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File No. CI17-01-05956

THE QUEEN’S BENCH
WINNIPEG CENTRE

BETWEEN:

LADCO COMPANY LIMITED
applicant,

-and-

THE CITY OF WINNIPEG
respondent.

AFFIDAVIT OF ALAN A. BORGER

[, Alan A. Borger, of the City of Winnipeg, in the Province of Manitoba, Businessman,

1.

MAKE OATH AND SAY THAT:

| am the President of Ladco Company Limited (“Ladco”) and have previously sworn an

affidavit (“my initial affidavit") in these proceedings on February 27, 2018. | am swearing this affidavit

now having had an opportunity to review the following affidavits filed on behalf of the City of

Winnipeg:

Affidavit of John Tyler Markowsky affirmed March 15, 2019 (the "Markowsky
affidavit");

b. Affidavit of John Hughes affirmed March 13, 2019 (the "Hughes affidavit"); and
C. Affidavit of Valdene Lawson sworn March 14, 2019 (the "Lawson affidavit").

2. | stand by and maintain everything that | say in my initial affidavit sworn on February
27, 2018.
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3. Mr. Markowsky suggests in paragraphs 15 and 16 of his Affidavit that exceptional
population growth is putting significant pressure on the City “to adapt the scale and nature of public
goods and services” (paragraph 15) and that as population increases so does “the demand for the
entire range of public goods and services provided by the City..." (paragraph 16). | disagree with

his assertion:

a. first, Mr. Markowsky compares the period from 1990 to 2000 to the periods from
2000 to 2010 and from 2010 to date. This is misleading. In this regard | am attaching a
summary | prepared showing the changes in population from 1921 to 2016 (attached as
Exhibit "A") which is based on Stats Canada information from 1871 to 2016 (attached as
Exhibit "B"). | am also attaching a chart showing single family and total housing starts in the
Winnipeg Census Metropolitan Area based on information from the Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation (attached as Exhibit "C") and a graph based on the chart
(attached as Exhibit "D"). While population growth and housing starts were very
weak during the period from 1990 to 2000 and were much stronger during the period
from 2000 to 2010 and from 2010 to date, population growth and housing activity

were even stronger during the 1970's and 1980's;

b. second, the growth in population and development during the period from 2000 to
2010 and from 2010 to date has been accompanied by strong growth in
Consolidated City of Winnipeg Revenues. | attach as Exhibit "E" the Consolidated
Financial Statements Five-Year Reviews which are taken from the Annual Financial Reports
for the City of Winnipeg for 2005, 2009, 2013 and 2017. These statements show
Consolidate Revenues increasing from $1,041,201,000 in 2001 to $1,842,767,000
in 2017 which represents growth of 3.63% per annum.

In other words, the growth has not been all that exceptional and the City certainly has more

revenue to deal with the growth that has occurred from 2000 to date. Furthermore:

C. the cost benefit studies that have been prepared in accordance with Plan Winnipeg
confirm that the new communities are sustainable and contribute relatively large net civic

benefits to the City at large; and
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d. as | explain in paragraph 34 of my initial affidavit, under the existing regulatory scheme
governing the consideration and approval of development proposals, developers

already make large contributions to the off-site and regional infrastructure.

4. In paragraph 17 of his affidavit, Mr. Markowsky uses the extension of the Chief Peguis
Trail ("CPT") from Main Street to Route 90 as an example of a project where "A high percentage
of these costs can be attributed to growth since the project would not be required without growth." He
goes on to provide a numerical example where he claims that it would take 5,000 new homes 30 years
to fund the extension of CPT based on the $150 million cost, a 6% interest rate and an average City
property tax bill of $1,750, with 100% of the taxes going to fund the project.

