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Benefits Realisation Framework — Policy and

Principles

Introduction

Delivering infrastructure is not only a technical and financial endeavour, but also a commitment
by Government to the public to improve lives through increased investment in day-to-day
infrastructure in areas such as housing, energy, transport, education and culture and sport,

and to secure Ireland’s future as an attractive place to do business.

The Infrastructure Guidelines' set out the value for money guidelines for the evaluation,
planning and management of public investment projects. Every public investment capital
project is assessed and evaluated under these technical and value-for-money focused

Guidelines.

The identification and assessment of the benefits of an infrastructure project or programme is
a core requirement for any decisions on capital investment and considerable detail and

quantification on benefits is analysed through the formal appraisal process.

For communities, the true value of infrastructure lies not in the complexity of its design or the
scale of its investment, but in the tangible, everyday impacts, and benefits, it brings. Yet too
often, communications about infrastructure remain abstract, technical or distant from lived
experience. The challenge is to effectively communicate the benefits included within the

project appraisal documentation.

This Benefits Realisation Framework is developed under Action 30 of the Accelerating
Infrastructure Report and Action Plan and seeks to address this gap between meaningful
public engagement and the formal technical documentation required under the Infrastructure
Guidelines, and provides further detail required to underpin the procedural guidelines set out
in Circular 24/2026.

Above all, this Framework is intended to provide clarity and practical guidance on the shared

responsibility of technical colleagues and communications colleagues in ensuring effective

1 https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-public-expenditure-infrastructure-public-service-reform-and-
digitalisation/collections/infrastructure-guidelines/




communication of the benefits of infrastructure investment, and principles for application in

external communications and public engagement.
This document proceeds as follows:
o Section One outlines the intention of the framework
e Section Two notes the roles and responsibilities for the application of the Framework
e Section Three provides an overview of benefits under the Infrastructure Guidelines
e Section Four outlines the principles for application under the Framework

This Policy and Principles Note is accompanied by Benefits Realisation Framework — Practical
How To Guide.



Section One: Intention

The Framework is intended to shift how infrastructure is communicated from outputs and
activities captured under the Infrastructure Guidelines and included in technical project
appraisal documentation over the formal appraisal process, to evidence-based, locally
relevant benefits appropriate to effective public engagement. The Framework outlines the
need to ensure that public engagement on infrastructure focuses on why the investment
matters, how it works and how it is being delivered. It places emphasis on fairness,
transparency and confidence in delivery, with a view to ensuring transparency and building

public trust in capital works.

The Framework provides a structured way to translate the benefits defined in technical
documentation under the Infrastructure Guidelines into meaningful public engagement. While
infrastructure projects are already appraised, approved and monitored using robust technical
frameworks, descriptions of benefits in this documentation are often expressed in specialist or
technical terms or focus on outputs delivered rather than impact. This Framework provides a
bridge from the technical commitments and descriptions, to credible, accessible, and
measurable public-facing benefits, supported by clear assumptions, ownership, and reference

to examples and real-world data.
The approach seeks to:
e demonstrate a clear and credible commitment to delivery; and
o strengthen confidence in the state’s ability to deliver on that commitment.

By doing so, it enables public engagement and communications professionals to move beyond
describing projects in terms of inputs and outputs, and instead articulate real-world outcomes

that people can understand, assess, and trust.



Section Two: Application of the Framework

The Benefits Realisation Framework is a shared tool across disciplines, supporting
collaboration between communications, technical, and policy professionals. It recognises that
effective infrastructure communication depends on combining technical accuracy included for
project appraisal and technical benefits assessment under the Infrastructures Guidelines, with

public clarity.
The Framework is designed to enable structured collaboration:

o Technical colleagues who define and evidence the benefits for a given infrastructure
project or programme under the Infrastructure Guidelines,

o Communications professionals who are responsible for translating project appraisal

documentation benefits into clear and accessible public engagement,

e Policy analysts (e.g. Irish Government Economic and Evaluation Service (IGEES))

support interpretation, validation, and evidence-building; and
¢ Cross Government communications on infrastructure.

