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Property taxation, for a varkty of reasons, appears to attract more attention than other 

forms of taxation. Recent increases in revenues generated by property taxation have 

enhanced public awareness and concern. One g o u p  that has expressed concem over the 

fairness of property t a .  levies is the Manitoba Chapter of the Canadian Condominium 

Institute. Representing condominium owners al1 over Manitoba, the group questions the 

fairness of how property t a .  is levied against condominiums. This practicum investigates 

the effects of property taxation on the growing condominium community and on the 

development of condominiums. 

The investigation examines both the theoretical and logistical characteristics of property 

taxation. The investigation considers the faimess of propeny taxation and evaluates it as 

both a wealth tax and as a benefit tax. By examining past govemment decisions there 

was suficient justification for evaluating property tax as both a wealth tax and a benefit 

tau. In evaluating the fairness of property taxation fi-om a condominium perspective, the 

study uses the City of Winnipeg as a case study. The study examines the accuracy of  

assessments and compares property tax revenues fiom condominiums to apportioned 

municipal expenditures. 

The study reveals that condominium owners' concems are partially justified. By 

examining property tau fairness using the definition of a wealth tax, condominiums are 

taxed unfairly but not inequitably. This means that, f b m  a wealth tax perspective, 

although condominiums are taxed unfairiy, this unfaimess is experienced by al1 property 



owners. When condominium property taxation was evaluated as a benefit tax there was 

evidence to suggest that condominiums were taxed fairly according to theory. However, 

when considering Provincial and Winnipeg court decisions, the definition of tax faimess 

becornes Iess apparent. To fully understand the condominium situation additional 

research with more detailed information on municipal budgets and population numbers 

would assist in soIidiGing the findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1 .l INTRODUCTION 

Across Canada and elsewhere there has been a growing interest in taxation and how 

governments manage their growing financial ponfolios. Taxation is not a new issue nor 

is this the first time that it has received significant attention. In Canada, however, this is 

the first time that a number of govemments are not only listening but are taking action. 

The federal govemment has decreased the deficit and several provincial govemments 

operate balanced budgets. The ~eneral conclusion is that &er a lengthy period, senior 

govemments are finally developing responsible financial policies but continue to struggle 

with the large volume of accumulated debt. 

In cornparison to senior govemments, local governments appear to have a dificult time 

developing a sustainable and responsible financial administration. In many instances, 

financial progress by senior govemrnents has resulted in a downloading of 

responsibilities to local govemrnent. This downloading of responsibilities from federal 

and provincial çovemrnents has forced municipal governments to rethink how they fbnd 

and del iver senrices. 

Within the Province of Manitoba, the City of Winnipeg is one municipality that has been 

forced to address this challenging issue. Downloading has placed financial strain o n  

many municipal budsets. In addition, researchers, govemments and planners have 

identified additional factors contributing to the financial arain of managing municipal 

services. The central force on municipal government is the need to maintain and increase 



Evaluating Fariness in Properfy Tax- A Condominium Pempecfn/e 

social programs. These factors have forced the City of Winnipeg to make difficult 

budgeting decisions that include an increased reliance upon property tax as a source of 

revenue. 

The increasing role OF municipal govemments being experienced across the country has 

forced municipalities to deal with two main challenges. The f ~ s t  is to continue to 

provide current programs, while senior govemments contribute decreasing amounts of 

financial assistance. This is evidenced regularly in cultural, social and recreation 

progams being either downsized or canceled as a result of a lack of funding. Further 

evidence of Funding difiïculties is expenenced through partnerships and private funding 

in the form of capital infrastnicture projects. Senior governments have beçun requiring 

municipal govemments to provide a significant portion of these costs. This has 

challenged many municipal governments to identifi methods of generating the necessary 

funds for projects that may benefit those outside their municipal jurisdiction. 

The second source of increasing municipal financial pressures is represented in the 

transfer of responsibility from senior govemments to provincial and municipal 

governments. Althoush this has not occurred significantly in Manitoba, many senior 

govemments are simpl y increasing the responsibi lity of municipal çovemments. A 

recent example in Canada includes Ontario's decision to make social assistance a 

municipal responsibility. 

The changing resource base has forced many municipalities to find additional funds to 

provide services. The comnion method of generating funds for municipal governments 

has been through property taxation. This has resulted in an increase in cornplaints 
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regarding rising level of  taxation being placed on property. Across Canada, there are 

cases where property tax levels have becorne a consideration when determining the 

location of new residences or commercial structures. In Winnipeg, it has b e n  suggested 

that many people choose to reside outside the City Iimits to avoid paying the anticipated 

high level of taxation. 

One group of property owners wishing to challenge current property taxation, and the 

allocation of the tax burden, is the Manitoba Chapter of the Canadian Condominium 

Institute. This group believes their members are not receiving equitable treatment from 

provincial and municipal governments in Manitoba. The group alleges that there is an 

inequitable relationship between property taxes and services received between 

condominiums and other forms of residential uriits. This paper will investigate al1 aspects 

of condominium property taxation to determine if they are inequitably high in 

cornparison to other types of residential property in the City of Winnipeg. The intent 

will be to answer the question: 1s condominium property tax calculated and 

administered in a fair and equitable manner? 

The evaluation of property t a  theory, policy and practice completed in this practicum is 

supported by a contract with the Manitoba Chapter of the Canadian Condominium 

Institute. The objective of the project with the Institute is to detemine if condominiums 

are beinç treated fairly when compared to other types of residential property. One goal 

of the study for the Institute is to develop fact based arguments to support the contention 

that the amount of property taxes paid by condominium owners represents unfair 

treatment. To examine this allegation, the practicum will undertake an investigation of 
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the application of residential property tax in the Province of Manitoba with reliance upon 

the City of Winnipeg as a case study. 

In achieving the objective, the practicum completes a series of neps to increase the 

understanding, use and application of property tax. Each succeeding chapter develops 

upon the previous chapter in the attempt to create a comprehensive understanding of the 

fairness of  condominium property taxation. Chapter One provides the reader with an 

introduction to propercy ta.., its use and general policy. Included is a review of the 

growth in condominium home ownership and what this relatively new form of residency 

has to offer. 

Chapter Two examines national and provincial trends in municipal finance to provide an 

understanding of the role of property taxation. This chapter documents the increasing 

responsibilities evident in municipal expenditure and provides a better understanding for 

the increasinç pressure for property revenue çeneration. National, provincial and 

municipal statistics are reviewed and graphically illustrated to demonstrate the continued 

importance of property tax as a revenue source. Having exarnined the level and use of 

property tax, the C hapter surnmarizes the future role of property taxation in municipal 

finances. It also discusses future levels of property tax and potential alternative revenue 

sources. 

The next two chapters examine the equity and faimess of taxinç reai property. Chapter 

Three discusses the generai theones behind tax faimess and applies them to property t a . .  

This includes review and critical analysis of arguments and positions on propeny tax 

expressed by researchers, authors and the general public. In doing so, the Chapter 
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develops two criteria for examining fairness in property taxation. The methods rely upon 

property taxation being defined either as a wealth tax or as a benefit tax. These two 

methods provide a basis for the examination in Chapters Five and Six. 

The understanding of property taxation developed in C hapter Three provides the 

theoretical basis for an evaluation of the methodology used in levying property tax. 

Inciuded are discussions relating to three components of property tax, including assessed 

value. portioning, and mil1 rate. Also inciuded in the Chapter is an examination of 

Manitoba and Winnipeg experiences in relation to the administration of property tax. 

Specific attention is focused on several studies that have evaluated the performance and 

fairness of property tax in Manitoba. 

In completing an evaluation of fairness in condominium property tax, Chapter Five relies 

upon the niles of tax fairness documented in Chapter Three and the rnethods used to 

determine property ta.. described in Chapter Four. In evaluating propeny tax as both a 

wealth and a benefit tax Chapter Five examines possible avenues in which condominiums 

rnay be receiving inequitable property tax treatment. In doing so the Chapter reviews 

assessrnent accuracy by examining the assessrnent of 278 condominium propenies sold in 

1996. Fairness of property taxation is funher examined through an evaluation of the 

apportioned servicing costs in cornparison to property tax revenues. In completing these 

evaluations, the faimess of condominium propetty taxation is assessed. 

Chapter Six applies the results of Chapter Five to a cross-examination based upon the 

theory discussed throughout the practicum. Included is an extensive discussion regarding 

the definition of property tôu as a wealth tau and a benefit tax. Having done so, the 
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Chapter will also evaluate the fairness of condominium property taxation. The 

applicability of the results are then used to identi& future projects that would serve to 

enhance both the understanding and appropnateness of property taxation. 

1.2 THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PROPERTY TAX 

As indicated previously, property taxation plays an important role in the generation of 

municipal revenues. The significance of property taxation as a source of municipal 

revenues has two popular interpretations. One belief suggests that continual increases in 

property taxation have resulted in increased revenues. Another interpretation of the 

recent increases in property taxation suggests that, although the dollar figure has 

continued to nse, the percentage of municipal revenues derived from property tax has 

actuall y declined (Fisher, 1996; Kitchen, 1992). Despite the differences in these 

interpretations, it is acknowledged that the increasinç reliance on the use of property tax 

is an issue that needs to be addressed. 

The 1996 City of Winnipeg Budget indicated that property tax accounted for 5 1% of total 

revenues. Business tax and grants-in-lieu of taxes brought the total to  65%. In the 1992 

budget, the ratio was quite similar with property tax accounting for 51% of City of 

Winnipeg revenues. Although the percentage of the annual budget has remained 

relatively stable, the dollar amount of property tax revenue increased from $269 Million 

to $346 Million dollars during the same time period. This translates into a revenue 

increase of approximately 7% per annum for the City of Winnipeg. 

As will be discussed in the theory portion of  this report, the fùnds derived from property 

taxation are used for many services not related to the ownenhip o f  property. The most 
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significant is the use of property taxation to fund education. The use of property taxation 

to fùnd education has become widely practiced despite constant questioning from the 

public, authors, and researchers. In 1997, education accounted for 49% of Manitoba's 

property tax bills and 49% of Winnipeg's. 

Since the benefits of education are received directly or indirectly by al1 community 

members and property taxes are the general revenue source, there has been little 

controversy over paying the associated taxes. The primary concerns relate to the use of 

property taxation and the differing contribution to educational standards based on the 

spatial differences in property values. This argument is countered by the suggestion that 

it is not property taxation that creates the inequity but rather the way in which the 

revenues are allocated. Under the scope of this study it would be difficult to address the 

many complex issues associated with the use of propeny taxation in fundinç education. 

The generally accepted belief is that the degree to which property tau is used is not an 

appropriate, however, govemments have refùsed to fully address this issue (Kitchen, 

1992; Ontario Fair Tax Commission, 1993). 

The City of Winnipeg and the Province of Manitoba maintain that property ta .  is an 'ad 

valorem' ta.. . Historically, this has meant that property tax can be levied without any 

direct or visible benefit. Similarly, this position has been used by senior govemments to 

explain the role of other taves including incorne tax. The 'ad valorem' argument 

contends that there is no direct relationship between tau levels and services. The 

philosophy presented is that govemments will spend the revenues to benefit their 

constituencies. 
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1.3 EFFECTS OF PROPERTY TAXATiON ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Although the relationship between taxation and development has yet to be thoroughly 

understood, taxation has long been acknowledged as a fundamental aspect o f  land use 

and development. The relationship between development and property value can be seen 

in the recent surge in building sales in downtown Winnipeg. A Winnipeg appraiser has 

suggested that the recent reassessment of the downtown has decreased property values 

significantly in the area (D. Browaty, persona1 communication, August 12, 1997). The 

reduced assessments have translated into a reduction in property taxation. This, in tum, 

has increased the econornic viability of owning and managing property in the area. 

The exact effects of property taxation on development and revitalization have not been 

heavily researched and, therefore, no conclusive positions on the potential relationships 

have been established. This poses an interesting opportunity for planners. If changes in 

property taxation levels influence development. it may be possible to use property 

taxation to guide urban revitalization and development. In Winnipeg, problems of inner 

city decline and sprawl may be alleviated through property tax policies that place hiçher 

levies on property developed at low density, fùriher away from the downtown core. 

Although this type of mode1 rnay have immediate appeal, there are central issues that 

challenge its application. First. the relationship between property taxation and 

development is not fully understood. Changes in tax policy may have unexpected 

repercussions. Second, the majority of municipal residents live in suburban single family 

homes. Any directive that increases tax in these suburban areas would likely result in 

controversy evident at the t h e  of election. A third challenge in using property tax to 

influence revitalization and development centers around the discussion of municipal 
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finance. The increasing responsibility and financial requirements of municipal 

govemments to provide services and benefits may eventually translate into rising 

property taxation levels. This rnay evenhiaily deter al1 types of property ownership. 

Despite these challenges, property taxation has the potentiai to influence development, 

revitalization and property ownership. This enables planning to become an increasingly 

important factor in the spatial development of municipalities. When a property tau 

system is administered in a way that maximizes equity among property owners, residents 

are more likely to detemine that property taxation is fair. The govemment's response to 

property ta.. equity plays an influential role in the future of urban living and the 

formation of resident ial development. 

Current research on property tax çenerally relates to tau reform and its consequences for 

the municipality (Bird & Slack, 1978; Clark, 1980; Fisher, 1996; Peterson. 1973). 

Roakes, Barrows and Jacobs (1994) completed an investigation into the potential 

irnplementation of 'land value taxation' ( L W )  in place of propew taxation. The essence 

of this research was to establish whether tax levied exciusively on the land ( L W )  would 

result in higher levels of use for the land and potentially more compact urban 

development. LVT offers a theoretical argument that, if impiemented, may encourage 

both higher density development and redevelopment of property. 

The use of the LVT theory to encourage higher density and redevelopment of property 

represents an offspring of traditional property tax theory. One common denominator 

within this aspect of property taxation is the presumption that it affects land use and 

development. Roakes et al. (1994) determined that the taxation of land only, did not 
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influence higher density and redevelopment to a significant degree. As the article 

suggests, a more lengthy study period with a detailed analysis may demonstrate a 

different interpretation of LVT. 

1.4 ISSUES OF PROPERTY TAXATION OF CONDOMINIUMS 

To adequately understand the issues presented in the practicum it is necessary to develop 

an appreciation for condominiums and the type o f  home ownership they represent. As a 

relatively new form o f  home ownership, condominiums allow people to own their 

property while sharing the responsibilities of  maintaining common facilities and areas. 

Specifically, condominiums represent a form of shared ownership. Resident's purchase a 

piece of property and, in doing so, become part owners of the facilities and land. The 

condominium form of  ownership can be used for any residential type of  dwelling, but has 

traditionally been used in apartment and townhouse style developments. More recently 

there has been a marked increase in the development of bare land condominiums. This 

development enables people to buy land, and construct their own dwelling, thus allowing 

for a condominium type ownership of single farnily housing. 