5. In response to paragraph 17 of Mr. Markowsky's affidavit, | have the following comments:

a. | attach as Exhibit "F" an excerpt from the City's web-site. This summary states that:
"The City of Winnipeg Transportation Master Plan (TMP) identifies the CPT as a major
transportation facility and an important component of the City's strategic road network. The
ultimate completion of the CPT Extension West will provide a continuous east-west link
between Brookside Boulevard (Route 90) and Perimeter Highway (PTH 101). The CPT
Extension West will support economic development, create recreational opportunities,
and support the completion of the Strategic Inner Ring Road to reduce traffic on
neighborhood streets to make them more accommodating for public transit, walking and

cycling.";
b. with respect to Mr. Markowsky's illustration:

i | do not know where Mr. Markowsky obtained his 6% interest rate. My research
indicates that the City's 30 year bonds are yielding approximately 3.7%;

ii. | do not know why Mr. Markowsky would reference 30 years. | attach as Exhibit
"G" an excerpt from the City of Winnipeg's Asset Management Plan which indicates

that City roadways should have an average expected life of 73 years;
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iii. | also do not know where Mr. Markowsky gets his average of $1,750 in City
property taxes for a new home. It appears more likely that this number refers to an
average single family home in the City at large (based on a 45% portion and
12.987 mill rate, this corresponds to an average assessed value of
$299,445). In the new area that Ladco is planning in Precinct G which is north of the
extension of CPT and east of McPhillips, we estimate that the average new single
family home will pay City property taxes of $2,451.43 (assuming that single
family homes on regular lots will be assessed at $394,133 and that single family
homes on lake lots will be assessed at $563,033 which works out to a weighted
average of $419,468 [85% regular lots]). Furthermore the frontage levies would
add approximately $5.45 per front foot which would add approximately $229 for each

home (based on a 42 foot regular lot); and

iv. finally while Mr. Markowsky states that his estimate would double if the other levels
of govemment do not contribute towards the extension of CPT, there is no
reason to believe that the Federal and Provincial Govemments would not support

this strategically important infrastructure that will benefit the entire City.

6. In paragraphs 33 to 39 of Mr. Markowsky's affidavit, he states that he has reviewed some of
the studies referred to in the affidavits and notes that “they are based on highly speculative
assumptions and projected over lengthy periods of time." He then goes on in paragraphs 34 to
39 to deal with the cost benefit studies generally and, in particular, the report prepared by ND Lea
dated December 2004 for Waverley West (the "Cost Benefit Report"). While broadly criticizing the

assumptions in the various cost benefit studies Mr. Markowsky's main concems seem to related

to:

a. what he describes as the long time frame that was adopted (80 years in the Cost
Benefit Report);

b. the way inflation was handled; and
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C. the allowances made for the City's operating costs associated with a given

development (in this case Waverley West).

As well, Mr. Markowsky states in paragraph 37 that "... these studies assumptions

fundamentally misrepresent the way revenue is used to fund city services".
7. In response to the various statements by Mr. Markowsky | note as follows:

a. in addition the Cost Benefit Report, the City prepared its own cost benefit study for Waverley
West dated December 10, 2004 (the "City Report"), MMM Group Limited prepared a cost
benefit update in 2013 based on the actual data taken from the first 6 years of development
(the "Cost Benefit Update"), and Deloitte LLP prepared a short report that, inter alia,
examined the impact of the cost overruns associated with Kenaston (the "Deloitte

Update"). All of these reports adopted the same basic methodology. In other words:

i. they all were prepared on a "real" cashflow basis (i.e. in constant,

present, un-inflated dollars); and
i. they all adopted an 80-year investment horizon;

b. while he criticizes the long time horizon, Mr. Markowsky does not mention that Plan
Winnipeg specifically required that the cost benefit studies should measure the long term
revenues and expenditures within a life cycle costing framework for infrastructure. The
intent was to include in the analysis the inevitable repairs and maintenance of the

infrastructure;

C. the City Report projected cash flow over an 80-year horizon and ended up with a lower-
but still positive-net benefit to the City as described in paragraphs 45 to 47 of my initial
affidavit;
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while Mr. Markowsky criticizes the use of an 80-year investment horizon, he does not
acknowledge that the various reports can also be used to examine shorter term results. In this
regard, it is clear that WWaverley West will provide substantial net civic or financial benefits to the
City over both the long and the short term. As | describe in paragraph 42 of my initial
affidavit, the Cost Benefit Report indicates that at full build out in 23 years Waverey West will have
contributed net revenue of $195 million and a NPV of $108 million, all in 2003 dollars. The

