawking is heavily regulated in the City 

of Toronto and is often an unfeasible option for most casual vendors. BIAs can potentially fill this gap by 

developing partnerships with local stakeholders to host events where vendors are invited to sell their goods 

for a nominal fee either in a vacant property or on the sidewalk. Alternatively, a passive initiative might 

include using vacant storefronts to showcase local goods. These initiatives would not only provide a low-

barrier means to vend but also help support several BIA priorities including beautifying, attracting new 

customers and businesses to relocate to the area.   

In addition, BIAs can potentially increase their level of engagement with service providers through 

this initiative; who were found to be the least engaged stakeholder. Service providers often work with 



48 

populations that have precarious jobs. Providing an opportunity to vend or participate during an event or 

work with local businesses to showcase their talents can help reduce stigma and empower vulnerable 

populations. Further, BIAs can also find opportunities to support the hiring of vulnerable populations for 

entry-level jobs. For instance, BIAs can create income-generating opportunities during events, where 

individuals are hired to help support set-up and take-down during events or hiring for general operations 

such as supporting maintenance activities.  

4.3.2 Recommendation 2 –Identify the specific outcomes that BIAs are best suited to support 
revitalization efforts. 

The analysis suggests that the BIA model is not a panacea towards achieving sustainable long-term 

economic revitalization but certainly has a key role. Their ability to develop a deep network of relationships 

with diverse stakeholders and expertise in advocacy and public realm regeneration are critical components 

necessary for any long-term revitalization plan. But, due to inequitable representation, the current model is 

unlikely to be the best suited as the principal tool to induce sustainable economic revitalization in distressed 

neighbourhoods.  

Prior to utilizing BIAs for revitalization, it is important that municipalities critically evaluate the 

implications and potential effects of adopting a BIA and outline their specific roles. Research suggests that 

it is vital to understand the contextual factors of the community-based interest groups, the scale of 

revitalization, as well as anticipating the possible implications of utilizing the BIA tool to tackle local 

community issues (MacDonald, 2010b; Hoyt & Gopal-Agge, 2007). 

4.3.3 Recommendation 3 –Support and incentivize BIAs based on the desired social planning goals. 

BIAs, just like any organization, are limited in their abilities due to lack of financial and human 

resource; therefore, most BIAs cannot induce meaningful changes without additional support. To increase 

the likelihood of achieving municipalities desired social planning goals, after identifying the role that BIAs 

are best suited for in revitalization planning, it is necessary to ensure that BIAs are well supported via well-

aligned incentives and administrative support.  
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5.0 Appendix  

Appendix A: 

BIAs in Toronto Involvement in Community Economic Development 

 

I Introduction   

 

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this brief questionnaire. The purpose of the 

survey is to gain an understanding of the involvement of Toronto's Business 

Improvement Areas in Community Economic Development. Community economic 

development (CED) is a model where stakeholders work collectively to make decisions 

that lead towards tackling community issues and increasing the overall quality of life for 

all residents within a community defined area.   

 Please note, for consistency, it is important that the chief BIA staff complete the survey.  

 

A   Letter of Information   

 

Title: Private-Public Partnerships and Sustainable Development: An analysis of BIAs in 

Toronto involvement in community economic development (CED).      

 

Researcher: This research is being conducted by Gurraj Ahluwalia, a master’s student from 

Queen’s University, School of Urban and Regional Planning and supervised by Dr. John 

Meligrana.       

 

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to contribute to research informing 

the role of business improvement area as a tool or key stakeholder to tackle community issues 

through a sustainable, grassroots approach.       

 

Your Role: You are being invited to participate in the study by completing and submitting a 

short electronic survey which will take about 9 minutes to complete.      

 

Risks/Benefits: There are no known economic, physical, social, and/or social risks 

associated with this study and it is unlikely that your participation will result in any direct 

benefits.  However, the findings of the report will provide local decision-makers with an 

understanding of whether BIA’s can be considered as a reliable tool or key stakeholder to tackle 

social issues through a sustainable, grassroots approach. In addition, the findings will help provide 

a guiding point and framework for BIAs who are or wish to get involved in community issues.      