Although not documented, the generally accepted reason for the increasing development 

of condominiums is a combination of  a growing seniors market and changes in social 

perceptions. Condominiums are meeting people's needs by providing a senes of benefits 

including: 

Allowing people to maintain their equity while not being forced to [ive in single 

family housing. Essentially, condominiums are allowing people to live in traditional 
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rental type properties without the perceived loss of money associated with paying 

rent; 

Eliminating labour and reducing c o a s  of property maintenance. Condominiums 

typically share al1 maintenance requirements including building maintenance, 

landscaping and snow removal. This reduction in responsibility may have found a 

market by appealing to seniors and those which desire 'hassle fkee' housing; and 

Ensuring that the neighbourhood maintains a certain level of  upkeep and presentation. 

Because of the common maintenance, it is difficult for a single resident to adversely 

affect other residents by not properly maintaining their property. 

For these and other benefits, condominium owners are willing to pay common eiement 

fees. These fees pay for a variety of services including snow removal. building and 

grounds maintenance. and capital repairs. In many instances, condominium owners pay 

fees for services that are traditionally provided by municipal çovernments or agencies. 

The rising levels of propeny taxation discussed previously have many condominium 

owners questioninç the fairness in treatment of condominiums. The Manitoba Chapter of  

the Canadian Condominium Institute represents condominium owners who have 

expressed concem over the relationship between property tax levels and services 

received. Recognizing the positive features of condominium development and the 

important role propeny taxation can play in development, an investigation into fairness of 

condominium property tax is justified. 
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CHAPTER TWO: UNDERSTANDING MUNICIPAL FINANCE AND 
THE ROLE OF THE PROPERTY TAX 

Property taxation has traditionally provided a significant portion of municipal revenues. 

To fuliy comprehend the factors contributing to the dynamics of property taxation. it is 

necessary to develop a general understanding of municipal finance. The levying of 

property tau is a direct result of municipal govemment's need for revenue in order to 

provide services. The level of municipal service has a direct impact on the revenues 

required by the municipality. This chapter will examine municipal revenue and 

expenditure trends over the last 40 years in Canada. Manitoba and Winnipeg. 

The investigation provides a thorough explanation of the municipal finance trends and the 

impact they have on property taxation as a revenue source. In doing so, the chapter 

examines municipal expenditures in Manitoba and across the country to dernonstrate the 

changes in municipal responsibilities and the associated financial pressures. The impact 

of the increasing service demands on municipal revenues, with specific attention çiven to 

the role of propeny taxation and the need for municipal levy increases, is intended to 

provide a basic understanding of the factors influencing property taxation. 

2.1 LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE 

2.1.1 Local Government Ekpenditure in Manitoba 

Histoncally, property taxation has been used to fund services that directly provide 

benefits to property owners 

government. The traditional 

' hard' infrastructure services, 

as well 

role of 

such as 

as to support the general operations of local 

the municipal government was the provision of 

roads and snow removal, and municipalities had 
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limited involvement in the provision of 'soft' or social services. An examination of the 

applicability of property taxation ofien includes an evaluation of the use of properiy tax 

revenues within current municipal budgets. 

The expanding responsi bil it ies of IocaI government have resulted in discussions about the 

use of property taxation for the community. The advantages discussed ofken reflect the 

concept that local government is better able to represent community interests due to their 

relationship and understanding of the people. Some of the key disadvantages relate to the 

financial pressure placed upon local govemments. These specific points relate to their 

role in providing service. their lack of access to adequate resources, their lack of 

constitutional status and their heavy reliance on property taxation. 

The following graph illustrates the trends in local government expenditures in Manitoba. 

Not included in the graph are the local government expenditures on education, which the 

chart demonstrates have remained just below the 50% mark until the last ten years when 

they increased slightly to just above 50%. Education costs were not included in the çraph 

because they are not considered to be a responsibility of local government. Local 

govemrnents have little power to influence the level of  propeny tax levied to tùnd 

education. 

The most obvious trend is the decline of transportation~communication as a large source 

of municipal expenditure. The graph illustrates a decrease fiorn approximately 18% to 

near 9%. Other notable declines include recreation, culture and regional planning and 

debt charges. 
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Figure 2.1: Local Covernment Expenditure in Manitoba 

Local Government Expenditure 

1975 1985 

Year 

. . . . . . . . - . . -- + Cicricriil Services 
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+ TransportationlCommunlcallon 

++ Health 

+ Social Services 
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Development 

+ Environment 

- Recreatlon 8 Culture 

- Houslng 

4 Reglonal Planning 

-0- Transfers to own enterprises 

-X- Debt Charges 

+4- Olher Expenditures 

. . . - . -. . . - - - . -. - . . .- - - - . . - -- - -. . - - - - - 

Source: Staiistics Canada, 199 1 
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Corresponding increases have occurred in the areas of social services, environmental and, 

to a limited extent, health protection and conservation/industrial development. Generally, 

increases in expenditures have occurred where the relationship to property is much less 

obvious. It is probable that local govemments will continue to increase expenditures in 

service areas that display no irnmediate benefit to the property owner. This may support 

the efforts aimed at maintaining the general quality of life. The current inability of local 

govemment to generate other sources of revenue suggests that property ta.. will continue 

to impact the funding of local government. 

2.7.2 National Trends in Local Govemment Ekpenditures 

The trends in local government expenditures for Manitoba confim the popufar belief that 

the role of local government is changing. The increase in expenditures for soft services 

reflect the fact that municipal governments have become more involved in the 

governance and servicinç of the citizens of Manitoba. The change in municipal servicing 

responsibilities has increased pressure on municipal finance. 

As Figure 2.2 indicates, Manitoba's situation is similar to the national trend. Local 

govemment expenditures reflect a decrease in the importance of transportation and 

communication, but show a marked increase in the 'soft' services including environment, 

health and social services. While the Manitoba pattern of expenditure is very similar to 

that found across Canada, the national expenditure trends are not as pronounced. One 

exception is the rapid increase in social service expenditures. From 1985 to 1994, these 

expenditures have doubled as a percent of local govemment expenditures. Sirnilar to 
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Figure 2.2: National Average of Local Government Expenditiires 

National Average of Local Government Expenditures 

1975 1 985 

Year 
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Manitoba, these expenditures reflect the increased pressures being placed upon the traditional 

sources of revenue in local municipalities. 

2.1.3 Ekpenditure on Educafîon 

Since 1965, education has been the single largest expenditure funded through property tax. As 

the following graph indicates, the percentage of expenditure for education in Manitoba has 

remained relatively constant over the last ten years. However, on a national level. expenditures 

have decreased by almost 9 % over the last forty yean. With approxirnately a one and one half 

percent decrease in the last ten years. There are two possible explanations for this change in 

municipal spending patterns. 

Figure 2.3: Local Governrnent Expenditures on Education - Manitoba & Canada 

Local Government Expenditure on Education 

Year 

+ National Average 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 

The first possible explanation is a reduction in education spending. Further examination of local 

govemment education expenditures suggests this is not the case. The examination actually 



Evaluating Faüness in Propetty T w  A Condomimurn PerspediVe 

revealed yearly increases in expenditures over the last 20 years within Winnipeg. The second, 

and more accurate, explanation is a rapid increase in other aspects of municipal finance such as 

health, protection and social services. An increase in non-educational expenditures has resulted 

in education being forced to occupy a decreasing percentage of overall municipal expenditures. 

In addition several provinces, including Ontario, have undertaken restnictunng of property 

taxation for the purpose of addressing the changing resource base and the funding of education. 

Upon examination, at both the national and the provincial level it has been confirmed that a 

change in municipal spending patterns has occurred. Specifically, a rnarked increase is seen in 

both the amount, and percentage, of municipal expenditures associated with the provision of soft 

services including social programs, health protection and environmental. Due to these 

increasing financial responsibilities, pressure has been placed on municipal revenue sources and, 

as a result. hiçher levels of property taxation are being incurred. 

2.2 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SOURCES 

2.2.1 Review of National Municipal Revenue Sources 

The key issues in the property taxation debate include: What the revenues are being used for; and 

Why these services are being Funded out of property tax. The assonment of services currently 

being offered by local government are fùnded by three means. They include: transfer payments, 

property tax. and other sources of revenues including user fees and fines. 
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Property taxation has played a significant d e  in the generation of traditional municipal 

revenues. During the past twenty years, the amount that property tax has contributed to 

municipal revenues appean to have increased dramatically. The above chart 

demonstrates the arnount of property tax generated in each province. As the graph 

illustrates, property taxation revenues have increased dramatically over the last forty 

years. In Manitoba, the increases have not b e n  as substantial when compared to other 

provinces. To fùlly understand the effens of property taxation, further research should 

be completed that compares property taxation increases to the changes noted in the Gross 

Domestic Product and inflation. 

There are two possible reasons for the diffenng levels of propev tax increases that have 

occurred in each province. The first, and most obvious, reason is a larger assessrnent 

base. Having a large assessment base allows govemments to çenerate more revenue 

without taving any one property too heavily. As the chart indicates, the larçer and more 

densely populated provinces reflect the greatest amount of revenue being generated 

through property tax. In these cases, the higher revenues reflect larger expenditures 

resulting from a larger population. This type of demogaphics requires municipal 

govemments to spend more money on the services they provide. The second reason may 

be that the revenue generated is more reflective of difiering levels of taxation. 

A more revealing evaluation of property tax would be to examine the arnount of property 

tax levied against similar residential dwellings across Canada. The following table is a 

cornparison of property tau levied on a comparable house in different cities across 

Canada in 1997. For the purposes of the study, a comparable house is defined as: a t hree 
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bedroom bungalow of  1,200 square feet on a 5,500 square foot lot; 10 to 15 years old; 

one car garage; and a Ml  basement but no recreation room or fireplace (for hrther  details 

see Appendix A). 

Munici 
Edmonton 636.8-56 

749.000 
Red Deer 60.023 
Medicine 45.892 6509 

Table 2.1: Property Tax in Canada Major Urban Centres 
City 

1 Hat 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

- - - - - - - 1 Yellowknife 1 $1.330 1 3961 1 O 1 32.291 1 1 
Source: City of Edmonton Planning and Developrnent Department, November 1997. 

Uther 
O 
O 

As noted in the chart, when considering the taxes applied to a standard single family 

Population 

Credits 

O 
O 

Total 
$1.514 
$1.640 

dwelling. the City of Winnipeg ranked 16" out o f  17 in 1997. This study revealed that 

Net 
Property 
Ta. 

when ranked nationally, Winnipeg property tax was one of the highest in the country. 

Property Tau Levy National 
Rank 

Levy 

$1.514 
S1.640-7 

The City of Montreal was the only city with higher property taxation levels. The 

Home 
0w;ner 

Gram or 

5 

property taxation being Ievied against single family homes is affected by a variety of 

issues including: services provided, population being served, amount of transfer payment 

fiorn other levels of  govemment, arnount of  debt and ability o f  the local govemment to  

generate revenues using alternat ive means. 
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Figure 2.2: Nationai Cornparison of Property Tiix as a Percentage of Municipal Revenues 

Property Tax as a Percentage of Municipal Revenue 

1 

1975 1985 

Year 

- - - - - - - . - - . . 
-4- NeMoundland 

-a- P E I .  
+ Nova Scotia 
-)t- New Brunswick 

-JC- Quebec 
+ Ontario 

Manltoba - Saskatchewan - Alberta 

-6- British Columbla 

-canada --- - -- - - 

Source: Statistics Canada, 199 1 



An increase in property taxation is often association with increases in other local 

government revenue sources. Figure 2 -2 demonstrates property taxation as a percentage 

of municipal revenue over the last twenty-eight years. As the graph illustrates, 

Manitoba's property tax as a percentage of the municipal revenue is similar to the 

national average. The graph demonstrates an interesting aspect in that there has been a 

decline in property taxation as a municipal revenue source. This decline, which began 

before 1965, stabilized around 1985 and, at that time, began to increase in most areas 

across the nation. Since then, al1 provinces but one have had property taxation increase 

as a percentage of their municipal revenue. Based on the findings in this graph, Manitoba 

and Winnipeg are consistent in their reliance on property taxation as a revenue source 

when compared to other provinces and govemments across Canada. 

2.2.2 Review of National Property Tax Levied Againsf Condominiums 

Across Canada, provinces and municipalities have varying power to apply different levels 

of taxation on distinct property types. The categories of property types include: 

residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, civic, and education. The residential 

categones are the primary focus for the purpose of this project. Most municipalities have 

subdivided the residential category into two primaq groupings: single-family dwellinç 

and apartmenthentai units. The Province of Manitoba is one of few provinces that 

currently treat condominiums as a distinct type of residential unit. 

Outside Manitoba, condominiums usually receive the sarne treatment as a single-family 

residential unit. Manitoba's current move towards the residential property tax 

standardization process appears to be making Manitoba more consistent with other 
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regions across Canada. Property tax standardization in Manitoba is a 10 year program 

that will see al1 residential units taxed on 45% of the 'fair market value'. The details and 

implications of this initiative are discussed in Chapter 4. 

Two major factors influence a condominium owner's acceptance of property taxation. 

The factors are indicated as being the amount of property tax being levied on 

condominiums and the services being received by condominiums in relation to their 

taxes. 

The amount of propeny taxation levied against a condominium influences an 

owner's acceptance and hi slher scrutiny of the benefits received in relation to 

those taxes. For example, in British Columbia and Alberta, it is uniikely that 

condominium property taxation is a major source of complaint because these 

levels are the lowest in Canada (as shown in section 2.2). In urban centres 

where propeny taxes are higher, including Winnipeg, property owners may 

feel inclined to evaluate the benefits and the service levels they are receiving. 

The level of service received may also contnbute to the acceptance of 

property taxation. In Winnipeg, some condominiums do not receive çarbage, 

park maintenance, road maintenance and snow clearing from the City. yet 

owners pay property taxes as if they did receive such services. The property 

t a .  revenues generated from condominium owners by municipal govemments 

are used as an important source of fùnding. However, condominium owners 

may not be entitled to the seMces they are funding. It appears that similar 

situations exist across the nation. The common variations often occur in the 
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level of services received by condominiums. For instance, in several urban 

centres, garbage collection is provided for condominiums. 

Upon review, Manitoba has demonstrated consistent treatment of condominiums with 

regards to the Ievying of property tax. The current portioning phase-in will create a 

propeny tax system that is compatible with practices across Canada. 

2.3 CHANGING DIRECTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE 

The changing direction of local govemment expenditure has placed financial pressure on 

traditional revenue sources. As indicated previously, the percentage of local çovernrnent 

revenues derived from property tax decreased fiom 1965 to 1985. Since that time, there 

has been a steady increase in this percentage in most areas across the nation. Although 

governments are utilizing property tau to generate revenue sources, there are many local 

govemments who have responded to the increasing financial requirements by exploring 

alternative methods of generating revenues. 