Cost Benefit Update and the Deloitte Update come to similar conclusions.
Furthermore, if one wishes to focus on the short term it is worth noting that:

i. the Cost Benefit Report prepared by ND Lea projected that the City
would only go "out of pocket" or negative in the first year, would be "made
whole" the very next year, and thereafter the cumulative or total net cash flow

is always positive; and

i. the Cost Benefit Update report prepared by MMM Group Ltd. (based
on the first 6 years of actual development) projected that the City would
go "out of pocket" in years 4 and 11, but in both cases the City would be "made
whole" the very next year and thereafter the cumulative net cash flow

is always positive;

while Mr. Markowsky criticizes the use of the long time horizon, it is important to
remember that the asset that is created (the assessment base) and the corresponding
infrastructure that is put in place, both have extraordinarily long lives. Furthermore the
analysts, planners and engineers who contribute to these cost benefit reports have a great
deal of data-including information from other older master planned communities that date as
far back as the mid to late 1950's;

while Mr. Markowsky criticizes the way inflation was handled in the cost benefit reports, he
has not identified any assumptions or numbers or trends that he believes are wrong or that
would significantly distort the results. In this regard, he simply offers an example where
he indicates that an item that cost $100 in 1939 would be worth $1,757 in 2019 based

6
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on a 3.65% rate of inflation. However, this simple example is misleading because Mr.
Markowsky ignores the fact the City's revenues would also obviously grow and
presumably keep pace with inflation as shown by the excerpts from the City's Consolidated
Financial Statements Five-Year Reviews which are attached as Exhibit "E" and which
show that City revenues have grown from $1,041,201,000 in 2001 to $1,842,767,000 in
2017 which represents compound growth of 3.63%. As well it should be noted that if $100 is
grown for 80 years at 2% based on current expectations it becomes $487.54, but when it
is discounted at 4%, the $100 is only worth $21.15;

while Mr. Markowsky takes issue with the way that the various cost benefit studies
have dealt with inflation, it's worth noting that ND Lea and others specifically
addressed this question. For example the Cost Benefit Report states that "For consistency, alll
of our estimates and projections have been stated in constant 2003 or real dollars. In other
words, we implicitly assume that municipal receipts and costs will keep pace with inflation. A
single dollar estimate or net present value (NPV) was derived by discounting these constant
dollars at a rate of 4%.". As well these are assumptions that can be tested with actual data

and through sensitivity analysis;

in paragraph 35 Mr. Markowsky quotes from the ND Lea's Cost Benefit Report and
reproduces the following: "Our research suggests that compared to the City at large or
compared to some of the older neighborhoods it will cost significantly less to provide basic
services to the residents of a new subdivision such as Waverley West". He continues
with the following: "Policing and fire protection are not as significant in newer developments
due to socio-economic conditions." Then Mr. Markowsky states in paragraph 36 that these
assumptions might be wrong, that even if they are comect there is no way of knowing how long
they will continue to be true, and that the residents of the new neighborhoods may use more of

other City services. | have several comments:

i. first, ND Lea's statement is much broader. On page 19 of the Cost Benefit
Report ND Lea states that "Policing and fire protection are not as significant in
newer developments due to socio-economic conditons and physical

development standards (i.e. more stringent building codes, fewer back alleys).";
7
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i. second, ND Lea specifically indicated that they were relying on research to

support their assumptions;

i.  third, the City used the same approach and made the same types of

assumptions in the City Report;

iv.  fourth, while Mr. Markowsky refers generally to studies that suggest that the
residents of newer neighborhoods may need less police service but they may
make lengthier commutes on public roads, he does not identify the studies or
suggest how this would change the numbers or the conclusion and-as noted in
paragraph 36 of my initial affidavit-ND Lea prepared a Traffic Study that
specifically informed its Cost Benefit Report;