Together, they create a joined-up system where infrastructure benefits are communicated
clearly, consistently, and credibly, from initial announcement through to delivery and beyond.
This collaborative approach ensures that public engagement and communications on
infrastructure are accurate and measurable in line with the project appraisal documentation

while also meaningful and trusted by the pubilic.

Primary Users

Public Engagement and Communications Teams

Public engagement and communications teams in Government Departments and Bodies
under their aegis, are core users of the Framework. Their role is to translate complex
infrastructure projects into clear, accessible, and engaging public messaging applying the

Principles for Benefits Communications outlined in Section Four of this note.

Technical and Project Delivery Colleagues
The Technical and Project Delivery colleagues who lead on the project documentation under

the Infrastructure Guidelines project lifecycle are critical in delivery of the Framework. Project

sponsors, technical experts and those responsible for developing appraisal documentation
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provide the substantive foundation for all benefits communications. They define what the

project delivers, why it is needed, and the expected outcomes.

The core responsibility of the relevant project Technical team under this Framework is to
engage with the Communications and Engagement Teams in a timely manner in the early
stages of project appraisal, to ensure that technical detail included over the Project Lifecycle
under the Infrastructure Guidelines, is available to the Communications Team. The Technical
Team are responsibility for working closely with the Communications Team to assist in
translating the technical detail into accessible information with relevance for real-lived
experiences. This includes detail on the project scope, outputs and intended benefits, the
counterfactual, and the data, assumptions and evidence underpinning expected benefits as
requested and required by the corresponding organisational (Government Department or
Bodies under the aegis) Communications Team.

Wider Supports Available for Application

These groups provide specialist support to strengthen the quality, consistency, and

credibility of benefits communications.

Policy analysts
Policy analysts can act as a bridge between the Technical and Communications functions,

supporting the interpretation and translation of technical and evaluation evidence and
facilitating shared understanding across disciplines. They can be engaged to assist in
translating technical analysis into real-world impacts. Depending on the availability of
appropriate research, they may be able to assist with providing supporting data and evidence
on benefits including comparable projects, indirect or wider social impacts (for example
competitiveness or environmental benefits) of a project that may not be included in the
Business Plan, or local or sector-specific evidence. IGEES analysts, who are present in all

Government departments, represent an important resource in this regard.

Cross Government Communications on Infrastructure
The Benefits Realisation Framework will be a key element of cross government

communications on infrastructure, supporting departments and agencies to ensure that
completed projects can generate ongoing communications value. All key stakeholders will

have a role to play. The Department of Public Expenditure, Infrastructure, Public Service



Reform and Digitalisation (D/PER), through existing and future cross government

communication structures, will seek to ensure the Framework is utilised.

The Government Information Service in the Department of the Taoiseach, will support D/PER
in this regard and will collaborate with Departmental communications teams to enable
consistency and amplification of core messaging, and to share good practice across projects

and sectors.



Section Three: Benefits in the Infrastructure Guidelines

Benefits are incorporated throughout the Infrastructure Guidelines (“the Guidelines”).
Technical project teams are required to incorporate increasingly quantified and specific detail
on the benefits of a project or programme over the course of the Project Lifecycle Approval
stages. The Approval process under the Guidelines deepens the detail and the measurement
of a projects benefits over the course of the project lifecycle and provides iterative detail from
high-level strategic impact through to quantified and more specific first-order benefits. These

details can be used to inform effective and evolving public engagement and communications.

Information on potential benefits which can be incorporated into public engagement will
therefore evolve over the course of a project and will afford a communications team with
different detail across immediate direct benefits and the wider impact of a given capital project

as the project lifecycle progresses.

Benefits are a pivotal pillar of “value for money”

Benefits are a core aspect of the Guidelines and sit within the central value-for-money principle
underpinning public investment. Project teams assess benefits alongside costs, risks and
deliverability when deciding on a project proposal. When benefits justify costs, a project
represents value for money, and one of the reasons projects may not proceed, is when the
potential or perceived benefits no longer justify the costs.