Manitoba and Winnipeg's response to their chançing roles indicate that new revenue 

sources are being utilized including user fees, private public partnenhips and increased 

transfer payments. However, an increased dependency on property t ax continues to 

occur. For example, in Winnipeg property taxes are expected to increase 4% - 5% 

between 1997 and 1998. Given that in 1997, Winnipeg was ranked the second most 

highly taved major urban centre with regards to property, fbnher increases in this type of 

revenue source is likely to influence taxpayers' acceptance of the generation of tbese 

funds. 
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CHAPTER THREE: AN OVERVIEW OF PROPERTY TAXATION 
THEORY 

The changing urban structure and its effect on municipal finances has been an issue for 

many years (Bahl, 1979; Bird and Slack, 1978). Municipal government traditionally has 

provided services directly associated with real property such as roads, sewers, fire and 

police protection, and garbage collection. As indicated previously, the changing rote in 

municipal finance has required a new focus with regards to the generation o f  necessary 

funds. Municipal governments are responding to increasing financial pressures through 

an increased use of property tax. The public's awareness and concern regarding the level 

of  taxation and services has made property tax one of the most controversial rnethods of 

taxation (Bird, 1995; Kitchen, 1992; Ontario Fair Tax Commission, 1993; Welch, 1980). 

It is a commonly held public belief that the paying of property taxes should be reflected 

in services received (Ontario Fair Tax Commission, 1993; Welch, 1980). In contrast, 

government has typically considered property taxation to be an 'ad valorem' tax or a tau 

based on wealth regardless of services provided. As a result of the different fundamental 

beliefs that the public and the govemment have regarding property taxes, it can be 

understood why such scrutiny occurs regarding this issue. A discussion of these issues in 

relation to property taxation and the role property tax revenues have in municipal finance 

will form a key pan of this practicum. 

3.1 TAXED OUT OF NECESSITY 

To best understand the reasonhecessity for property taxation within the municipal 

fiarnework there must be an understanding of municipal budgets. The jurisdiction and 
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capacity to Ievy property taxes has been given to each municipality by its respective 

provincial government. Originally, property taxation was intended to fùnd the 'hard' 

services, such as roads and water (Fisher, 1996). Gradudly, the responsibilities of 

municipal govemments have increased to include libraries, parks and community 

programs. These are referred to as 'soft' services (Bird & Slack, 1993). One of the moa 

important additions to the role of municipal govenunent has been the inclusion of 

delivery and financing responsibility for equity and social programs. Funher, in the case 

of health and social assistance, the responsibility for social programs has ofien been 

transferred to municipal governments without providing a significant change in revenue. 

The expanding role and changing responsibilities of municipal govemments has resulted 

in the need to increase municipal revenues. The public's concern over the high level of 

the property tax has forced municipalities to search for other sources of revenue. One of 

the avenues open to municipal çovernment has been the introduction of user fees for local 

govemment services. There are two main reasons for this change. 

First, these additional funds can be directed to general revenues that may help to alleviate 

the need for further increases in property tax (Clark, 1980; Ontario Fair Tau Commission, 

1993). The second factor is the ability to assign the cost of the service to the actual user. 

A negative aspect of user fees is that they do not take into account the user's ability to 

pay. This fundamental principle of equity again raises questions as to the application of 

user fees as a revenue source. 

The rationale for implementing user fees is varied. Where user fees have been 

implemented, two contrasting arguments appear to be emerging. The first argument is 
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that user fees allocate the financial responsibility to the 'user'. This creates a fairer and 

more efficient process for raising revenues and managing municipal services. The 

opposing arguments suggest this has created an inequitable treatment of people based 

upon their ability to pay the fees for services. The move of municipal govemment 

invoking fees for services may indicate an evolution fiom a community focus to a more 

capitalist approach invoiving individual interests. 

Current budgetary trends indicate that property tax revenues are progressing towards 

expenses and services associated with people, versus those associated with property 

(Strick, 1992). Under the current conditions, municipal govemrnents will eventually 

need to consider what balance of property taxes and user fees represents an acceptable 

level of social responsibility and financial necessity. This is particularly important if the 

capacity of municipal govemrnent to create alternative sources of revenue is restructured 

or circumscribed by provincial govemments. 

The increased responsibiiities of municipal government can be attnbuted to the 

increasing expenditures associated with the increasing responsibility for the deiivery of 

services. This changing role of municipal govemment has increased the reliance upon 

propeny tax to hnd new services. Without the introduction of additionai revenue 

sources for municipalities. the pressures placed on property taxation to suppon the need 

for revenue wili continue to escalate. 

3.2 THEORIES OF EQUITY AND THEIR ARGUMENTS 

Taxes and controversy go hand in hand, and property tax is no exception. The current 

rise in property taxation levels has renewed old arguments and established new ones. The 
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relationship between equity and property taxation is usually not perceived as being 

balanced. Equity is invariabiy a central issue during discussions of property taxation. 

There has been significant controversy over the fairness of property taxation. In 

discussion of tax fairness there are two general definitions of taxes including, wealth and 

benefit. A wealth tax generates revenue based upon an indicator of wealth that, in this 

case, is real property. The second method of evaluating tax faimess is to rely upon a cost 

benefit analysis. Such analysis compares the level of serviceshenefits with the level of 

taxation. The following two sections will examine equity under these methods. 

3.2.1 The Property T'x as a Wealth Tax 

When defining faimess of a wealth tax the prirnary focus is to ensure the tax levels 

reflect the person's ability to pay. This has been suggested to be a fundamental weakness 

in property taxation (Harris, 1982: Report of the Manitoba Assessrnent Review 

Cornmittee, 1982; Ontario Fair Tax Commission, 1993). This issue is a key factor in the 

debate over equity and it is central to the argument that tax is regressive (Clark. 1980; 

Break, 1979; Kitchen, 1992). A tau is defined as regressive when tax levels are not 

reflective of one's ability to pay. The literature generally argues that property taxation is 

a regressive ta.. and, therefore, is an undesirable method of generating revenue (Clark, 

1980; Break, 1979; Kitchen, 1992). 

One of the fundamental arguments against property taxation relates to the fact that it 

meets the critena for a regressive tax. Kitchen States that a regressive tax is "one that 

consumes a larger ponion of lower incomes and a srnaller portion of larçer incomes" 

(1 992. p. 22). The Ontario Fair Tax Commission (1 993) suggested property taxation was 

regressive because lower income property owners inevitably paid a higher proportion of 



their income. The Commission's argument concentrateci on the faa that tax was being 

levied on a property, with little assurance that the owner had the ability to pay. This 

argument is often used when comparing propeny tax to other types of tax, such as income 

tax. The literature suggests that while the discussions of the regressive nature of property 

taxation remain popular, they have had limited influence on changing its use for 

municipal revenues. 

The discussions surrounding the regressive nature of property taxation has been 

supponed by the work of several researchers (Kitchen, 1992; Netzer, 1973). George 

Peterson (1973) emphasized the problem of regressive taxes by stating that property tax 

"involves the elderly who may be on a fixed income, and whose property tax could, and 

most likely will increase. Ofien, the result is a larger portion of their income being spent 

on property taxes. to the point where it may force the individual to move out of their 

dwelling" (p. 57). In his article entitled "Virtues of Property Tax" (19821, Jack Hams 

suggests that propeny taxation discourages home improvement. This reasoning proposes 

that the increased value of a home as a result of any improvements/renovations will often 

become reflected in higher property taxation levels in the niture. This, in turn, makes the 

property more expensive to maintain. This is a key argument in the Land Value Taxation 

discussed earlier; essentially property taxation is used to accommodate and even 

encourage higher density use of land. 

The City of Winnipeg has introduced a new home buyer and home renovation tax 

reduction programs that appear to respond to this concept. The purpose of the programs 

is "to encourage and assist" both constniction and renovation (please see Appendix B for 

the respective by-laws). It is recognized that these improvements are not necessarily 
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reflective of more wealth but rather of an attempt to maintain or improve the quality of a 

residence. 

Another aspect of regressiveness is the debate surrounding the philosophy of 'ad 

valorem'. The term 'ad valorem' is used to suggest that property is associated with, and 

is used as a means to determine, wealth (Bird & Slack, 1978; Fisher, 1996). The 

literature indicates there is a problern when claiming that property is a sign of wealth 

(Kitchen, 1 992; Ontario Fair Tax Commission, 1993; Peterson, 1973). In investigating 

this point, the Ontario Fair Tax Commission made reference to Ernst and Young's "The 

U'ealth Report" (1990), which studied the relationship between household income and 

the vaiue of the residential unit. The results revealed that the higher the household 

income, the Iower the percentage of wealth related to the residential unit. This 

conclusion provides strong support for the argument that property value is not an 

appropriate indicator of overall wealth. 

The appiicability of usinç property to determine or estirnate household wealth can also be 

argued fiom another basis. Michael Bell and John Bowman (1990) sugçest that the value 

of the property can only truly be determined at the point when the property is sold. h y  

increases in assessments represent a tax on unrealized theoretical profit. In addition, if 

property is taxed as an indicator of wealth, then there should be an allowance for coas 

associated with the property. The most obvious example relates to the taxing of two 

identical properties where one is mortgaged and one is fully owned. How can it be 

suggested that the two properties indicate the same amount of wealth? These arguments 

provide insight into the controversial question: should housing andor property be seen as 
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a nght, a necessity or a form of wealth? In the report, the authors suggest that property 

does not always indicate wealth or one's ability to pay. 

3.2.2 The Property Tax as a Benefit Tax 

The ability to pay is only one aspect by which the equity of property taxation can be 

evaluated. A second approach in determining the equity of property taxation is to use 

cost-benefit anaIysis (Bird, 1995; Zodrow, 1983). This method establishes that the level 

of taxation must be reflected in the servicedbenefits received. When this approach is 

used, municipalities traditionally respond by claiming that property taxation is an 'ad 

valorem' tax and that taxation is not related to level of serviceshenefits. The 'ad 

vaIorem' system suggests that the value and the cost of services availabIe to the property 

are included in the assessed value. AIthough this is a generally accepted argument. it 

does not account for v q i n g  property tax treatment of diRering types of property. This 

issue remains controversial and will be discussed fùrther. 

Benefit analysis attempts to explain the relationship between the level of tax paid and the 

levei of service provided. This debate is based on the general belief that taxes are 

expected to redistnbute wealth by establishing and maintaining a minimally acceptable 

standard of living (Break, 1979; Smith, 1993; Welch, 1980). On the other hand, there 

appears to be a significant portion of the public that has expressed a desire for tax levels 

to reflect benefits received. This concept of cost and benefit is the basis of a popular, yet 

controversial, research mode1 known as the Tiebout Hypothesis. 

The Tiebout Hypothesis suggests that cornpetition between municipalities maintains 

lower taxes. In his hypothesis, Tiebout argues a municipality that demands high taxes for 
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services will eventuaily lose residents and businesses to  neighbounng municipalities that 

provides a more favourable balance between costs and benefits. ïhrough this constant 

state of competition it is believed rnunicipalities will be forced to operate at an efficient 

level and to provide services reflecting the desires of  the community. This mode1 is also 

dependent on other assumptions including that: people are highly mobile; neighbounng 

municipalities are present; and the public is aware o f  al1 the possible services. These 

assumptions highlight the weakness in this hypothesis. (Zodrow, 1983). 

The assurnption that ail citizens are highly mobile is not applicable in al1 circumstances. 

It is well documented that most citizens are not highly mobile (Ontario Fair Tax 

Commission, 1993, Roakes et al., 1994; Zodrow, 1983). The effects of income 

segregation associated with urban and suburban development have also been well 

documented. 

Similady, the availability of neiçhbounng municipalities is not necessarily applicable. 

For example, there are no other municipalities in the vicinity of Winnipeg that provide 

the same lcvel of serviceshenefits to its residents. The City of Winnipeg has been 

affected by the use of its services by the residents of other neighbounnç municipalities. 

Using Tiebout's reasoninç, an argument could be made that the method o f  financial 

management and the increasing c o a s  within the City of Winnipeg has been a result of the 

Iack of  competition being provided by other municipalities. 

Tiebout also assumes that individuals are aware o f  al1 o f  the possible seMces available to 

them in the community. Tiebout believes that individuals will seek to obtain more 

benefits and services if their wants and needs have not been met. One result of this 
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imbalance between the costs dispensed and the benefits received is a form of tax flight 

rather than a conscious decision to obtain more benefits/resources. Zodrow (1983) 

supports Tiebout's belief that once people realize that their property taxes are not 

reflective of the benefits received they may seek new locations. 

The overall result has been that the central municipality is lefi with a higher proportion of 

lower income residents who are more dependent upon the municipal infrastructure and 

the services provided. The question arising out of this pattern: What are the costs of 

social equity? Aithough Tiebout's hypothesis provides potential indications for the 

future, it does not anticipate the development of this type of spacial inequity or solutions 

to such a problem. 

3.2.3 Summary 

Despite the negative aspects of property taxation, some researchers still accept it as a 

feasible form of generating necessary funds. Discussions surrounding the effectiveness 

of propeny taxation usually involve the theory of equity and wealth tau. if real propeny 

is to be viewed as a form of wealth then there appears to be little reason to question the 

fairness of propeny taxation (Kitchen, 1992). The acceptance of property taxation as a 

wealth tau relies upon the publics understanding of several key factors. The factors 

include: that property taxation meets a financial requirement of the municipal 

çovemment; that it should be seen as a tax calculated according to the value of the 

property; and, that property taxation does not necessarily result in the direct delivery of 

services fiom the municipality to the property. Based on cornmon public concems, it 

appears as if either the pubiic does not accept or does not understand the key factors 

discussed above. 
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3.3 MANITOBA'S EXPERIENCE WITH PROPERTY TAXATION 

Across Canada there appears to be increasing vocal resistance toward property taxation. 

As discussed previously, in a 1997 City of Edmonton study, Winnipeg ranked second 

highea in Canada in regards to levels of property taxation. Only Montreal was found to 

have higher propev taw levels. 

The high taxes associated with residing in Winnipeg have resulted in much opposition 

and controversy. The first major issue that focused on levels of property taxation 

occurred in the late 1980's with the Headingley secession. This was followed in 1995 by 

the St. GermainNemette controversy and referendum. 

3.3.1 Headingley 

The Headingley situation was the result of the Headingley resident 's displeasure towards 

tax policies that they believed were unfair. M e r  joining the City of Winnipeg in 1972, 

Headingley had its rural agricultural tax rates removed and property was then taxed at 

City of Winnipeç levels. This represented a major tax increase to the residents and 

property owners in Headingley. 

In addition, the 1987-89 reassessments and changes in ponioning resulted in funher 

increases in their property taxation, leading to fùrther displeasure towards the City of 

Winnipeg assessrnent department. Many residents signed a petition expressing their 

concems. This group of residents was the leading force in the fight against the propeny 

tax policies and later became known as the Headingley Taxpayers Association (Province 

of Manitoba, 1989). The basis of the controversy was that while Headingley area 
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residents were taxed at the same rate as the rest of Winnipeg, they received fewer 

services. 

To address the residents' concerns, the Govemment of Manitoba's Department of Urban 

Anairs sponsored an investigation and information gathering report to be used by both 

residents and governrnent in discussions and decision making with respect to the future of 

the Headingley cornmunity. The consultant study team was expected to examine the 

following three options: 

Option 1. To establish a separate rural municipality of  Headingley 

Option 2. To amalgamate with an adjacent municipality 

Option 3. To remain within the jurisdiction of the City of Winnipeg 

The purpose of the study was to provide information and not to make recornmendations. 