v.  fifth, while Mr. Markowsky asserts that "The ND Lea report underestimates the
extent to which access to essential public services like police and fire is required
by newer developments like Waverley West" he does not identify any specific
studies or evidence and his assertion is not consistent with the assumptions

contained in the City Report;

vi.  sixth, the large cumulative net benefits or NPV's that are predicted by the
various cost benefit reports constitute a significant "cushion" that protects the
overall conclusion (i.e. that Waverley West is sustainable)-even if some of the

assumptions or some of the numbers should change in the future; and

vi.  seventh, Ladco's Chief Financial Officer ("CFO") has prepared and | attach as
Exhibit "H" an analysis that takes the Cost Benefit Update prepared by MMM and
then increases the amount of the City's operating costs by 92%. The NPV falls
from $247.3 million to $46.5 million which strongly suggests that \WWaverley West
is sustainable and in fact profitable for the City-even if the amount of the

operating costs "allocated" to the development are almost doubled;
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I. in paragraph 37, Mr. Markowsky objects to any characterization of the any "excess of taxes
over services" as "subsidizing" the rest of the City. He goes on to state that "these studies (sic)
assumptions fundamentally misrepresent the way revenue is used to fund City services."
However, the cost benefit studies were prepared in accordance with Plan Winnipeg, and the
large NPV's certainly suggest that the developments are sustainable and provide a net

benefit to the City at large;

J- while Mr. Markowsky is critical of the models that were prepared, in approving the
amendment to Plan Winnipeg that paved the way for the Waverley West development, City

Council's minutes specifically state that:

"In reaching this conclusion the Hearing Body notes that the City is empowered
under its Charter with sufficient authority to ensure that development
agreements and conditions of land use approvals fully recover all costs that will be
incurred by the City which benefit or will benefit the lands in question. This can ensure
residents of other neighborhoods do not subsidize the development of these

lands.";

K. in paragraph 38 of his Affidavit, Mr. Markowsky suggests that the models are deficient

because they don' reflect "ability to pay". | have several comments:

i. first, the cost benefit studies are supposed to examine the impact on the
City's finances over the long term. They should be focused on
determining the actual incremental impacts. They are not supposed to

accomplish other goals;

ii. second, the large NPV's associated with these developments suggest
that the existing regulatory scheme already reflects an overall sharing

of City costs based on an ability to pay; and
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iii.  third, Ladco's CFO has prepared a spreadsheet (Exhibit "H") that starts with
MMM's Cost Benefit Update for Waverley West, but increases or grosses
up the forecast of the City's operating costs by 92% (based on the ratio
of the projected property tax assessment and corresponding City property
taxes for a single family home in Waverley West, to the average property tax
assessment and corresponding City property taxes for a single family home in
the City as a whole). Interestingly the NPV is positive ($46.5 million) and the
numbers still confirm that the development is sustainable-without

Impact Fees; and

finally, Mr. Markowsky states in paragraph 39 that "even if offsite infrastructure costs as well as
maintenance and operating expenses for new infrastructure and services have traditionally been
paid for by the City, they are still directly related to the new development." | am not sure what Mr.
Markowsky means by this but obviously the developer makes a substantial contribution to

off-site and regional infrastructure as noted in paragraph 34 of my initial affidavit.

8. In paragraph 48 of her affidavit, Ms. Lawson states that "typically the costs for which a
developer is responsible under a Development Agreement are the costs of infrastructure within and in the
vicinity of a particular development that are required to service and support that
development. With few exceptions Development Agreements are specific to a particular
development and do not recover the wider costs to the City as a whole that are associated with

growth."

9. In response to paragraph 48 of Ms. Lawson's affidavit, while it is true that the developer typically
pays for or makes some other contribution towards infrastructure "in the vicinity" of a particular

development, it is not accurate to suggest:

a. that the developer is not making a substantial contribution to "the costs of the City as a

whole associated with growth"; or

b. that the infrastructure in question is "required to service and support that development.”