Benefits are embedded and develop as a project evolves

Benefits are consistently tested throughout the project lifecycle. Other elements of the
project appraisal documentation, such as costs, delivery timelines and risks are all appraised

in relation to the benefits that the project is expected to deliver.

Over the course of the project lifecycle, benefits become more developed and better
estimated. Benefits values across the full project life cycle are not finalised and are

estimates.

e Benefits are first outlined in the Preliminary Business Case, which is undertaken prior
to projects being approved in principle and before proceeding to Planning. The project
team identifies the policy rationale for the investment, and the expected economic,

social and environmental impacts of the project through financial and economic
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appraisal. Policy alignment of the benefits with national priorities, provides evidence in

the Preliminary Business Case that a benefit is strategically important.

o Benefits are further refined in the Detailed Business Case, which is undertaken prior
to procurement and where the preferred option is subject to more detailed scrutiny,
assumptions are further tested and refined, risks are better understood and the design

stage is sufficiently advanced.

o Benefits are then further iterated and included in the Final Business Case, which is
undertaken post procurement but before the contract is awarded. The Final Business
Case sets out the full body of knowledge on the proposal and reflects a range of

commercial and delivery issues which have emerged following the tendering process.

Information on benefits continues after delivery

After delivery, projects undergo Post-Completion Review and Benefits Realisation to confirm
whether expected outcomes were achieved. While this is not directly part of the Benefits
Framework for public engagement, this review process could provide useful detail and tangible
examples of impact achieved which could be incorporated into future public engagement on
similar capital works, deepening evidence that the benefits communicated at the outset of a

project, were subsequently delivered.

Infrastructure works may include a number of projects under one

programme

Under the Guidelines, capital works may be delivered as specific projects or may be proposed
and assessed as a series of projects under one investment programme. Programmes are
defined as a number of related projects which are being managed in a manner that is intended
to realise benefits which could not be achieved by delivering the projects individually. For those
projects under a programme, while the benefits of the programme should be communicated,
where possible the benefits for the individual constituent projects should also be

communicated, to ensure full sense of the value of the investment.



As programmes will span a number of geographical areas, the benefits of infrastructure
programmes should focus on the strategic investment priorities identified in the Accelerating

Infrastructure Report and Action Plan.?

2 The Accelerating Infrastructure Report and Action Plan notes that the Benefits Realisation Framework
for public engagement, should “Focus on key societal outcomes: competitiveness, emissions, housing,
regional development, and transport’ pg.102. The accompanying note to this policy and principles
document, Benefits Realisation Framework — Practical How to Guide provides further guidance.
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Section Four: Principles for Communicating Benefits

The principles that follow should be applied in the public engagement and communication of
infrastructure projects, appropriate to scale and scope of the project in question. They provide
a shared approach, between communications teams and the technical and project delivery
teams, to ensure that public engagement and external communication on infrastructure is clear
for the public, and credible, evidence-based and grounded in delivery, as outlined in the
project appraisal documentation and full suite of documentation delivered over the course of
the Infrastructure Guidelines project lifecycle. This balance supports and sustains public trust
in both outcomes and the system that delivers them.

These principles are informed by international evidence on how to communicate about
infrastructure and the benefits of capital works, engagement with OECD colleagues,® wider
public engagement in Ireland and findings from research underpinning the Accelerating

Infrastructure Communications Strategy.

Explain clearly why public investment is justified

Explicitly set out why the project merits public funding. This means identifying who benefits,
how those benefits are distributed, and why they cannot be delivered by the market alone.
These details are a foundational requirement under the Infrastructure Guidelines and will be
available. Public funding can also realise the benefits of savings or energy-efficiency, where

the counterfactual may be more expensive.

Within this, avoid implying fairness or value and instead, demonstrate it. For example, rather
than stating that a project “supports balanced regional development”, specify that it will “reduce
journey times between X and Y, improving access to jobs for communities in Z that currently

face longer commutes.”

Where relevant, address distributional impacts directly. If benefits accrue unevenly across
regions, income groups, or age cohorts, this should be acknowledged clearly rather than left

unstated.