Summary of the Repon 

The study emphasized an approach of "consultation, multi-disciplinary evaluation and 

comprehensive data analysis. (p. 4)" A large component of the study was an evaluation of 

the taxes paid by Headingley residents and the value of the seMces received. To 

determine the cons anributed to providing municipal services for the Headingley area, an 

examination of the services and the budget of the City of Winnipeg was performed. 

The nea  nep in the process was to develop a per capita con  for each service the City 

provided. The study tearn multiplied the per capita coas by the Headingley population to 

derive a cost per service apportioned to the Headingley area. The total costs were 
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compared to the property tax revenue generated fiom Headingley property owners. This 

comparison revealed that the City of Winnipeg received revenues at a rate almost double 

the estirnated service cost. 

With a rate of almost two times the estimated cost, it appears that the Headingley 

residents' belief in an unfair tax policy was justified. Although not documented, it has 

been generally accepted that the combination of public controversy and unfair levels of 

property tax were the main contributing factors in the Province's decision to approve the 

Headingley secession from the City of Winnipeg. 

3.3.2 St. Germaine Wermetfe 

In 1995, the Province and the City of Winnipeg once again faced residents over concems 

relating to levels of property taxation and associated levels of service. Similar to 

Headingley, St. GermaidVertnette is a semi-rural area on the fnnge of Winnipeg. 

Although part of Winnipeg, this area has experienced a lower level of service than other 

Winnipeg residents and propeny owners. 

In response to residents' concerns, the Department of Urban Affairs commissioned a 

smdy to evaluate current conditions and examine alternatives. The St. 

GermaineNemette study examined three alternative arrangements for municipal 

govemance and taxation. The three options examined were: 

Option 1. To becorne an independent rural municipality. 

This option involved exarnining secession fiom the City of 

Winnipeg and represented a situation similar to Headingley. This 
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option was evaluated against the costs necessary to maintain 

existing service levels and the costs of more traditionai rural 

municipality servicing. 

Option 2. Ioin the existing Rural Municipality of Richot. 

This option examined the coas and benefits of seceding from 

Winnipeg and in joining the existing Rural Municipality of Richot. 

Option 3. Remain in the City of Winnipeg. 

This option evaluated maintaining the current situations and 

investigated any possible tax concessions. This included an 

analysis of three potential ways to provide any concessions. 

Summary of the R e ~ o r t  

The consultant team used a combination of servicekost analysis to examine each of the 

potential options. The City of Winnipeg provided the 1996 operating costs apportioned to 

the St. GermainNemette area. In each option, these apportioned costs were compared to 

the expected cons and the semice levels under the three alternative taxation options. The 

report revealed that under the options, an amalgamation with the Rural Municipality of 

Richot presented the greatest tax saving to St. GermaineNermette residents. Such an 

arnalgamation also representrd the lowest level of servicing. 

For this practicum, the most applicable component of the consultant's report was the 

analysis of the issues relating to St. GermaineNemette remaining in the City of 

Winnipeg. The financial analysis revealed that the City of Winnipeg's apportioned costs 



to services in the area totaled $1,273,224, which was more than the $1,008,636 generated 

by area property tax levies. The City of Winnipeg, the Province of Manitoba and most 

residente in the City did not wished any M h e r  erosion of the City as a result of 

secession. As such, the City of Winnipeg and the Province of Manitoba needed to find a 

manner with which to appease the angry residents while keeping St. Germainelvermette 

in Winnipeg. The report of the Executive Policy Cornmittee (EPC) for the City of 

Winnipeg proposed a solution on November 13, 1996 [files EL-2 1 Vol. 13 & FE ( 1997) 

(Vol. 1 )] (Please see Appendix D). EPC recommended: 

The Council approve an annual gram ofS250 ro each owner of Restdenrial 1 resïdence in if ïnnipeg 
does nor hme access to wafer and m e r  service. 

In its decision, the EPC suggested that the "absence of waterlsewer could be used as an 

identifier in order to select qualifying properties through the computerized tax role." 

(Executive Policy Cornmittee, 1997) The reasoning behind the tax reduction is not 

completely understood. One aspect of the EPC report reiterates suppon for the ad 

valorem property tax system while in the next paragraph the report suggests that 

"taxpayers in the semi-mral areas within the Winnipeg boundaries do not have the same 

conveniences as other tax payers." (EPC, 1997) Council's decision to provide St. 

GermaineNerrnette property owners with a tau reduction gant again suggests the City of 

Winnipeg acknowledges inconveniences and lack of seMces as unfair tax policies. 

3.4 FAIRNESS IN THE PROPERTY TAX: CURRENT DIRECTIONS 

The contrasting interpretation of property taxation as a wealth or benefit tax challenges 

the identification of effective cnteria for determining faimess. In his writings about 

Adam Smith, a well-known analyst of tax systems, Break (1979) suggests there are 



several elementary conditions to which a tax must adhere if it is going to be considered 

fair. Two conditions specifically relevant to property tax are: 

taxes must be easy to understand and easy to administer; and 

that any benefits of the tax revenues must be equally accessible. 

Those researchers developing concepts on tax fairness have revisited the traditional 

arguments and have found that many are still current. The 1993 Ontario Fair Tax 

Commission evaluated fairness of taxation based on two principles: one's ability to pay 

and the benetits received. The Commission sponsored several studies that demonstrated 

that property taxation was not reflective of either of these cnteria and, therefore, cannot 

be considered a fair tax. 

In addition to studying property taxation fairness through the use of established principles 

or conditions, researchers also evaluate it using benefit analysis. Under this concept, the 

assumption is made that property taxation provides a direct and visible benefit to property 

owners. 

As recently as 1997, Paul Hobson suggested property tax could be viewed as a benefit 

tax. One of the key aspects in Hobson's argument was that many of the municipal 

services being provided could also be delivered if not administered, by the private sector. 

Most of the services he referred to were the hard services such as sewer, water, roads, 

hydro, garbage etc. Many municipalities across Canada have begun to adopt user fees for 

these services. These fees attempt to increase consumer awareness while allocating costs 

in an equitable manner. For 25 years, Manitoba has seen the adoption of user fees for 
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water and sewer services. Several municipalities have also begun to administer user fee 

syaems for garbage collection. 

The municipal transition to user pay systems provides an oppominity to expand upon the 

benefit concept of property taxation. In most circumstances, municipal governments 

have had to approach their respective provincial govemments for the authoiity to adopt a 

user pay systern. The City of Winnipeg adopted this type of system for water and sewage 

as a means of recovering operating costs associated with these senices. In the past, these 

types of services were funded through revenue denved fiom property tax. However, 

increasing responsibilities of local govemment have meant that municipalities are often 

responsible for services that could not operate on a user fee basis. Such services are 

matters of equity and include health, social assistance, recreation and culture. 

There are two obvious viewpoints in any evaluation of user fees. The first view 

establishes that user fees transfer the cost of the service directly to the user and can be 

classified as a benefit tax. This tau is considered to be fair according to the definitions 

discussed previously. Winnipeg has begun to adopt user fees for recreational facilities 

and libraries. Outside Winnipeg, the majonty of municipal governments have also 

adopted user fees for certain services. This method forces the cost of the services upon 

those individuals who choose to use the facilities. 

The opposing argument to user fees suggests that by implementing user fees there is no 

common equity. This position argues that govemrnent has a responsibility to provide 

services and public resources to al1 its citizens. Obviously, under a user pay system there 

is limited or no opportunity for an equitable distribution of resources. A review of the 
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literature on the role of user fees suggests that they can have both a positive and a 

negative influence on the community. The only agreed upon point is that the use of this 

type of revenue generation will likely increase. 

Municipal finance has traditionally had the role of providing seMces that directly affect 

people. The Ontario Fair Tax Commission investigation noted that the most frequent 

complaints were about property tax rather than senior governments' sales tax or income 

tax. Hamy Kitchen (1992) susgests that property taxation receives so much attention 

because of the direct effect municipal finance has on taxpayers and residents of the 

community. Hobson & St. Hilaire (1997) has expanded on this concept to suggest a 

perceived connection between property tax and services received. It is the direct effect of 

municipal finance and this perception that ofien results in voiced concems fiorn many in 

the community. 

The relationship between property taxation and municipal services is an issue that 

governments have been forced to accept and to address. Their challenge has been to 

develop a system that provides for both faimess in administration and fairness in received 

benefits. The Tiebout Hypothesis suçgeas taxes should be evaluated on a benefit basis 

regardless of t he government 's t a .  policy. 

With this in mind, there is one element of tax fairness on which al1 parties appear to 

agree. For taxes to be considered fair any benefits derived fiom the expenditure of those 

tax revenues must be accessible to d l .  The question then arises: do condominium owners 

have access to the same benefits and govemments seMces when compared to other 

forms of housing? 
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As seen in the many theories and principles about property taxation, the issues 

surrounding tax faimess are not easil y resolved. The City of Winnipeg and the Province 

of Manitoba maintain a strict position that property tax is not a benefit tax. However, 

some of their actions appear to contradict their stated views. 

The Province has allowed municipalities under its direct control to invoke user fees for 

services traditionally funded through property taxation. A specific example relates to the 

current practice of sewer and water billing previously fiinded by general municipal 

revenues. In Winnipeg, water and sewer billing has occurred on a cost recovery basis 

since 1974. Other examples include user fee system for garbage collection implemented 

by Portage La Prairie. Utilization of user fee systems are controlled by The Municipal 

Act (1996) and The City of Winnipeg Act (1989). Consider that in Portage, garbage 

collection is established as a benefit/sewice and is charged as such. However, in any 

neighbouring rnunicipality çarbaçe collection is not considered a direct benefit, and is 

fùnded through general tax revenues. This creates a contradictory situation in which two 

municipalities, governed by the same body, have implemented different tax policies. 

Similar inconsistencies have occurred under the administration of the City of Winnipeg 

where actions have suggested that there is definitely a relationship between services and 

municipal revenues. Recently, Winnipeg augmented its revenue base by applying/ 

increasing user fees for recreation, information, and hard services. How can the City and 

the Province maintain and justify a policy that property tax has no correlation to benefits, 

yet, at the same time invoke a new fee system where they attempt to allocate the costs of 

the senice directly to the user? 
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The classification of property tax as either a benefit or a wealth tax plays an important 

role when evaluating faimess. Each category reflects a different view of taxation. As 

indicated previously, citizens across the nation have generally viewed property tax as a 

benefit tax while governments have maintained an 'ad vaiorem' definition. In Manitoba 

there appears to be a basis for defining property tax by either method. 

The dynamic and controversial history of property tax in Manitoba and Winnipeg appears 

to provide support for the C.C.I.'s concems over f ~ m e s s  of the property tax system. 

Based on the review of theory and Manitoba histoq it is possible to evaluate fairness in 

property taxation using the recognized niles of tax faimess. The first identifies property 

tax as a wealth tax and therefore does not consider level of service or benefits received. 

The second method is to evaluate property tax as a benefit tax. Evaluation of the fairness 

in either of these definitions requires an examination of equity. 

As a wealth tâx, equity and fairness are two fùndamental aspects are ability to pay and 

one's access to services. As a benefit tau, faimess is dependent upon property taxation 

being levied in amounts that reflect the varying ievels of benefits received. To achieve 

this evaluation, Chapter Four will provide a detailed description of the mechanics of 

levying propeny ta.. . The information contained in Chapter Four will form the basis of 

Chapter Five's evaluation of condominium property tax and Chapter Six's discussion of 

evaluation of tax fairness. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE MECHANICS OF LEWlNG THE 
PROPERTY TAX 

4.1 ADMINISTERING PROPERTY TAXATION 

The controversial nature of property taxation has &en resulted in governments searching 

for alternative revenue sources. The British North America Act gave provinces the sole 

responsibility for municipal governrnent. In tum, provincial govemments delegate power 

to municipal govenments for raising revenue by prescribed means. In Manitoba, there 

are two sets of rules governing municipal property taxation. The City of Winnipeg Act 

(1989). allocates both taxation and assessment authority to the City. The remaining 

municipalities are governed by both the Municipal Act (1996) and the Municipal 

Assessment Act (1990). In both instances, the Acts guide the levying of property 

taxation and follow a basic formula for determining the amount of tax. The formula is 

expressed as: 

Property Tax = Portioned Assessed Value x Mill Rate 

4.2 ASSESSMENT, PORTIONING AND MILL RATES 

For the purpose of determining what amount of tax should be levied against a propeny 

owner, the govemrnent completes an assessment estimating the value of al1 real propeny. 

In Manitoba, the assessment is completed at market value. This means that the assessed 

value should be equivalent to what the property would sel! for on the market. The 

portioned value is the assessed value of the property multiplied by a percentage portion. 

Neither the Province nor Winnipeg provides a clear reason for ponioning. The generally 

accepted reason for portioning includes a combination of what is most acceptable to the 

voting public and a theoretical review of the property owner's ability to pay. The 
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municipal budget needs are then compared to the total assessed property to determine a 

mil1 rate. The mil1 rate represents the amount of tax to be Ievied per $1,000 of portioned 

assessed value. This method for calculating property tax is used throughout the world 

with varying portioning, assessment and mil1 rate values. 

4.3 ASSESSMENT 

4.3.1 Assessrnent Theory and Expenences 

In Manitoba and Winnipeg, the assessed values of condominiums and other forms of 

residential pmperty are at market value. Market value assessments are adjusted annually 

to reflect changes in the market. To ensure accurate assessments occur in al1 areas, a 

general assessment occurs every three years. Multipliers representing market value 

factors are used to adjust the replacement con value and develop assessment values that 

reflect current market values. This method uses residential sales, over a period of 24 

months, to determine the value and factors affecting the value, such as, location, size, 

quality and age. 

Computers and technology have simpli fied a very complex and lengt hy process. 

Traditionally, market cornparisons took a signifiant amount of tirne, and energy, to 

complete. The specific methods used to establish market values are examined later in 

this paper. There are three general approaches to value: the income, the direct 

comparison, and the replacement cost. Each method has its strengths, weaknesses, and 

degree of accuracy. 

Although similar, the assessment process and the appraisal process differ in one key 

aspect. Appraisals are performed to determine a property's maximum value, also referred 
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to as the 'highest and bea use'. However, assessments do not attempt to estimate the 

optimum use of a property. The value is only based on current conditions. This aspect 

becomes important when attempting to determine the market value of a property and it is 

particularly important when assessing the value of commercial and non-residential 

Pr* perty. 

Income Approach: 

This method determines property and building value according to its ability to 

generate income. The concept is represented by the formula: Value = Net Income 

divided by the Capitalization Rate. The net incorne of a property is the rental 

income afier al1 operating costs have been paid. The capitalization rate refers to 

the market3 interpretation of an acceptable retum on the property. Therefore, the 

value approach is mosr applicable to rental or lease properties. This approach may 

also be used when similar types of properties are assessed differently due to the 

varying types of tenure. 