10
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10. As | indicate in paragraph 34 of my initial affidavit, developers make substantial
contributions to the cost of off-site and regional infrastructure-which certainly qualify as contributions
to the "costs to the City as a whole associated with growth" -even if they happen to be "in the

vicinity".

11.  For example back in 1993 Ladco and the Manitoba Housing & Renewal Corporation's
(the "MHRC") developed Phase | of Royalwood in south east Winnipeg. Pursuant to the
Development Agreement Parameters, the Joint Venture paid for one lane of Bishop Grandin adjacent

to the development based on an estimate of the then-current (i.e. 1993) prices. However:
a. Bishop Grandin is a strategic roadway that is part of the City's "inner beltway"; and
b. that particular stretch of Bishop Grandin was constructed in 1978.

In other words, Ladco and the MHRC made a contribution to the City's regional infrastructure,
and the infrastructure was built to service the entire City-not for Royalwood which was developed

15 years later.

12. In response to paragraphs 48 and 57 of Ms. Lawson's affidavit, where she refers to the "wider
costs to the City as a whole that are associated with growth" (paragraph 48) and the "costs to the City
as a whole associated with accommodating and managing growth and development" (paragraph 57), |

have the following comments:
a. Ms. Lawson does not define what these costs are or explain how they are determined; and

b. If Ms. Lawson means costs that will primarily benefit the City as a whole and existing
development, and that have no reasonable association with or relationship to a particular
development, then new development is being singled out to make a special contribution to any

such infrastructure.

13. In response to paragraphs 58 to 71 of her affidavit, | have the following comments:

11
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a. In paragraph 61 Ms. Lawson states that "Areas identified as "New Communities" or
"Emerging Communities" are areas of Winnipeg where significant development or growth is
currently being undertaken or is anticipated to be undertaken in the near future." However, this is
not the way that "New Communities” or "Emerging Communities" are described and defined in

Our Winnipeg and Complete Communities.

b. In paragraph 65 Ms. Lawson states that the areas included in Schedule A to the Impact Fee

By-law were "not chosen arbitrarily or at random". However, she does not:

i. explain why only residential development in "New Communities" and

"Emerging Communities" were targeted with Impact Fees in phase one;

i.  explain how "New Communities" and "Emerging Communities" have greater
responsibility for what she describes as the "wider costs to the City as a whole
that are associated with growth" or the "costs to the City as a whole associated

with accommodating and managing growth and development";

i.  explain why the presence or absence of a local area plan should determine
whether residential development in a "Recent Community" is caught or exempt

under phase one; or

iv. explain how the presence of a local area plan is associated with what she
describes as the "wider costs to the City as a whole that are associated with
growth" or the "costs to the City as a whole associated with accommodating
and managing growth and development”, such that a "Recent Community"
with a local area plan is caught under the Impact Fee By-law while a “Recent

Community” without a local area plan is exempt under phase one; and

C. In paragraph 62 Ms. Lawson truncates the definition of "New Communities" as

contained in Our Winnipeg and Complete Communities.

12
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14. In paragraph 65, Ms. Lawson states that "It is my understanding that the areas included in
Schedule A are those areas that are either considered to be a "New Community”, namely any area
shown as a "New Community" on the maps identified in paragraph 42 herein, or considered to be an
"Emerging Community”, namely any area shown as a "Recent Community" on the maps identified in
paragraph 43 herein for which an adopted local area plan is in place." However, it appears that

there are a few anomalies. In this regard | attach the following:

a. as Exhibit "I" the Urban Structure Map found on page 29 of Our Winnipeg (the
"Urban Structure Map);

b. as Exhibit "J" Map 1 attached as Schedule A to By-law No. 127/2016 ("Map 1");

and
C. as Exhibit "K" Map 10 attached as Schedule A to By-law No. 127/2016 ("Map 10").
15.  Section 13(1) of the Impact Fee By-law states that:

"The Impact Fee only applies to those areas identified on Map 1, and further depicted in detail on
Maps 2 to 11, inclusive, all attached as Schedule "A".”