3 Appendix One provides more detail on international evidence.
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Start with lived experience

Move away from the technical or appraisal language used in the formal project appraisal
documentation and begin with the impacts people will recognise in their daily lives. Audiences

interpret infrastructure first through the lens of personal relevance.

Benefits should be expressed in terms people recognise in their daily lives. The key question
is: what will be easier, safer, faster, or more reliable for people when the project is delivered?
For example, “more frequent and less crowded services at peak times” is more effective than

“increased transport capacity.”

Replace abstract phrasing such as “increases network capacity” with concrete outcomes like
“more frequent and less crowded services during peak times”. Similarly, “supports housing

delivery” is preferable to quantified but abstract outputs.

Avoid resting on monetised values of benefits, often included in project appraisal
documentation. While time savings in transport improvements will have a high value in the
technical cost-benefit-analysis, the monetary values used to measure those time saving are
unlikely to resonate with the day-to-day experiences of commuters, while a description of the

number of minutes saved will.

The emphasis should always be on the real-world change experienced by users.

Reflect the local impact

Be specific about who benefits, where and when.

Local and community impact matter more for people than high level wider policy goals.
National objectives such as competitiveness or reduced emissions should follow locally

relevant impacts, not precede them.

Communications should identify the people, places and timeframes associated with benefits
wherever possible. This includes providing clear geographic relevance and, where applicable,
identifying affected communities or user groups. For example, where flood risk is reduced,
communications should describe what this means in practice for households or businesses in

that area.

Where a project delivers national benefits but local impacts, both should be clearly articulated.
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Draw on similar works already delivered

Benefits in the appraisal documentation will be grounded in evidence, and where possible,
communications should build on this and show change rather than describe it. Prioritise
evidence of what has been delivered or is visibly progressing in other parts of the country.

Public confidence depends less on stated commitments and more on demonstrable outcomes.

The evidence-base for the benefits in the appraisal documentation may rest on examples of
completed or operational projects. For public engagement and communications, these provide
the most credible evidence. Communications should actively capture and reuse these
examples. Examples include completed works, service improvements, or measurable
changes in usage or performance. Before-and-after comparisons, real-world usage data, or

visible milestones are particularly effective.

This will also support demonstrating how perceptions change over time, particularly where
initial opposition softened after delivery. Real-world outcomes, especially when articulated by

users or communities, are more persuasive than abstract projections.

Use clear, concrete and service-based language

Specific, concrete phrasing improves both comprehension and credibility.

Avoid abstract or umbrella terms where possible. For example, the term “infrastructure” should
generally be replaced with the specific service being delivered, such as water supply, public

transport, electricity, housing, etc.

Similarly, technical or appraisal language should be translated into clear outcomes. For
example, “removing boil water notices for X households” is more meaningful than “investment

in water infrastructure”.

Be transparent about how benefits arise over time

Infrastructure benefits are often indirect or realised over extended periods. Communications

should explain both what the benefits are and how they materialise.

For example, rather than stating that a project “will boost competitiveness”, explain that it

“reduces travel times, improving access to jobs and enabling business expansion over time”.
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Acknowledge uncertainty

The Benefits included in project appraisal documentation are “ex ante” delivery (before a
project is delivered). While, as outlined above, they will be grounded in a technical evidence
base, nothing is guaranteed in reality and they will include a level of uncertainty.
Communications should acknowledge this. Uncertainty should be communicated in a
controlled and proportionate way. Being overly precise can undermine credibility if outcomes
differ.

Phrasing such as “we expect’, “likely to” or “estimates indicate” helps signal appropriate

confidence. Or for timelines consider “phases”.

Where uncertainty exists, approximate ranges may be more appropriate than fixed figures, for
example, “could reduce journey times by around 10-15 minutes”.

The goal is to communicate confidence in direction and intent, rather than false certainty in

specific figures.

Avoid benefit inflation

Benefits communicated should represent a subset of expected benefits included in the project

appraisal documentation.
Aim to inform and enable understanding rather than persuade through exaggeration.

Overstating benefits risks damaging credibility and increasing future opposition. Do not
attribute broad system-wide or national outcomes to a single project if it is only one component
of a wider programme. For example, a single scheme should not be presented as “solving

congestion nationally” if its role is more limited.