 

Level of Participation: Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. Although 

the study relies on completing the survey questionnaire in full, please do not feel obligated to 

answer any questions that you think are unnecessary or make you feel uncomfortable. After 
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submitting the survey, if you decide that you want to withdraw your response, please inform the 

researcher Gurraj Ahluwalia at 778-892-7475 or g.ahluwalia@queensu.ca by March 1st, 2019.       

 

Privacy and Data Collection: The data collected from the survey will be analyzed and 

generalized into broader trends – your BIA will not be identified in the report. The generalized 

analysis may be published in professional journals or presented at an academic or professional 

planning conference. At no point in time will the survey participants individual confidentiality be 

breached, or the data be made accessible to anyone beyond the student researcher and the 

supervisor to the extent permitted by the applicable laws. The data will be stored on the 

researchers encrypted personal USB drive in a locked cabinet for the minimum requirement by 

Queen’s University of 5 years and afterwards it will be deleted.     

 

Questions and Concerns: If you would like to share any concerns, complaints or questions 

about this research, please feel free to contact Gurraj Ahluwalia directly or the research 

supervisor, Dr. John Meligrana, john.meligrana@queensu.ca or 613-533-6000 ext. 77145. If your 

concerns relate to the ethical nature of this research project, please contact the General Research 

Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca     By answering yes below, I am verifying that I have read the Letter of 

Information and all of my questions have been answered.  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

 

 

B Would you like a copy of the executive summary? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

 

II Organizational  Background 

 

 

 

1 Name of BIA: 

________________________________________________________________ 
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2 In which year did your BIA legally establish? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

3 What best describes the group(s) responsible for forming the BIA? (Select one or more)   

▢ Business Owners  (1)  

▢ Property Owners  (2)  

▢ Elected Officials  (3)  

▢ Municipality  (4)  

▢ Residents  (5)  

▢ Medical Institutions  (6)  

▢ Educational Institutions  (7)  

▢ Non-Profit Organizations  (9)  

▢ Unsure  (10)  

▢ Other  (8) ________________________________________________ 
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III Purpose of BIA 

4 Please indicate the degree to which your BIA is involved in the following initiatives? 

 Very Involved (1) 
Somewhat 

Involved (2) 
Not at all 

involved (3) 

a. Capital 
Improvements 
(installing pedestrian-
scale lighting and street 
furniture, planting trees 
and shrubbery) (1)  

o  o  o  

b. Consumer 
Marketing (producing 
festivals and events, 
coordinating sales 
promotions, producing 
maps and newsletters) 
(2)  

o  o  o  

c. Maintenance 
(collecting trash, 
removing litter) (3)  o  o  o  

d. Policy 
Advocacy  (promoting 
public policies to the 
community, lobbying 
government on behalf 
of business interests) 
(4)  

o  o  o  

e.  Public Space 
Regulation  (managing 
sidewalk vending, 
discouraging 
panhandling, controlling 
vehicle loading) (5)  

o  o  o  

f.  Security 
(providing 
supplementary security 
guards, installing 
security systems, 
working with city police 
force) (6)  

o  o  o  

g.  Social 
Services (aiding the 
homeless, providing job 
training, supplying 
youth services) (7)  

o  o  o  

h. Other  (8)  o  o  o  
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5 To what extent do you consider the following community issues relevant to the management of 

your BIA?   

 
Very Significant 

(1) 

Somewhat 

Significant (2) 
Not Significant (3) 

a. Unemployment 

(1)  o  o  o  

b. Social Services 

(2)  o  o  o  

c. Homelessness 

(3)  o  o  o  

d. Panhandling (4)  

o  o  o  

e. Vandalism 

(including graffiti) (5)  o  o  o  

f. Property Theft 

(6)  o  o  o  

g. Substance Use 

(7)  o  o  o  

h. Drug Dealing 

(8)  o  o  o  

i. Sex Work (9)  

o  o  o  

j. Violence (10)  

o  o  o  

k. Squeegee Kids 

(11)  o  o  o  

l. Street Vendors 

(12)  o  o  o  

m. Other (13)  

o  o  o  
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6 Which of the following phrases best describes the level of commitment of your BIA to 

community issues? (Select one) 

o a. Currently have programs and/or services to address community issues.  (1)  

o b. Community issues are a component of organizational goals and objectives.  (2)  

o c. Community issues are frequently discussed in meetings.  (3)  

o d. Community issues are not considered to be a priority.  (4)  

o e. Community issues are never considered.  (5)  
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IV Community Economic Development 