Cornparison Approach: 

This method relies on market value sales to determine the property value. By 

comparing sales of similar types of buildingdproperties it is possible to assign a 

value to that property. Despite the accepted accuracy of this type of approach, 

market sales can be very subjective and it becomes very easy to argue the effects 

of minor differences. The development in assessment techniques has resulted in 

reliance upon computer application of market cornparisons and the use of specific 

property multipliers. This method of mass assessment has proven to be accurate 
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and has allowed for more frequent assessments. These noted benefits have 

resulted in the increased used of this method in many municipalities and 

govemments. 

Cost Approach: 

This method relies on the estimated cost of rebuilding a similar 

building/improvements on a similar piece of property. This has been the historie 

approach used in assessment departrnents across the country. However, it has 

been acknowledged that a property's value is not necessarily reflective of its coa 

to build. To accommodate this, both assessment and appraisal procedures use 

multipliers and depreciation factors to calculate the value of a property and 

buildings. Presently, this approach is only applicable to recently built property 

and buildings. 

The City of Winnipeg and the Province of Manitoba have begun to use a mass 

assessment system based upon the comparison approach. This new system has only been 

adopted for residential owner occupied dwellings. Apartrnent buildings and rental 

complexes are assessed using the income approach (K. Graham, persona1 

communication, August 1997). Rented commercial properties are also assessed using the 

income approach because of the lack of information on sales cornparisons by which to 

detenine a more accurate value. The City of Winnipeg daims its assessments are 

accurate, however, historical court decisions and municipal board appearances examined 

in the following section question this contention. 
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4.3.2 Brief Hisfory of Property Assessrnent in Manitoba and the City of 
Winnipeg 

As discussed previously, two main determinants affect property taxation levies: the 

p r o p q  assessment itself and the portioning of property assessment. Traditionally, both 

the City of Winnipeg and the Province of Manitoba have experienced significant 

dificulty in achieving timely and accurate assessments (Manitoba Assessment Review 

Committee, 1979; Scurfield, 1997). The troubles have been well documented by several 

reports and in a large number of coun decisions. This quest for a fair property 

assessment has created both political and public controversy. 

In Manitoba, assessed value is defined as market value. Most of the controversy and 

arguments surrounding assessment values centres on fairness. The use of a market value 

approach was intended to resolve many of the cornplaints about unequal tau burden being 

placed on property. The following section documents the transition to current market 

value assessments, and the accuracy of the 1997 assessments. 

In 1958. the first general assessment occurred in the City of Winnipeg. This assessment 

was based on the con approach. This approach aimed for real property to be valued 

according to the c o s  of building that same structure at a similar site. Simply stated, 

propew was assessed according to how much it would cost to rebuild. This method of 

assessment created several problems, the rnost prominent being the level of subjectivity 

when determining the depreciation in relation to age and obsolescence. Ofien, buildings 

cannot be built the same way nor do they require the same building coa. Sirnilarly, the 

age of a building does not accurately reflect the ineficiencies or the added costs that 

would be incurred. A third point relates to the values of some styles of buildings. These 
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values may increase with age, while other styles may result in a rapid decrease. The 

subjectivity of the historical assessments using this method often resulted in vast 

inequities. These assessrnents were oflen challenged and overtumed by the Municipal 

Board and the Courts. 

The fust and most noted inquiry into the assessrnent system began in 1979. Former 

Premier Walter Weir chaired the Manitoba Assessrnent Review Committee whose report 

was oficially entitled "A Fair Way to Share" but also came to be known as the "Weir 

Report." The report provided several signifiant recommendations including: 

Transition to ful l  market value represented by the use of sales data fkorn the previous 

year. Assessments should be completed every three years. In achieving market value 

assessment, the 'principle of comparability' must be maintained. 

Classification of propeny into categories oE Farm, Residential, Golf Courses and 

Curling Club, Charitable and Non-Profit facilities, Commercial and Industrial, and a11 

ot hers. 

Standardization of real propeny assessments and taxation 

Propenies owned and operated by Charitable and Non-Profit organizations, and 

providing housing accommodation for elderly and infinn persons, should continue to 

be exempt from assessment for school tax purposes 

In addition to those recommendations that have been implemented, the Weir Report also 

included recommendations that have not been successfùlly realized. One of these key 

eiements was the development of a single assessment authority for the Province of 



Evaluating Faimss in Property T a  A Condominium Pempecfive 

Manitoba. The advantages and disadvantagrnus of this fonn of single assessment 

authority continue to be discussed in present day. 

The advantages relate to fair treatment and reduced administration costs. It was 

anticipated that a single assessment authority would result in fair treatment for areas both 

inside and outside Winnipeg. Also, it was hoped that the creation of a single assessment 

authority would reduce duplication. The current two-authority system has histotically 

resulted in two assessment manuals, two sets of policy guidelines and two bodies of 

existinç management. 

Despite the obvious benefits, there are several reasons why assessment has not yet 

evolved to a single authority. In order to change the current system, a political decision 

needs to occur. It appears as if neither the provincial nor the city govemment wishes to 

create this undue controversy. A second, and more controversial reason, is that the 

creation of a single assessment authority would likely result in additional costs for the 

province while reducing the coas for the city. In other regions, provinces with 

assessment authorities/management agencies' have implemented service charges for the 

completion of assessments. In this way, there are attempts made to eliminate any costs to 

the province. 

Although important, the Weir Report has been only one part of the process in creating a 

fair assessment practice in Winnipeg and throughout Manitoba. The report has been 

followed by several court cases in which the City of Winnipeg has been ordered to 

conduct a general reassessment at market value. In 1985, a case known as the 

Mossbarger decision resulted in Winnipeg being ordered to conduct a full reassessment 
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by the year 1987. In this case, the decision was made even though the City of Winnipeg 

had already planned to complete a reassessment for the year 1988. 

In the Shapiro decision, 1987 reassessed values were declared unsatisfactory because 

they did not reflect market values. In this decision, of note was that the assessment 

department had conducted 1987 reassessments using 1975 market values. The court had 

ordered the assessment to be redone using current market values. This resulted in chaotic 

property assessment administration practices wit hin the City o f  Winnipeg. During the 

late 1980's and early 1990's an extremely high number of property tax appeals were 

submitted. At times the appeals for one year were carried over to the following year. 

The "City of  Winnipeç Property Tay Assessment Inquiry" is the most recent report on the 

City's assessment practice (Scurfield, 1996). This report provides an o v e ~ e w  of current 

administrative problems afflicting Winnipeg's assessment department. It also focuses on 

the administrative problems within the çovernment stmcture in the City of Winnipeg. In 

it, Mr. Scurfield detailed several inefficiencies in the operation and administration of 

Winnipeg's assessment department. The administrative problems were identified as a 

lack of ability to provide financial and policy cornmitment that was necessary in order to 

cornpiete accurate assessments. 

The many repons and coun appearances of assessment issues reflect the impofiance of 

assessment accuracy in determining fair property taxation. The recent conversion to 

market value assessment in Manitoba and Winnipeg was intended to solve problems 

through simple evaluation and understandable assessments. Despite the signs of some 

progress in assessment practices following the Scurfield inquiry, the increasing Ievel of 
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property taxation continues to encourage property owners to carefùlly scnitinize their 

assessments. 

4.3.1 Capitaliza tion 

Capitalization is a key component in the assessment of real property for the purposes of 

taxation. "Property tax capitaiization refers to the process whereby reai estate values are 

influenced by local govemment taxes and expenditures (Kitchen, 1992, p.70)." 

Extraneous factors included in this process are any restrictions or obligations placed on 

the property's owner or occupier. Also included would be any benefits such as supenor 

access or preferred location. It is therefore reasoned that the costs and benefits of 

municipal government services are also included in the market value of reai property. 

As an example, a propeny serviced with water and sewer would likely have a higher 

market value than p q m t y  without those municipal services. Included in the market 

value would be a consideration of the municipal tax levied to pay for water and sewer. 

As long as the municipal services were interpreted as benefiting the property more than in 

burdening through taxes, then the property value would increase. Inversely, if the 

municipal services were not thought to benefit the property enough to justify the tax 

Ievels, then the value of the property would decrease. 

Detemining the value of capitalized services requires that properties that are identical in 

every aspect, except for those services, are examined. This requirement makes the 

discussion of capitalization very dificult to isolate and prove. In Kitchen's 1992 study of 

property tax he States, "While the jury is ni11 out on the extent to which capitalization 

exists under assessment differentials of the type found in Canada, particularly in Ontario, 
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the ody Canadian study found no significant evidence of capitalization of property tax 

differentials into property values. If those differentials are not capitalized, then some of 

the properties are overtaxed while similar properties are undertaxeci (Kitchen, 1992, 

p.70)." Although outside the scope of this study, this is important to consider when 

examining the benefits of municipal seMce and the levels of propexty tax. This is an 

area where firture research would be worthwhiIe. 

4.4 PORTlONlNG 

The portioning amount is detennined by the use of the property and can be defined as the 

percentage of assessed value against which property taxes are levied. The standard rates 

in Manitoba being presently phased in are: 45% for al1 residential, 65% for any 

commercial or industrial property, and 20% for agricultural lands. Portioning is intended 

to create a more equitable distribution of property t a .  by taking into account the ability to 

pay. Portioning is also rationalized on the basis that residential property owners represent 

a higher percentage of votes than business owners. This rationale suggests that the higher 

portioning allocated to the business/commercial assessment is a result of less opposition, 

rather than any theoretical or economic argument. 

Currently, the Province of Manitoba is attempting to simplifj portioning. A ten year 

phase-in progam will eventually have al1 classes of residential properties with the same 

(45%) level of portioning. The initiative, which began in 1989, attempts to ensure al1 

residential properties are taxed at the sarne portioning level of 45% by the year 2001. 

Table 4.1 demonstrates the recent and future changes in the portioning values for the 
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three residential types. As a result, condominium property owners are incumng increases 

in their portioning value of up to 2% per year. 

Type 1 48.6 47.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 
Single-Family 
Type il 73.2 68.0 64.0 64.0 61.0 57.0 57.0 53.0 49.0 49.0 45.0 
Multi-Family 
Type III 32.7 33.0 34.0 35.0 37.0 38.0 39.0 41.0 43.0 43.0 45.0 
Condominium 

There are obvious factors supporting this adjustment of al1 residential types to a 45% 

portioning of assessed value. On the surface, this appears to be a fairer and a simpler 

method. The belief is that any type of residence should pay tax on the same portion of 

their assessed value. An investigation of the provincial decision to adopt this current 

portioning has not successfblly revealed any background or research work regarding the 

fairness of the new portioning values (Please see Appendix C for a complete listing of 

portioning values). 

In makinç the political and administrative decision towards a less complex property tau 

structure, the province may have overlooked several aspects relating to the issue of 

faimess. Variations in accessibility of municipal services and municipal responsibility 

may have formed the original reasoning behind varied miIl rates and unequal portioning. 

An accurate interpretation of this discussion relies upon the govemment position in 

defining property tax as a wealth tax versus benefit tax. The portioning change has 

revealed that condominium owners believe the lower portioning of assessed value on 

condominiums reflected a lower Ievel of service. However, both the Province of 
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Manitoba and the City of Winnipeg adhere to a policy that property tax is a wealth tax 

and is therefore administered independent of services received (as reasoned previously in 

this paper). 

4.5 MILL RATES 

The actual mil1 rate is the amount of tax to be levied for every $1,000 of portioned 

assessed value. The miIl rate is determined by dividing the budget requirements of the 

municipality by the total assessed value of the entire municipality. The mill rate is 

applied to the assessed value of a property to calculate property taxation levies. Cument 

mill rates are actually cornposed of three individual mil1 rates including general 

municipal, local education and provincial education. Property taxation is then used to 

fùnd several different govemment fünctions. 

As discussed earlier, this study is primarily focused on municipal property taxation that 

provides the majonty of revenue for municipal governments. The general revenue raised 

provides resources from which each department receives its fûnding. The mil1 rate is set 

by determining the financial requirements after accounting for revenues from al1 other 

sources. 

The City of Winnipeg is among many municipalities in Canada that has moved towards a 

citizen as client approach as stated in Winnipeg City Council's 1990 directive (City of 

Winnipeg, 1990). This approach suggests governments are the suppliers of services and 

benefits. This has several implications for condominium owners, for example: why, as a 

client, are condominium owners charged for seMces not received? If one were to adopt 

this approach, there should be a reduction in mills to specifically reflect senrices received 
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by the owner. For example, if solid waste collection represents 5 mills, then should a 

condominium development which manages and pays for its own garbage removal have ro 

pay this portion in the municipal budget? 

Traditionally, this argument has been dificult to prove because department budgeting 

and personnel coas have not been related to specific municipal activities. However, the 

City of Winnipeg is currently moving towards an accounting method that allocates al1 

costs of each activity to the specific departmental budget. These cornplete cons will 

allow for a more accurate examination of costs and services within the various 

departments. This practicum examines the seMces supplied by municipal governments 

to condominium owners and compares them to those supplied to other forms of 

residential tenure. The resuits illustrate that fewer services are supplied to 

condominiums. The unequal levei of service provides a basis for the argument that it is 

unfair to levy the same amount of tax on properties that are receiving different levels of 

service. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: EVALUATING THE FAIRNESS OF THE 
PROPERTY TAX ALLOCATED AGAINST CONDOMINIUMS 

Governments, citizens and businesses have an interest in ensuring a fair distribution of 

the propeq tax burden. It is a govemment's responsibility to ensure equity is achieved 

among al1 propew owners. Equity is often challenged by political forces in the form of 

voting or in the fonn of pressure towards stimulating business. ïhus, what is fair may 

not necessady be popular arnong the voting majority. 

Property owners have the natural desire to maintain their taxes at a low level, and thus, to 

take action to ensure they are only paying what is fair. The preceding chapter examined 

implementation practices of propeny taxation. To explore the theories and practice of 

property tax fairness, the proceeding chapter will examine avenues in which 

condominium owners may have been treated unfairly. This chapter will then cornplete 

the examination by applying the criteria of fairness and equity in the form of a wealth tax 

and a benefit ta.. . It is intended that this chapter will examine and, if applicable, 

document any unfair treatment of condominium property owners. The findings of this 

chapter will be used in Chapter Six to answer the question of property tax faimess. 

Faimess of property tax as a wealth tax is dependent upon an accurate interpretation of 

wealth and ability to pay. The accuracy of the assessrnent was deemed as the most 

appropriate way of examining the faimess of condominium treatment under the definition 

of property tax as a wealth tax. To achieve this, the City of Winnipeg 1997 and 1998 

assessments were evaluated for accuracy. 
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As a benefit t a .  faimess in taxation is dependent upon level of taxation being reflective 

of level of service. The distribution of services and benefits establishes the foundation 

for C.C.I.'s concerns. Presently, the majority of  condominium corporations are not in 

receipt of garbage pick-up, snow removal, street maintenance o r  sidewalk clearance fiom 

the municipal government. In addition, many condominiums provide their own security 

and parkdgreen spaces. It should be noted that, while the majority of condominiums do 

not receive these services, there are those who do, and they should be considered with the 

interpretation of the examination. With direct and indirect benefits being provided by the 

corporation, lower servicing level will be assessed and the subsequent decrease in 

expenditure responsib i 1 ities for the municipal govemment will be reviewed. To evaluate 

the faimess of property tax as a benefit tax the chapter examines this relationship between 

level of service and level of taxation. 