When there is uncertainty in benefits impact, avoid communicating only the upper range

estimates.

Ensure consistency

This includes aligning all public communications with the type of content and information

included in the appraisal documentation, as the project moves through the project lifecycle.

4 Note that post-completion review and ex-post evaluations of capital works should be undertaken and
submitted to D/PER for projects over €50million and benefits data included in project appraisal
documentations should be drawn from demonstrably delivered benefits from prior projects.
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Avoid the introduction of any additional claims on top of the benefits rested upon for the
appraisal process. Consistency between technical documentation and communications
material is critical. Divergence undermines credibility with both stakeholders and the pubilic.
Benefits communicated should be drawn directly from the project appraisal documentation
and expressed in accessible terms.

Be clear about disruption

A balanced approach that acknowledges both the potential and the limits of a project is more

effective than solely positive public engagement.

Infrastructure delivery often involves local disruption, while benefits may be more widely

distributed. Communications should recognise this explicitly.

Distinguish between temporary construction impacts and long-term outcomes. For example,
clearly state when road closures or noise disruption are time-bound and what traffic
management processes will be put in place, alongside what long-term improvements will
follow. Long-term benefits should then be framed as outcomes that follow from short-term

disruptions. Presenting both dimensions together supports informed understanding.

Where mitigation or compensation measures exist, explain them in practical terms so affected
communities understand how impacts are being addressed. For example, outlining noise
reduction measures, compensation schemes or local enhancements, demonstrates

responsiveness and builds trust.

Address the reality of how impacts are distributed

Communications should directly address who benefits, where are they and how do they
benefit. This includes acknowledging where some communities experience disruption, while

others benefit.

Frame decisions as choices, including the cost of inaction

Details on what happens if no action is taken are in the project appraisal documentation as
the “counterfactual”. This is a core aspect underpinning appraisal over the course of the project

lifecycle.
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Communications are more effective when they present infrastructure decisions as choices
between alternative futures. This includes explaining what happens if a project does not
proceed. Clear recognition of the trade-offs of not making the decision, and proceeding with

the investment, strengthens legitimacy in the round.

Convert this detail into the reality of what life would look like without the project at hand. For
example, explain that “without this investment, congestion is expected to worsen, increasing
travel times and reducing reliability for commuters”. Visual reminders of historic disruption

without infrastructure can also be useful.

Used carefully, this approach can highlight the consequences of inaction and help audiences

understand the choices which Government is making, without relying on exaggerated claims.

Show how projects connect within a wider systems

Individual projects should be presented as part of a broader system or programme where
relevant. This helps people understand how different interventions work together to deliver

outcomes. Focus firstly on how the project supports the wider system delivery of housing.

For example, “PR6 investment in Ireland’s electricity network will deliver over 500 projects,
including new substations and grid reinforcements. There will be 29 major transmission
projects as part of this, which will add around 20,000 megawatts of capacity to the system.
This could support connecting hundreds of thousands of new homes to the grid, alongside

growing demand from businesses, electric vehicles and heat pumps.”

Then position the project into the wider context. For example, “this rail upgrade enables future
electrification” or “this water treatment plant for [an urban area] allows for more of the existing

network to support rural areas.”

Making connections visible helps to convey the cumulative impact of investment and avoids

presenting projects in isolation.

5 This is complementary to the “second-order benefits” of infrastructure. Further details can be found
in Section One of Benefits Realisation Framework — Practical How To Guide.
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Prioritise institution-owned rationale and messengers

Communications should be anchored in stable policy objectives and presented in a way that
avoids political framing. Consistency in language, structure and benefit categories across

projects and organisations builds familiarity and trust.

Avoid shifting how a project is communicated about too much over time, as this can signal
uncertainty or opportunism. Instead, maintain a clear and consistent explanation of why the
project matters. Trusted messengers, such as institutions, technical experts or local

authorities, can reinforce credibility.
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Appendix One: International Evidence - communicating the benefits
of infrastructure

OECD engagement indicates that countries are facing a shared set of challenges broadly
consistent with those in Ireland. These include regulatory complexity, rising costs, delivery
delays, and increasing local political resistance to infrastructure development. Governments
are actively testing different approaches, including reforms to statutory planning systems and
consultation processes, to manage these pressures and reduce the risk of projects being

delayed or derailed.