16.  On the Urban Structure Map and on Map 1 and Map 10 | have circled in blue a small
area located on the western-most part of Winnipeg that is being slowly developed as a

commercial shopping center commonly known as "Westport Festival".

17. If Ms. Lawson is correct in her understanding (as indicated in paragraph 65 of her affidvit), then
Westport Festival should have been included on Maps 1 and 10 because it is a "New Community" as
shown on the Urban Structure Map. Furthermore if Westport Festival was included on Maps 1 and
10, then:

a. Impact Fees would be payable commencing on May 1, 2017 on any residential
development; and

13
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b. Impact Fees would or could eventually be payable on all types of development including
commercial and retail, but no earlier than November 1, 2018 as part of what would become phase

two of the Impact Fee implementation.

18. However, because this area is not included on Maps 1 and 10, presumably this area is

somehow exempt and does not have to pay Impact Fees.

19.  Similarly on the Urban Structure Map and on Map 1, | have also identified in red an
area located in the west part of Winnipeg parts of which are designated as "Mature Communities",

and parts of which are designated as "Recent Communities".

20. | attach as Exhibit “L” the Winnipeg Airport Vicinity Development Plan which the City
considers a local area plan. Based on Ms. Lawson's understanding and the definitions
apparently used by the City, those parts of the area identified in red that are "Recent
Communities" are also "Emerging Communities". However, this whole area was not picked up on

Map 1 and accordingly this area is exempt.

21. In response to paragraph 14 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes, | do not understand

what he means.

22. In paragraph 25 of his affidavit, Mr. Hughes states that "there are innumerable costs
associated with a functioning city that cannot be reasonably connected to a particular
subdivision or neighbourhood." In response to his statement | note that it is possible to estimate
the "innumerable costs" and to relate them to a particular subdivision or development using the City's

Budgets. This is in fact what has been done in the various cost benefit studies.

23. In response to paragraph 26 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes, | agree that "it is
reasonable that at least some of the infrastructure costs associated with new development should
not be paid by city taxpayers generally but should be bome by developers, builders and ultimately
residents and businesses who directly benefit from the new development". In fact as
indicated in paragraph 34 of my initial affidavit, developers already make substantial

contributions to the infrastructure associated with development.

14
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24.  In response to paragraph 29 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes, Mr. Hughes states that the
"purpose of the Assignment was to examine the costs associated with growth to the City as a whole."
However, | cannot find a clear explanation and if the "costs associated with growth to the City as
a whole" include City-wide costs, then-to the extent that the Impact Fees seek to recover these types
of costs-certain residential builders and homeowners in certain areas will be singled out to make

a contribution.

25. In response to paragraph 40 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes, if the forecasts are too high
then any Impact Fees predicated on those forecasts will also be too high. The homeowner who
has paid an excessive Impact Fee based on an inflated forecast will not be compensated by the
fact that in the long term fewer growth related projects will occur or that in the future the forecast

might eventually be revised.

26. In response to paragraphs 5, 13, 28, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 41 of the affidavit by Mr.
Hughes, the infrastructure projects selected and the allocations to new development or growth are not
reasonable and he has not responded to the concerns that | identified in paragraphs 64 to 81
(and Exhibit "Q") of my initial affidavit.

27. In response to paragraph 41 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes, the City will not be
responsible for the Extension of Provincial Trunk Highway #6 and, as such, no part of this

infrastructure should be attributed to growth or development.

28. Inresponse to paragraph 43 of the affidavit by Mr. Hughes the sewer and water utilities are
self-financing utiliies and the cost of all of the infrastructure is included in the rate structure. In this regard |
am attaching as Exhibit "M" the 2016 Water and Sewer Rates report (the "2016 Report") and as Exhibit
"N" the 2019 Water and Sewer Rates report (the "2019 Report") (the 2016 Report and the 2019 Report

are referred to below as the "Reports"). | note as follows:

a. the Reports both contain the following statements in the "History/Discussion" section
of the report: "Water and Sewer Rates are designed to fund all cost of operations and capital

projects related to water and sewer quality, city growth and regulatory requirements";