5.1 EVALUATION OF ASSESSMENT ACCURACY 

A fair distribution of the property tax burden depends in part on accurate property 

assessments. This creates basic equity amonç property owners. Various çovernrnents 

and courts have stmggled to define how assessrnents might best reflect a fair and 

equitable value. Throughout Canada, the definition of an equitable assessment has 

generally been accepted as market value. Of note, the adoption of market value 

assessment coincides with the ad valorem philosophy of  property tax. The basic premise 

is that if property is used to assess wealth, then the more accurate the estimate of wealth, 

the fairer the tax distribution. In section 4.4, the path to market value assessrnents was 

docurnented for both Winnipeg and Manitoba. 
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5.1.1 Methodology of Assessmen t Evaluation 

The accuracy of market value assessments represents one of the major components of a 

fair property tax levy. To assess this further, an evaluation of the assessment accuracy in 

reference to condominiums in the City of Winnipeg has been performed. The Province 

of Manitoba and the City of Winnipeg assessment departments use a nationally accepted 

formula to determine accuracy: 

assessed value 1 market value = accuracy factor 

Both the province and Winnipeg suggest the accuracy factor to be within the 0.9 to 1.1 

range. This translates to a margin of error of +/- 10% of market value. 

A random sampling of 278 condominium market values was compared to both their 

respective 1997 and preliminary 1998 assessed values. The samples of condominium 

sales were from Winnipeg. Condominium property assessments fiom outside Winnipeg 

were not evaluated because of the obstacles in obtaining the necessary information. Since 

similar condominium assessment practices occur throughout the Province, the findinçs of 

Winnipeg's assessment practice reflects what may be occumng in outlying areas. For a 

complete iist of the properties evaluated please see Appendix E. 
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5.1.2 Evaluation of Assessment 

The sampling of 278 condominium sales were obtained from of a list of 1996 recorded 

arms length sales. The condominium sales included three primary types of condominium 

units: apartment, townhouse and bare-land. The following graph illustrates the 

distribution of condominium types. 

Figure 5.1: Percentage of Condominiums by Type 

Percentage of Condominiums By Type 

The average value of the cornparison sampling was $64,473, with the averaçe 1997 

assessment being $64.425. The sample sales were evaluated using the formula: 

assessment / market value = accuracy factor. The following chart illustrates the accuracy 

of the 1997 and the projected 1998 assessments. 

Table 5.1: Evaluation of Condominium Assessment 



Evaluating Faüness in Pn,pedy Tax- A Condominium Pempective 

As iIlustrated in Table 5.1, the average market value assessments of the sampIe sales are 

in the 10% margin of error allowed by the City of Winnipeg. For 1997, the average 

assessment was within 3% of the 1996 sale price, and for projected 1998 assessrnent 

values, the accuracy is even better at 1%. Despite the average 1997 accuracy being 

within the IO%, the accuracy o f  individual assessments suggeas that there is r w m  for 

improvement. Upon examining individual properties, it was revealed that 122 of them 

had 1997 assessrnents above the allowed 10% margin of error. When examining the 

1998 assessments, the total number of individual properties that had assessments above 

the 10% margin of error decreased to 65. 

The evaluation discussed above reveals that approxirnately 45% of 1997 condominium 

market value assessments were outside the 10% margin of error. When sale and 

assessment numbers were averaged, it was found that the discrepancy became balanced 

through an equal number of assessments that were either undedover the market value in 

assessment. Of the 122 inaccurate assessments, 79 were above market value and the 

remaining 43 were below. For 1998, there were 26 assessments that were above the 10% 

margin of error and 39 that were below. 

Despite this, the average condominium is still assessed at a higher levei than 1996 sale 

values. The amountldegree of error in the 1997 assessment of condominiums should 

create concern for both condominium owners and the City of Winnipeg. Further 

evaluation of assessments should be completed to examine the margin of error for each of 

the different property classes. It is important that the margin of  error of each property 

class be relatively similar to facilitate an equitable allocation of the tax burden. 
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5.7.3 Conclusion 

The purpose of this section was to evaluate the accuracy of Winnipeg's assessment of 

condominiums. Historically, the City of Winnipeg has experienced intense controversy 

in relation to its property assessment practices. Winnipeg's assessment system has been 

scrutinized by the court and the public due to years of inefficiencies and subjectivity 

throughout the process. This trend appears to have been corrected with the 1997 market 

assessment. It should be noted that despite an acceptable level of accuracy. there 

continues to be a number of properties with inaccurate assessments. There are several 

factors that could have created the inaccuracies of assessments identified in the above 

study. The factors are: 

ONLY 1996 SALE VALES WERE USED WHILE THE WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT 
DEPARTMENT USES SALE VALUES OVER A PERIOD OF TWO YEARS FOR ITS 
ASSESSMENTS; 

THE 1997 ASSESSMENT AT MARKET VALUE REPRESENTS A DRAMATIC CHANGE IN 
THE ASSESSMENT PRACTICES M WINNIPEG. IT MAY REQUIRE A FEW YEARS TO BE 
FULLY IMPLEMENTED AND TO WORK EFFECTIVELY; AND 

A POTENTIAL LVEAKNESS IN THE METHODOLOGY OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG 
ASSESSMENT PRACTICES. 

Due to the number of condominium properties that were outside the allowed margin of 

error. this may also represent a further inequity. With this in mind, it is imperative that 

al1 types of properties have the same rnargin of error and share the same level of 

assessrnent accuracy. To ensure this consistent relationship and to evaluate the 

assessment accuracy for other types of property, further studies should be conducted to 

evaluate al1 property assessments. 
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5.2 EVALUATING THE CONDOMINIUM PROPERTY TAX CONTRIBUTIONS 
AND APPORTIONED COSTS 

Property tax in the City of Winnipeg, and in the Province of Manitoba, has always been 

an issue of significant importance. Responding to the increasing levels of property 

taxation, several residential interest groups have opposed the City and the Province. This 

opposition was seen in the Headingley secession in the late 1980's and was followed by 

the referendum in St. GermaineNemette in 1995. In each case, the residents' main 

concem was that property taxation in their areas represented unfair treatment fiom the 

City of Winnipeg. 

As stated previously, the Headingley situation was founded in the residents' belief that 

they did not receive the same level of service, as compared to residential areas closer to 

downtown, yet they were levied the same property tax. A hrther controversy associated 

with the tax issue was the general sentiment that Headingley was a rural area and, thus. 

should not be governed by the City of Winnipeg. Winnipeg's inability to disprove the 

residents' notion in an unfair tau policy resulted in the 1995 secession and the formation 

of a new mral municipality. 

As indicated in Section 3.7, residents in the St. GermaineNemette area were concerned 

over their property tax Ievies. They felt that they were paying taxes that were similar but 

that they did not receive the same Ievel of benefits as compared to the majority of 

residents in the City of Winnipeg. The issue of secession was raised in this case but, afier 

Headingley, the Province introduced legislation making it impossible for areas to attempt 

secession. The residents proceeded with a referendum and the results demonstrated a 

slightly higher number of residents opposing secession. M e r  lengthy discussions and 
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serious political debates, the residents of the St. GermaineNerrnette area were granted an 

annual 9250.00 reduction in their property tau for services not received and accessibility 

related inconveniences. 

In both cases, the govemment and the administrators adhered to a comrnon tenet. The 

tenet was that aithough property tax is based on real property, seMces are provided to 

people and not to property. Property does not consume or require services. Rather the 

people who occupy the property require the services. Therefore, the argument involving 

property tax versus service levels becomes an issue of equal treatment amongst al1 

residents in terms of the basic availability of a pariicular seMce or group of services. As 

indicated previously, the consultants investigated the concems of the residents of 

Headingley and St . GermaineNemette b y examini ng t hree major factors: 

1. SERVICING LEVELS IN THOSE AREAS iN COMPARISON TO SERVICMG 
LEVELS OF WINNIPEG il4 GENERAL 

2. COST OF PROMDMG SERVICES TO AREA RESIDENTS INCLUDING A 
COMPARISON OF THE COST TO PROVIDE SERVICES TO WINNIPEG iN 
GENERAL; A M )  

3. THE AFEA'S CONTRIBUTION TOWARD WINNIPEG'S PROPERTY TAX 
REVENUES. 

The reports and factors used in decision making on the cases were employed as a basis 

for evaluating condominiums and their level of property tax. The evaluation focused on 

the following questions: 

1. Are the revenues generated by property tax levies on condominiums more or 

less than apportion servicing costs? 
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2. Does the current property tax system consider benefits to property owners 

and, if so, do property tax levels acwunt for the varying degree of servicing? 

5.2.1 Analysis of Condominium Owners' Financial Impact on the City of 
Winnipeg Budget 

For the purpose of this study, the role of condominium property taxation in municipal 

budgets has been examined using City o f  Winnipeg data. Winnipeg was chosen as the 

focus of the midy due to the availability o f  the information, as well as its significant 

condominium population. The evaluation was completed using an adaptation of the 

methodology used in the Headingley and the St. GermaineNemette investigation. The 

role of condominiums was examined using two approaches including tax and seMces as 

property and, tax and services as cit izens. 

Condominiums in Property Terms 

As of 1997, the City of Winnipeg was composed of 187,713 properties. Condominiums 

represented 9,543 or  5.1% of the properties. This equates to a relatively small share of 

the City's real estate. In an attempt to adapt the methodology of the previous studies, the 

following chart identifies property tax revenues generated by the different forms of 

residential property. The values are compared to the City's average, as well as, the 

residential average. 
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The chart demonstrates a consistent relationship between the various forms of residential 

development. For each of the different classes of residential property, there was a fairly 

consistent level of property taxation in relation to the percentage of the Winnipeg 

assessment base. Each residential property class displays a slightly higher percentage of 

revenue when compared to its percentage of Winnipeg's portioned assessment. This 

difFerence can largely be attributed to the lower tax yields from f m ,  pipeline, railway 

and institutional properties. 

In the Property Type column, the Class 80 condominiums do not appear to have any 

variations that would represent a significant difference from other types of residential 

pmperty. The average revenue generated from this condominium type ($1,066.34) is 

slightly below the average generated by single family homes, Class 10. This relationship 

is supported through the average proportioned assessment values in which Class 10 

properties average $34,985 and condominiums/Class 80 average $32,349. The Class 20 

residential category, representing higher density apartment units, had a much higher 

average assessment ($240,673) but had a relatively equal value of percent ponioned at 

7.2% and a percent of total tax revenues at 8.1%. 
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In surnmary, condominiums as a type of property appear to receive similar treatment 

when compared to single family homes and apartment units. Within the continued 

phasing of portioning percentage, condominiums will soon share the same tax burden and 

percentage of revenue as does other residential properties. 

Condominium Property in Terms of Citizens 

The Headingley and the St. GermaineNemette studies emphasized that municipal 

services are provided to people not property. Therefore, any evaluation of property tax 

should be completed through an examination of tax revenues and services/costs per 

person. Applying this methodology to condominiums is challenging because there are no 

population figures colleaed for the number of people living in different types of housing 

tenure. The methodology was adjusted to incorporate this. The Manitoba Chapter of the 

Canadian Condominium Institute provided an estimate of the average number of people 

residing in condominium dwellinçs. Admittedly, this is a weakness of this study. It 

should be noted, however, that in both the Headingley and the St. GermaineNemette 

studies. information was submitted by participating parties and was included as part of 

the study. 

The Manitoba Chapter of the Canadian Condominium Institute submitted an estimate of 

1.75 people per condominium unit (please see Appendix F). This estimate has been used 

to compare the City of Winnipeg's c o a  and revenue per person to those of the general 

population. The following chart demonstrates condominium property tax levies in 

relation to those in a segment of the population. 
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Using a range of occupancy numbers from 1.5 to 2.0, condominium property tax 

revenues translated to between $533 and $710 per person. The average municipal 

property tax revenue is $386 per person. Using the actual number submitted by the 

Manitoba Chapter of  the C.C.I. indicates that the property tax revenue per resident is 

$596.76. In summary, using the supplied condominium occupancy rate as a basis, the 

findings suggest that residents of condominiums pay a substantially higher per capita rate 

of  property taxation. 

Summary 

Property tax levied against condominiums appears to be equitable when examined using 

the number of  properties as a basis for cornparison. ln contrast, when dwelling 

occupancy is taken into account, condominiums appear to generate more property tau per 

resident. However, to accurately interpret this potential relationship there needs to be a 

more thorough examination of condominium demographics. The examination should 

evaluate occupancy levels and population characteristics. This potentially inequitable 

relationship needs to be thoroughly explored and confirmed using accurate numbers 

when available from Statistics Canada. This is an important consideration dunng the 

n e a  phase of  evaluation. 
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5.2.2 Evaluating Municipal Benefits According 20 Dwelling Type 

One source of concem for condominium residents is the failure of govemments to 

recognize the benefits associated with condominium dwellings. These direct and indirect 

benefits focus primaril y on reduction of responsibility of municipal governments. The 

direct benefits to municipal govemments include explicit cost avoidance generated by a 

reduced need for: refuse collection, intemal road maintenance, street lighting and snow 

removal. The suggested indirect benefits include higher densities; reduced need for 

policing; provision and maintenance of intemal parks; and an alternative form of home 

ownership. Both the direct and the indirect benefits will be examined in order to assess 

the potential impact they have upon municipal finance and condominium property 

taxation levels. 

Local Governmen t Responsibilities 

To fùlly evaiuate the benefits that condominiums provide for municipal expenditures, an 

analysis of al1 servicing opportunities available to and used by condominium residents 

must be performed. For example, if a study of condominium population characteristics 

were to demonstrate an older population, it could be assumed that condominium residents 

consume a larger portion of municipal services offered to the senior population. 

Examples of these services include, handi-transit, Iibraries and subsidized senior's rates 

offered when user fees have been implemented. This is a complex relationship that must 

be balanced to create public equity while ensuring the fair treatment of al1 private 

individuals. 
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Direct Benefits 

In cornparison to other fonns of home ownership, condominiums provide a benefit to 

municipal govemments by reducing s e ~ c i n g  requirements and coas. In Manitoba, 

many condominiums do not receive municipal services such as garbagdrehise collection 

and residential maintenance. 

Refiise Collection 

Although some condominiums receive refuse collection most do not. Despite this 

decreased level of service, condominium property taxation continues to cover net costs 

for residential garbage collection. In addition, condominiums are required to support 

municipal revenues in the form of tipping fees. This fee is applied to the users of 

municipal landfill sites. 

This situation provides the City of Winnipeg with two benefits including lower municipal 

service dernands without commensurately Iower revenue resources. It would appear that 

one of the reasons for the garbage coliection servicing discrepancy is a municipal 

regulation that defines any property with more than four units as an apartment complex. 

The City of Winnipeg does not provide garbage collection servicing to properties that 

meet such criteria. Appendix H provides an example of such a regulation. The example 

demonstrates how the new automated garbage colfection containers are fiee to properties 

containing 4 units or less. Accordingly, any condominium or apartment complex is 

required to purchase the containers at its own expense. 