A central challenge across countries is how to balance public support with delivery. Public
concerns often emerge through objections, dissent and political pushback, and governments
are seeking ways to respond constructively while maintaining delivery momentum. This
challenge sits within a wider set of system pressures: where delivery is perceived to be slow
or ineffective, public confidence can weaken, which in turn reduces support for future

infrastructure investment.

In this context, trust and legitimacy are increasingly recognised as outcomes in their own right.
Projects with higher levels of public acceptance tend to face fewer delays and lower delivery
risk. Communication is therefore not treated as a standalone activity, but as an integral part of

benefits realisation and project success.

There is also a clear distinction between internal and external communication of benefits.
Formal benefits frameworks (complementary to Ireland’s Infrastructure Guidelines) are
technical and designed to support decision-making. In contrast, public communication
reframes these benefits in accessible terms, translating abstract economic or system-level
gains into tangible outcomes for households, communities, and businesses. This translation
is increasingly embedded within project lifecycles and stakeholder engagement standards,

supported by reporting requirements that emphasise clarity, accessibility, and transparency.

Evidence Overview
Across countries, there is no single “best practice” model, but there is strong alignment on the

factors that improve communication and public acceptance. OECD evidence consistently
identifies transparency, participation, and responsiveness as central drivers of trust in
government. As a result, communication is increasingly treated as a core element of
infrastructure governance rather than an add-on to delivery. Trust and public acceptance are

treated as core project outcomes, not secondary considerations.
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A common feature across international practice is the translation of technical benefits into
everyday outcomes. While formal appraisal frameworks remain essential for decision-making,
public-facing communication focuses on lived experience, for example, shorter journeys, more
reliable services, safer infrastructure, and improved quality of life. Evidence suggests that
when people can clearly see how infrastructure affects their daily lives, support increases,

even where costs or disruption are significant.

Evidence also indicates that engagement is most effective before decisions are finalised. Late-
stage communication is often perceived as advocacy, or campaigning, rather than genuine
engagement and is associated with higher levels of opposition. In response, countries such
as Germany and the Netherlands have reformed planning and consultation processes to
enable earlier and more meaningful participation. Consultation processes build trust only
where people believe their input can influence outcomes. Tokenistic engagement can have
the opposite effect, reinforcing opposition and distrust. Evidence from multiple countries
shows that structured, ongoing participation across the project lifecycle is associated with

higher acceptance and fewer delays.

The importance of early-stage engagement is further bolstered by transparency. Providing
clear and balanced information on benefits, costs, trade-offs, and alternatives (including those
not selected) strengthens trust. Evidence shows that perceived honesty and integrity are more
important drivers of trust than optimistic or promotional messaging. Communication that
acknowledges constraints, disruption and uncertainty is therefore more effective than
messaging that focuses solely on benefits.

Local relevance is essential. While infrastructure decisions are often justified at national level,
public support is built locally. Effective communication connects strategic objectives to local
impacts and, where necessary, incorporates mitigation or compensation for disruption.
Addressing distributional impacts explicitly is particularly important where costs are

concentrated and benefits are dispersed.

Overall, the evidence suggests that effective communication is not about presenting stronger
arguments for infrastructure in abstract terms, but about building credibility, demonstrating
relevance, and embedding engagement throughout the lifecycle of projects.

United Kingdom
Green Book / IPA Benefits Management Framework
The UK combines rigorous technical appraisal (HM Treasury Green Book) with structured

benefits realisation frameworks (Infrastructure and Projects Authority). Evidence shows a
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deliberate separation between technical economic appraisal and plain English
communication. Benefits are translated into everyday impacts such as journey time savings,
service reliability, and economic growth. Early stakeholder engagement and clear explanation
of trade-offs are associated with greater legitimacy and reduced delivery risk. Public materials
increasingly use benefit maps and simplified narratives rather than technical cost-benefit

outputs.