15
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Ladco Company Limited

Graph of Winnipeg CMA Housing Starts
Prepared based on information from
Dianne Himbeault - Senior Market Analyst
Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation
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CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FIVEYEAR REVIEW

As at December 31 (“$” amounts in thousands of dollars, except as noted)

(Unaudited) 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001

12. Consolidated expenses by object

* Salaries and benefits

* Goods and services

* Debt interest and repayment
* Grants and other expenses

13. Payments to school authorities

14. Debt

511,312
300,889
121,970

24,662
958,833

435,205

e Tax-supported 429,287
* Transit 27,520
* City-owned utilities 151,700
e Other 38,315
® Total gross debt 646,822
® Less: Sinking Fund 198,965

* Total net long-term debt $ 447,857
Percentage of total assessment

15. Acquisition of tangible capital assets

Gross purchase $ 182,872
Less: internally financed

¢ Combined Sewer Renewal 21,163
* Watermain Renewal 7,299
* Sewage Disposal System 6,815
« Other 6,377
® Waterworks System 1,335

* General Revenue 718 ©
» Aqueduct Rehabilitation 416

e Transit Bus Replacement

* General Purpose

= Environmental Projects

* Frontage levies

* Equipment and Material Services

$
16. Net financial assets (liabilities) $
17. Reserves and Surplus
* Reserves $
s Surplus $
18. Area in acres at the end of the year 116,000
19. Construction
* Permits issued 8,931
* Value $ 656,350
Housing starts 2,177

oy oF winpss 2005
CONSOUDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS | 38
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Figure o1a
‘Winnipeg’s urban structure.
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CITY OF WINNIPEG Winnipeg Airport Vicinity Development Plan
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32 Council Minutes - April 27, 2016

Water Research Foundation Publication
Indoor per Household Water Use

m1999 ®=2013

Note: Data from WRF project #4309, Residential End Uses of Water Study Update
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APPENDIX H

COMPETITIVENESS TO OTHER CANADIAN CITIES

Presented below are known fees and charges applied in other cities that are included in
Winnipeg's water and sewer rates. The following tables reflect estimated customer impacts in
cities of similar size using 2015 rates and select consumption -- residential (240 m3),

commercial (1,600 m3) and large (254,500 m3) customers.

2015 Residential Customer
Estimated Annual Bill

1, 500 ‘ e R T 11 Igs ‘31“251. e &1;3.5.2 3
| 51 015
1,000 - 58
" 1
Saskatoon Wlnnipeg Edmonton Calgary Regina
2015 Commercial Customer
Estimated Annual Bill

$10 418 g

$10,000 - : ey F T SOSAE
$5 329 $6,113
$5,000 ] . .
50 e s d !

Calgary  Winnipeg Saskatoon Edmonton  Regina

2015 Large Industrial Customer
Estimated Annual Bil

$1,000,000 - e Agg 840,933

$664,507 $699,565
$559,321
$500,000 I .l by
SO T ) T 7 ng Nape Do i = = =1

Edmonton Calgary Saskatoon Winnipeg  Regina
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

Financial Impact Statement Date:  January 14, 2019

Project Name:

2019 WATER AND SEWER RATES

COMMENTS:

The financial projections for water and sewer funds are contained in appendices to this report.

The proposed rate increases reflect cost of service recovery and assume that funding agreements with the federal
and provincial governments will be achieved for the North End Sewage Treatment Upgrade (NEWPCC) capital
project.

"Original signed by L. Szkwarek, CPA, CGA”"
Lucy Szkwarek, CPA, CGA
Manager Finance and Administration
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APPENDIX C

CAPITAL SPENDING

Projected Combined Capital Spending (s000s)

2028

2027

N

A
%ﬁ%
SRR

L
.

. -

2026

2024 2025

23

2022 20

2021

2020

$400,000

$450,000

sewer system rehabilitation, environmental projects, water meter renewal, and retained earnin

Projected capital spending over the 10-year financial plan incorporates: water main renewal,
funded capital.

.
g 8 8

$300,000
$250,000
$150,000
$100,
$50,0

$350,000
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