 

7 To what extent is your BIA involved in supporting each of the following initiative(s)? 

 
Very Involved 

(1) 
Somewhat 

Involved (2) 
Not at all 

Involved (3) 

a.Community 
Development/Revitalization 
(community improvements are 
guided by residents) (1)  

o  o  o  

b.Education/Training 
Programs (training programs 
for youth, immigrants and 
resident population) (2)  

o  o  o  

c. Supporting Job 
Creation and 
Entrepreneurship (social 
entrepreneurship, micro loans, 
local job programs) (3)  

o  o  o  

d. Business Creation 
and Retention (promote and 
support current business, 
business network forums) (4)  

o  o  o  

e. Physical 
Aesthetics/Infrastructure 
Programs (physical renovation, 
advocate for better 
transportation or environmental 
services) (5)  

o  o  o  

f. Working with 
community groups (include 
community perspectives and 
needs, work with community 
groups to offer or secure 
services) (6)  

o  o  o  

g. Education and 
Training (organize training 
programs for youth, immigrants 
and local residents, employee 
training programs) (7)  

o  o  o  

h. Community 
Advocacy (advocate for 
community concerns and 
governmental aid) (8)  

o  o  o  
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i. Buy Local Campaigns  
(encourage residents or 
business to buy locally by 
marketing and information 
programs) (9)  

o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

7.a Briefly describe and provide more information about your community 

development/revitalization initiatives(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.b Briefly describe and provide more information about your education and/or training 

initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.c Briefly describe and provide more information about your initiative(s) that support job 

creation and/or entrepreneurship: 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.d Briefly describe and provide more information about your business creation and/or 

retention initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.e Briefly describe and provide more information about your physical aesthetics and/or 

infrastructure initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
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7.f Briefly describe and provide more information about your initiative(s) that involves 

working with community group(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.g Briefly describe and provide more information about your education and/or training 

initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.h Briefly describe and provide more information about your community advocacy 

initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

7.i Briefly describe and provide more information about your buy local campaign 

initiative(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 
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VI Community Engagement 

 

8 To what extent do you consider community engagement as an important goal of your 

BIA?  

o Extremely important  (1)  

o Very important  (2)  

o Moderately important  (3)  

o Slightly important  (4)  

o Not at all important  (5)  
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9  How frequently does your BIA engage with the following stakeholders? 

 
Once or 

more per 
week (1) 

Once or 
twice per 
month (2) 

Quarterly 
(3) 

Annually 
(4) 

Never 
(5) 

a. City 
of Toronto 
Elected 
Members (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

b. City 
of Toronto 
Staff (eg. by-
law officers, 
licensing 
dept.) (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  

c. 
Toronto Police 
Services (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

d. 
Service 
Providers (eg. 
homeless 
providers, 
youth agency 
etc.) (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

e. 
Residents 
Living In or 
Nearby the 
BIA (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  

f. 
Community 
Groups (11)  o  o  o  o  o  

g. 
Members of 
BIA (12)  o  o  o  o  o  

h. 
Property 
Owners/ 
Businesses 
(not part of 
BIA) (10)  

o  o  o  o  o  

i. 
Financial 
Actors 
(donors, 
financial 
institutions, 
etc.) (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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j. Media 
(7)  o  o  o  o  o  

k. (8)  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

10 What factor(s) limit your BIA’s ability to engage with the local community? (Select all 

the apply)  

 

▢ a. Budget Limitations  (1)  

▢ b.Not Enough Staff or Time   (2)  

▢ c. Not part of BIA Mandate  (3)  

▢ d.Board Member Directives  (4)  

▢ e. Limitations Imposed by Municipality  (5)  

▢ f. Other  (6) ________________________________________________ 
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