Emerging work on the Northern Railway project, highlights the importance of explicitly linking
strategic infrastructure investment to local outcomes. This involves not only “making the
strategic local” by demonstrating how national projects address local challenges, but also
“making the local strategic” by showing how local impacts contribute to wider national
objectives. In practice, this creates a feedback loop between national priorities and local

experience, ensuring that both inform decision-making and communication.

A key aspect of this approach is acknowledging that local disruption is often the mechanism
through which broader benefits are delivered. Where impacts are concentrated locally but
benefits are dispersed, this needs to be clearly articulated and, where appropriate, balanced
through targeted compensation or additional local benefits.

At a national level, the framing is typically positioned in pragmatic, non-partisan terms: a
shared need for infrastructure to support economic growth, service delivery, and societal
change. Establishing a clear national narrative around necessity can help anchor local

discussions and provide a consistent context for decision-making.

Overall, the evidence suggests that effective approaches combine a clear national case for
investment with credible, place-based local narratives, supported by tangible commitments

and a transparent acknowledgement of trade-offs.

The Netherlands

Environment and Planning Act, Omgevingswet / MIRT Programme

The Dutch system embeds participation in law and in delivery programmes such as MIRT.
Evidence shows that early and continuous engagement improves trust where expectations
and influence are aligned. Benefits are consistently translated into spatial quality, accessibility,
and liveability at local level. Transparency is supported by open digital data, public reporting,
and visualisations that show realistic ‘before and after’ scenarios rather than promotional

material.
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Germany

Germany requires structured justification of infrastructure investments through federal
planning frameworks. Following high-conflict projects such as Stuttgart 21, reforms
strengthened early participation and communication. Evidence indicates that earlier
engagement and clearer explanation of alternatives reduce resistance. Benefits are
communicated through formal documentation but also through clear ‘need for action’

narratives to support public understanding.

Finland

Transport 12 Plan

Finland’s National Transport System Plan (Transport 12) frames infrastructure in terms of
accessibility, sustainability, security, and regional equality. Large-scale consultation and open
comment processes are used before decisions are finalised. Evidence suggests that this
sequencing — engagement before commitment — improves acceptance and perceived

fairness.

Japan

Japan’s approach (including Quality Infrastructure Investment principles) emphasises
resilience, safety, and long-term value. Benefits are often framed in terms of avoided losses,
particularly in relation to disasters. Repeated and consistent communication linking
infrastructure investment to risk reduction has been linked to strong public understanding and

acceptance over time.

Canada

Investing in Canada Plan

Under the Investing in Canada Plan, benefits are framed around quality-of-life outcomes such
as housing access, clean water, climate resilience, and inclusive growth. Reporting
frameworks link funding directly to measurable community outcomes. Evidence shows that

highlighting fairness and distributional impacts increases public support.
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New Zealand

Living Standards Framework

New Zealand uses wellbeing-based appraisal frameworks. Benefits are framed in terms of
long-term wellbeing, distributional impact, and intergenerational outcomes. Treasury guidance
encourages combining technical analysis with narrative explanations, improving accessibility

for non-technical audiences.

Australia

Infrastructure Australia Assessment Framework

At national level, Infrastructure Australia requires investment logic mapping and benefits
realisation plans. These are translated into clear problem—solution narratives in public
communications. At state level, frameworks explicitly connect benefits analysis with
stakeholder engagement. Evidence indicates that consistent linkage between appraisal and

communication improves clarity and reduces misinterpretation.

Nordic Countries (Norway and Sweden)

Evidence from Nordic practice highlights the importance of transparency and honesty.
Communicating both benefits and limitations — including costs and uncertainties — strengthens
trust. Cost-benefit analysis is used not just as a technical tool but as a communication aid,

with clear metrics such as time savings, safety improvements, and accessibility gains.

Switzerland

Switzerland emphasises direct public engagement and referendums. Communication often
focuses on choices between futures (‘with project’ vs ‘without project’). Evidence shows that
presenting counterfactuals improves understanding and supports informed public decision-

making.
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