The municipality then benefits by not having to provide refuse collection seMces to al1 

condominiums thereby avoiding operating costs. Appendix G shows the tax supponed 



EvaIuating Faimess in Rvperfy TE A Condominium Perspectn/e 

per capita costs, by department, for the 1997 City of Winnipeg budget estimate adopted 

by Council. Refuse collection is provided by a mil1 rate that is supponed by a budget of 

!§14,504.208. This translates to a Winnipeg per capita c o a  of $22.68. Using both the 

C.C.I. estimate of the average condominium occupancy of 1.75 and the total number of 

condominium properties, the following table dernonstrates the potential revenue savings 

to the City of Winnipeg. 

Table 

Based 

savings represent 1.052, 1.227 and 1.402 mills respectively on an individual 

1.5 14.31 5 $22.68 

condominium owners' property tax bill. To the average condominium assessed at 

persons/dwelling 
1.75 

persons/dwelling 
2 

persons/dwelling 

$32.346, this municipal expenditure saving represents an estimated $34.03 to $45.35 in 

municipal property taxation. 

m the total 1997 condominium portioned assessrnent of $308,675.753 the revenue 

16,700 

19,086 

Table 5.5 Refuse Collection - Revenue Savings for Winnipeg (per property) 

. . -- - .- - 

Using per property costs for refuse collection, condominiums save the City of Winnipeg 

an estirnated $737.369 worth of expenditures per annum. It should be noted that the 

actual figure is in fact higher because al1 Winnipeg properties were included when 

establishing a cost per property for refuse collection. Not al1 properties receive refuse 

collection. However, as this number has not been determined, the least subjective method 

$22.68 

$22.68 

$378,756 

$432,870 
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was to use the total Winnipeg property count. Based on the 1997 total portioned 

condominium assessment of $3O8,7 2 1,820, the $737,369 expenditure saving translates to 

2.388 mills. For the average condominium assessed at $32,346 this municipal 

expenditure savings represents an estimated $77.26 in condominium property tax. 

In summary, the lack of municipal refuse collection was eaimated to Save Winnipeg 

between $325.000 and %740,000 per year. 

streets and Trans~ortation 

Condominiums maintain al1 aspects of their property. Municipal governments receive 

benefits through a reduction in service levels and a decrease in the associated costs. 

Typical streets and transportation services that are usually not provided to the majority of 

condominium properties incfude: 

residential street maintenance 
residential sidewalk maintenance 
residential snow removal 
residential street cleaning 
residential street lighting 

Apportioned costs as detennined in Appendix G suggest that streets and transportation 

costs per capita are $82.52. This includes street lighting. This amount of $82.52/person 

includes al1 costs associated with both streets and transponation. It cannot be suggested 

that condominiums do not receive the benefits fiorn the maintenance of regional 

infrastructure. However, condominiums do not receive the same servicing levels as 

compared to other types of residential properties. It is extremely diffcult to account for 

municipal costs associated with single family or non-condominium residential ownership 
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due to the amount o f  data available. Despite many attempts, in many different 

govemment departments, these costs were not available for use in this practicum. 

Although Appendix D establishes an approximate amount of residential servicing, it is 

impossible to establish an accurate estimate of coas. To explain, the costs of servicing 

1 km of a residential street does not equal the cost of maintaining I km of a regiond street, 

for example, Portage Avenue. Currently, the City of Winnipeg's streets and 

transportation budget is not divided into the maintenance servicing costs between the 

different types of streets. 

Taking this into account, the following chart demonstrates different possibilities of the 

costs associated with servicing residential streets. 

Table 

Maintenance 
Stre2t Cleaninq $3,098,354 1 $4.84 $1 6.51 
Snow Removal 
Sidewalk 
Maintenance 

The above Streets and Transportation expenditures represent those for the entire City of 

Winnipeg. The challenge associated with determining municipal expenditure savings is 

to estirnate what portion of the above expenditures supply services arkt ly  to residential 

areas. Ideally, this value could be calculated using cost per lane-kilometer, but the 

information necessary to complete this analysis is not available. To avoid selecting a 

value subjectively, the following table provides varying estimates of expenditures 

devoted to residential streets and transportation coas  and street lighting. To  provide 

Street Lighting 
8 

Total 

$1 7,387,094 
$1,681,174 

$6,140,000 
$41,622,319 

$27.1 8 
$2.63 

$92.63 
$8.96 

$9.60 
$ô508 

$32.71 
$221.73 
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some indication of the potential relationship, the 1997 City of Winnipeg Budget 

documents that 48.9% of sidewalks are residential. Information obtained fiom the City 

of Winnipeg Streets and Transportation Department document 2,728.57 linear kilometers 

of residential streets and 3,491 -98 lane kilometers of residential streets. This translates 

respectively to 62% and 5 1.4% of the total streets in Winnipeg. 

Table 5.7: Potential Ex~enditure Savinns on Residential Streets 

The potential expenditures estirnated for residential streets provide a wide range of 

possible expenditure reductions for Winnipeg. When using per capita coas with 

estimated condominium occupancy of 1.75 people per dwelling, the condominium 

population equals 16,700. There is a potential cost savings of $217,352 (20%) to 

$652,057 (60%). When dwelling counts are used to estimate potential expenditure 

savings for residential streets, the range is From $442,843 (20%) to $1,328,530 (60%). 

This represents a large range of potential expenditure reductions. To provide a basis for 

evaiuating the percentage of residential sidewalk, 489% is comparable to 50% of 

identified residential Street expenditures. At 50% of expenditures, the potential savings 

to Winnipeg range from a $543,38 1 based on per capita to $1,107,109 based on 

expenditures per residential dwelling. 
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Indirect Benefits 

In addition to direct services, condominiums have the potential to provide indirect 

benefits by reducing the usage of other municipal services. Indirect benefits differ from 

direct ones in that they have the potential to reduce dependency or cost of municipal 

services. One of the more cornmon indirect benefits is the higher density that is generally 

associated with condominium developments. As was demonstrated in Chapter 4, 98% of 

condominium developments occur in a townhouse or a high rise building. Higher density 

offers several benefits to municipal govemment, including: 

a reduction of Street, sewer and water infiastmcture 

allowing for increased preservation of agicultural andor natural areas 

surrounding/within the City 

allowing municipal soft services to function at an increased efficiency. Fire 

and transit, for instance, are able to service more people and property while 

requiring less equipment and fewer personnel 

It is important to acknowledge that the benefits associated with higher density 

developments are not unique to condominiums. Condominiums are a form of ownership 

and do not represent a dwelling type. However, lower density, bare-land condominiums 

represent only 2% of condominium developments in Winnipeg. 

Other indirect benefits of condominium developments include facilities and services 

provided on the property of the condominium that are provided elsewhere by the City. 

These typically include the servicing of parks and security. Many condominiums, 
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especially those of the townhouse style, have internal parks constnicted and maintained 

by the condominium association. These internal parks reduce the need for municipal 

parks and reduce the cost to the government. In addition, condominiums that provide 

security have the potential o f  reducing the dependency on municipal police by controlling 

vandalism and theft on their property. 

Summary 

This discussion has involved descriptions o f  both the direct and the indirect benefits of 

condominium style residential dwellings. For direct benefits it is possible to estimate the 

potential expenditure savings created by the condominiums. IdentiSinç expenditure 

savings associated with the indirect benefits of condominium development is 

significantly more challenging, and perhaps impossible. The diEculty occurs when 

estimating the municipal expenditure savings for services that are avaiIable but may not 

be used or are not extensively used by the condominium residents. Nevertheless. it is 

evident that there may be expenditure savings associated with the direct benefits and 

probable expenditure savings associated with the indirect benefits. 
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CHAPTER SIX: EVALUATING FAIRNESS IN CONDOMINIUM 
PROPERTY TAXATION 

The use of property tax to fund the increasing responsibilities of local government has 

created general public concem. The theory presented in Chapter 2 provides a basis to 

examine the faimess in the taxing of real property. Theorists generally agree that there 

are two acceptable methods in evaluating the faimess of taxation. The first, termed a 

wealth tax, is intended to tax people based on their ability to pay. The second means of 

evaluating tax fairness examines the level of tax relative to the benefits received. 

Govemment has preferred to label property tax a wealth tax, making arguments based on 

benefits dlfficult to sustain fiom a government perspective. 

The following chapter will evaluate the fairness of Manitoba's and Winnipeg's taxation 

poiicy of condominiums. This chapter atternpts to answer the question: Are condominium 

owners being treated fairly in terms of property taxes levied? To answer this questioa 

this chapter first redefines property tax fairness. Then the results of the evaluation 

components completed in Chapter 5 are interpreted to assess the faimess of condominium 

property taxation. 

6.1 Determinina What is 'Fair' Propertv Taxation 

As was discussed in Chapters 1 to 3, tax faimess is typically examined using one of two 

cntena: the ability to pay or the benefits received. Governments have traditionally 

represented property tax as a wealth tax that utilizes the value of real property to establish 

one's ability to pay. Despite property tax theory and govemment policy, the çeneral 

public traditionally interprets property tax as a benefit tax. 
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The faimess of property tax as a wealth tax was examined extensively in Chapters 1 & 3. 

The challenges associated with property taxation have prirnarily centred around 

allegations that real property does not represent wealth. Tax faimess suggests that wealth 

should represent one's ability to pay. For this reason, property tax has ofien been termed 

a regressive tax. This term represents the negative relationship between the level of 

taxation and the ability to pay. 

Two further aspects that support the argument against the use of real property to estirnate 

wealth are included in the Wealth Repon (199 1). This report suggests that real property 

is not an indicator of wealth and that property tax is considered to be a tax on unrealized 

capital gains. The recent release of the City of Winnipeg - Committee on Tax Reform 

report upholds this conclusion. The inquiry suggests that there are significant issues that 

challenge the fairness of real property tax as a tax based on wealth. In the Cornmittee's 

1 99 1 report entit led "Ret hinking Taxation-Making Winnipeg Competit ive" it States; "if 

taxes should be levied on taxpayers according to their ability to pay, then it is obvious 

that mere ownership of real property does not indicate an owner's ability to pay" (p. 3 2 ) .  

This report provides further support that property tax, as a wealth tax, is not considered to 

be fair or equitable. 

In addition to researchers' arsuments against property taxation as a wealth tax, municipal 

govemments have been forced to deal with the public's perception that property tax is 

related to direct and visible benefits. Traditiondly, municipal govemments have been 

reluctant to accept the idea that property tax is oflen evaluated based on benefits and 

services. In response, many provincial govemments have been more open to allowing 

municipal governments to adopt new ways of generating revenue. 
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One of the more popular methods of generating revenues has been through the 

introduction of user fee systems. The 1997 Property Tax Review from the Winnipeg 

2000 Economic Development Corporation and the 1998 report of Winnipeg's Committee 

on Tax Reform both suggest that Winnipeg is lagging behind other cities in this regard. 

It has been indicated that Winnipeg needs to reduce its dependency on property taxation 

through the use of other types of revenue sources including the increased application of 

user fees. 

The reports do not suggest a total reduction in propeny taxation but rather that property 

tax should be supplemented through revenue received from user fees. This is already 

occurring in municipalities across Manitoba including Winnipeg. In these instances, user 

fees are being implemented for recreation, information and transit services. These 

actions by the provincial and municipal govemments in Manitoba document that there is 

a strong relationship between property tax and benefits received. 

In Manitoba, there have been two major instances where residents and governments were 

involved in controversy regarding the level of taxation and the benefits received. In both 

the Headingley and the St. GermaineNemette studies focused on this perceived 

inequity. In Headingley, the result was secession, and in St. GermaineNermette, it was a 

property tax reduction grant. The studies leading up to the govemment decisions 

analyzed the residents' complaints using a cornparison of servicing cost apportioned to 

the area, versus property tax revenues generated. 

In the more men t  case of St. GermaineNerrnette, the City of Winnipeg allotted the tax 

reduction on the basis that the niral area "did not have the same conveniences as other t a  
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payen" (E.P.C., 1996). Its recommendation to Council, "reiterated its support for the ad 

valorem tax system" (1996). It also "acknowledged that because al1 properties in 

Winnipeg are taxed based on fair market value, a portion of that value reflects the degee 

of servicing afforded to a property" (E.P.C., 1996). The City of Winnipeg's decision in 

the matter of St. GermaineNemette, and the provinciai decision in Headingley, appean 

to contradia govemment stipulation that property tax is a wealth tax and not a benefit 

tax. Based on the information examined in this study it would appear appropriate to 

evaluate property as both a wealth tax and as a benefit tax. 

6.2 Evaiuatinn the Faimess of the Condominium Propertv Tax as a Wealth 
Tax - 
The role of property tax as a wealth tax has a controversial history in Manitoba and 

elsewhere. Fairness of a wealth tax requires that the tax take into account one's ability to 

pay. In the case of property tax, ownership of real property is used to indicate wealth. 

As was documented in Chapter 3, and again in section 6.1, it has been proven that real 

property is not a legitimate indicator of wealth because it does not reflect one's ability to 

pay. Despite the obvious unfairness, property t a ,  continues to be extensively used as a 

revenue source for municipal governments across Canada. It is unlikely that municipal 

governments will find a means of replacing property tax revenues in the near future. 

Therefore, propeny taxation must be used in the most equitable manner possible to 

ensure that al1 property owners are treated fairly. 

Based on the conclusions above, as a wealth tax, property tax treats al1 property owners 

including condominiums unfairly. To ensure condominiums are treated equitably, 

Chapter 5 completed an evaluation of the assessment accuracy of the City of Winnipeg 
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The evaluation of 278, 1996 random sale values were compared to their 1997 and 1998 

assessments. With the average assessment falling within the allowed 10% variance set 

out by the City of Winnipeg, the assessment does not appear to be a major source of 

concem. The large proportion (126 of 278) of assessments which did not meet the City's 

criteria suggests that there is room for improvement. To fully examine the fairness of 

condominium assessment, further work should be completed to compare assessrnent 

accuracy of each of the different property classes. 

Under the definition of a wealth tax, assessment accuracy and access to services are the 

only areas by which condominiums could be treated unfairly. Upon cornparison of 278, 

1996 condominium sales to the 1997 and 1998 assessments, it was demonstrated that 

condominium assessments are relatively accurate. To ensure equitable treatrnent funher 

research should be completed to compare accuracy levels between the different classes of 

propeny. It is reasonable to assume that as the Winnipeg assessment department adjusts 

to the new market value practices, assessment accuracy will likely increase. 

The other component of evaluating fairness in a wealth tax is the accessibility and 

availability of services. The majority of condominiums receive Iess service than 

traditional forms of residential properties. The traditional response to this argument has 

been that as a wealth tax, property tax is levied regardless of seMces received. In 

addition, the capitalization of property tax into market value assessments has been 

suggested to account for varying levels of service. However, the level to which 
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capitalization occurs remains an outstanding issue of discussion and is the key factor of 

faimess in property taxation. 

6.3 Evaluatincr the Fairness of the Condominium Property fax as a Benefit 
Tax - 
Combined with the analysis presented in Chapters 3 and 5, and in Section 6.1, there 

appean to be both provincial and municipal justification for examining property tau as a 

benefit tax. This method of evaluating faimess in propeny tax is to consider the benefits 

received versus the taxes paid. This section will examine the fairness of propeq tax as a 

benefit tax. In doing so, two elements will be discussed. The fint, will be an evaluation 

of the applicability of examining property tax as a benefit tax. The second component 

will be to evaluate the fairness of condominium property tax using the definition of a 

benefit tax. Having completed the two step evaluation it will be possible to provide an 

answer to the practicum's question of determining fair property tax treatment. 

The theory and policy discussed in earlier chapters both suppori and negate the 

applicability of property tau as a benefit tax. One side of the argument suggests that 

property tax is a wealth tax that uses the value of real property to estimate wealth. Taxes 

are levied against that wealth regardless of services provided. 

Despite the wealth tax position of governments and theorists, the general public has 

continued to equate property tax with direct and visible benefits. Public perception may 

be re-enforced by the introduction of user fees for services. In faimess to municipal 

govemments, the implementation of oser fees is likely more a result of the need for more 

revenues rather than a voluntary shift in tax policy. 
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Although this rnay be the case, the utilization of these fees may be serving to continue the 

perceived relationship between taxes and benefits among the public. In an example 

sewer and water were hiaorically paid for through property tax revenue. However, 

through the introduction of user fees, sewer and water now operate on a cost recovery 

basis. An additional exarnple includes Portage la Prairie's garbage collection fees. 

Provincial and municipal govemrnents have created a situation whereby community 

garbage collection is paid through property tax revenues in some cornmunities, and in 

adjacent communities, garbage collection is paid through user fees. This situation makes 

it very difficult to differentiate property tax fiom a benefit tau. 

By itself, the above argument does not provide enough justification for examining 

property tax as a benefit ta.. However, Manitoba's and Winnipeg's decisions in the 

Headingley and St. GermaineNemette controvenies dernonstrate acknowledgement and 

a willingness to examine property tax faimess based on the level of taxation and the 

services received. Despite the contradiction to theory and policy, both govemments have 

appeared to accept the public's perception of property tax being related to benefits 

received. These arguments, although subject to debate, do suggest that there is 

rationalization for examining property tax as a benefit tax. 

Based on the evaluation of services completed in Chapter 5, condominium properties are 

provided with a potentially reduced level of service while they provide benefits to the 

municipal government. The potentially reduced level of service represents those services 

to which condominium owners are not entitled. Confirmation of the reduced level of 

services would require further in depth research comparing municipal services used by 

condominium owners to the amount of service used by other forms of residence. By not 
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requiring the provision of the services, condominiums would be providing direct benefits 

to the municipal govemment by reducing servicing responsibilities and thus expenditures. 

These reduced service requirements are estimated to potentiaily lower municipal 

expenditure requirements by $340,000 to 5780,000 for refuse collection and potential 

reductions of between $220,000 to $650,000 for reduced responsibilities of residential 

streets. To be considered fair as a benefit tau, property tax levels must be reflective of 

the level of service. The phasing-in of a uniform 45% portioning for residential 

dwellings will eliminate any consideration of a reduced level of service expenenced by 

condominiums. 

Accounting for the indirect benefits of condominium developrnent is dependent on the 

faimess of a benefit tax being represented by the level of taxation in relation to the 

availability of services. Residents of condominium developments share several of the 

sarne privileges afforded to other residential units including the use of: Iibraries, 

recreation facilities, sponsorship of special programrning ventures, fire response and 

police protection. One of the sources of concem for condominium owners relates to the 

services that are not received which include garbage pick-up, intemal road maintenance 

and Street lighting. Many municipal services received by other types of property 

ownership are being supplemented through condominium owners who ofien have their 

own pnvate security and intemally maintained parks. It is acknowledged that these 

services reduce municipal reliance and, therefore, represent a reduced service level. It 

must also be acknowledged that sorne of these services are undertaken voluntary by 

condominiums and thus represent no restriction or reduction of benefits. The potential 
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indirect benefits of  condominium property are more thoroughly explained in the next 

section. 

6.4 The Future of Propertv Taxation in Urban Centres 

The effect of property taxation on urban development has long been a topic arnong 

planners and associated professionals. As was discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, there is 

linle question that property tax affects development but there is limited consensus as to 

how this occurs. In Winnipeg for instance, the recent extension of the New Home Buyen 

program demonarates how civic administration and political bodies believe that phasing 

in property tau will encourage new development. The use of property tax programs to  

influence development provides an interesting opportunity for communities to better 

shape their growth and development patterns. 

In Winnipeg, the use of property tau programs to influence development, specifically in 

the residentiai sector, would appear to be in place with the New Home Buyers program 

and the program providing tax reductions for home improvement. The use of these 

programs should be of interest and concern for planners. Upon further review, the 

current tax reduction programs available in Winnipeg do not apply to condominium 

properties. This represents a situation where tau reduction prograrns can negatively 

influence growth and development patterns. Acknowledging that propem taxation has 

the potential to affect urban development characteristics, a thorough examination of the 

kinds of development patterns should be punued in order to determine the actual affects 

of these programs. 
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The expansion of suburban single farnily neighbourhoods has long been identifiai as 

being detrimental to the urban fabric. One of the key objectives of municipal and 

provincial govemments is to maintain urban densities that represent environmental, 

economical and social sustainability. B a d  on the indirect benefit analysis discussed in 

Chapter 4 the typical high density types of condominiums may offer a form of owner- 

occupied residential development that is preferable to single family residential 

development. If tax reduction programs can be used to influence development of new 

single family residences, it would seem logical that they can also be used to positively 

influence the growth and redevelopment of higher density forms of residential dwellings. 

The use of property tax to influence urban form represents an opportunity for planners 

and municipal administrations. To date, there appears to be substantial suppon for this 

notion but there is limited research on the topic. Support for this new, adapted, use of 

property tax will require an extensive review of several aspects of municipal 

management. One key component will require that municipal and provincial 

governments consider what types of properties and residential dwellings are consuming 

the majority of municipal services. Based on this, what type of urban form is most 

desirable. The issues of fairness and equity in the current property tax system provides 

the motivation and justification required to initiate further research into the feasibi lity of 

adapting property taxation. 

Many of the problems associated with the current property tax system can be attributed to 

the traditional urban comrnunities that are dominated by single-family residences. The 

rapidly changing urban f o n  and urban community demands that municipal governance 

and taxation change. It is unrealistic to assume that property taxation will ever be hlly 
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replaced. Within this context, it is important for planners to  be dert to the need for 

constant examination o f  property tax policy. Plamers need to ensure that p r o p e q  

taxation is being used in a manner that best shapes the future sustainable development in 

urban settings. 
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Introduction 

The City of Edmonton conducts an annuai 
m e y  of pro- tax and trtility charges for 
an average single-famiiy h o w  in major 
Canadian cities to assess the relative biaden 
on Edmonton property taxpayers In 1997, a 
simüar m e y  was conducted for tcn other 
mimicipaiities in the Edmonton w o n ,  as 
mpested by City Cound's Roperty Tax 
Review Cornmittee. 

The average single-My h o w  is deked 
as a ten- to fiftem-year old, detached three 
bedroom bungaiow with a main floor area of 
1,Zûû square f e  havÏug a one car garage 
and firll basement but no d o n  r o m  or 
fireplace, on a 5,500 square foot lot This 
year, the City of Ottawa did not m p n d  to 
the -y, due to the busy work scheddes 
on their g e n d  assessma M e  the CÏty 
of North York did not provide informafion 
for the average haw. Thedore, these two 
cities are not included in this report 

1997 Property Tax and UtiIity Charges Survey 

The original report, which did not incIude 
Vancouver, was prescnted to the Edmonton 

The pro- tax and garbage collection fee 
information of the 1997 suwey was directly 
pmvided by seventeen Canadian cities and 
ten mtmicipalities in the Region. 
Information on the utility charges was 
provided by Telus Communication 
(Edmonton), EPCOR, and the Asset 
Management and Public Works Department 

This report is divideci into two parts- The 
fim part diScusses the Nrvey r d t s  for the 
seventeen Canadian cities; the second part 
deais with the m e y  resuits for the ten 
rnunicipalities in the Edmonton Region 

City Council's Executive Cornmittee for 
information on Deccmbcr 3,1997. 

Part 1: 
Canadian Cities Cornparison 

Residential Property Taxes 

Edmonton's btd propaiy tax of 1 J 14, 
inctuding municipal and schooI taxes for 
the average singit-fàmïiy house, ranlUed 
tifth lowest among the s e v w  d i e s  
m e y d  St John's, N e w f o u n ~ d  had 
the lowest tax levy, while Mo- had 
the highest (see Chart 1 and Table 1). 
Edm0nb11's total tax xep-ts ody 
83% of the sev& cities' average tax 
of $1.833 and 92% of Wgaxy's tax of 
$1,640. 

If school taxes are exctuded, 
Edmonton's municipal tax of $778 
accounts for only 66% of the seventcm 
cities' average tax of $1,178, but is 1 1 % 
higher than Calgary's tax of $696. 

Edmonton's average total property tac 
hcrease since 1992 was 02% per year, 
Iowa than the seventeen cities' average 
of 12% (set Chart 2 and Table 2). 
Edmonton's performance is remadrable, 
considexhg Edmonton's popdation 
incnased by 02% a year and consumer 
pnces in Edmonton rose by 1.9% a year 
over the same period. 

The City of Edmonton Planning and Development Dcpartmcnt - 1  
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Residential Utility Charges 

Edmonton's total irtility charge for the 
average house ranked second hi- 
among the seventeen cities in 1997. 
Montreai had the lowest totai charge and 
YeUowiiead had the highest totai charge 
(see Chaa 3 and Table 3). The total 
utility charge for telephone, power, 
water, se-. and garbage collection for 
a singie-detached house in Edmonton, 
including applicable surcharges, was 
$117.69 per month or $1,412 per y=. 
The average total charge for the 
seventeen cities was $1 03.62 pet month 
or $1264 per year. Edmonton's charge 
is 13.6% higher than the seventeen 
ci&' average. 

Edmonton's charge of $1 8 25 per month 
for a touch-tone telephone was 4.4% 
lower than the seventeen cities' average 
of $19.08. Edmonton's power rate of 
$44.64 per month for 500 kWh - 

~~~~~~~~wks 8.7% lowv than the 
seventeen cities' average of $48.92. 
However, Edmonton's water rate of 
$28.63 and sewer rate of $2 1. I 7 
(ïmcluding surcharge ) per month for 23 
cubic me- water consumption wen 
32.7% and 8 1.9% higher than the . 
seventeen cities' averages of $21 -58 and 
$1 1.64, respective1 y. Factors affecting 
higher water and sewer rates in , 
Edmonton include the application of the 
user pay concept, the higher costs of 
water and sewage aatment, and the 
lower h c i n g  assistance from otha 
levels of govemment- 

Combined ResidentiaI Property 
Taxes and UtiIity Charges 

Edmonton's combined charge for total . 

property taxes (iic1uding mufllcipai and 
school taxes) and utilities for the average 
singie-My buse was $2,926 in 1997. 
This is 5% lower than the seventeen 
tities' average of $3.077 and just slightly 
hi* than Calgary's total of $2,920. 
Edmonton's combhed totai property tax 
and utrlity charge raaked eighth lowest 
mong the cities. St John's. 
Newfoundland )iad the Iowest cambined 
charge7 while Yellowhead had the 
highest (set Chart 4 and Table 4). 

Edmonton's position compares more 
favourabiy if ody the muuicipal 
pro- fax is cunsidered (that is, 
excluding school taxes). The combined 
municipal property tax and irtility 
charges for the b o n t o n  homeowner 
amounted to QI90 in 1997. This is 
9.6% lower than the seventeen cities' 
average of $2,4U. Medicine Hat had the 
lowest and Yellowhead had the highest 
combined charge in this cornparison (see 
Chart 5 aud Table 5). 

Part 2: 
Edmonton Region Cornparison 

This is the fïrst year a s w e y  was conducted 
for the municipalities in the Edmonton 
Regio~ The sunrey was requested by City 
Council's Property Tax Review Cornmittee. 
Ten municipalities, in addition to the City of 
Edmonton., were selected for the survey. 

The City of Edmonton Planning and Developmcnî Depariment 2 
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However, the City of S t Alberta declined to 
participate this year. Trie following are the 
m e y  results. 

Residential Property Tares 

Edmonton's totd pro- tax of $1314, 
Ïnciuding mupicipal and Sc6001 taxes for 
the average w e - M y  house, ranked 
f o d  10- among the eleven 
rnimicipdhies mrveytd Paddand 
Coimty had the lowest tax levy, M e  
Spn~ce Grove had the highest (set Chaa 
6 and Table 9. Edmonton's totai tac 
reprrsents oniy 95% of the Region's 
average tax of S 1,592. 

I f  school taxes are exciuded, 
Edmonton's municipal tax of $778 
aecoun& for ody 88% of the Region's 
average tax of S888. 

ResidentiaI Utility Charges 

Edmonton's total irtility charge for the 
average house ranked second lowest in 
the Edmonton Region in 1997. Although 
ParkIand Counry had the lowest total 
irtility charge, they did not have watcr 
and sewa senices for the average 
houe. A majority of residences in the 
Coimty use weU warer and a septic field 
system for waste~afef. For houses in the 
new subdivisions of the County where 
water and se- savices arc provided, 
&dences had to pay kiple as much as 
Edmonton's costs. Sherwood Park in 
Shathcona C o q  had the highest total 

utility chzge (set Chaa 7 and Table 7). 
The total utility charge for tekphone, 
power, G r 7  sewer, and garbage 
collection for a *Iedetached house in 
Edmonton, including app1icable 
surcharges7 wu â 1 17.69 per month or 
$1,412 per year. The avemge totd 
charge for the Edmonton Region was 
$12021 per month or S 1.443 per year. 
Edmonton's charge was 2.1 % Iowa thaa 
the Region's average. 

Edmonton's charge of  S 1 8 2 5  per month 
for a touch-tone telephone was 12% 
Iowa than the Region's average of 
$20.66. Edmonton's powa ratc of 
$44.64 per month for 500 kWh 
consrrmption was 14% lower than the 
Region's average of SS.21 .  Howeva, 
Edmonton's water rate of $28.63 and 
sewer rate of S2 1.17 Çmcludùig 
surcharge ) per month for 23 cubic 
metres warei w~lsumption were 1û% and 
45% higher thaa the Region's average5 
of $25.99 and $14.55, respectively. 

Combined ResidentiaI Property 
Taxes and Utility Charges 

Edmonton's combined charge for totai 
pruperty taves (ïmcluding municipai and 
school taxes) and irtilities for the average 
single-famiIy house was Q926 in 1997. 
This is 3.6% lower than the Region's 
average of S3,OX. Edmonton's 
combined total propaty tax and utility 
charge ranked second lowest in the 
Region. Parkland County had the lowest 
combined charge' while Spruce Gmve 
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had the highest (see Charî 8 and Table 
8)- 

Edmonton's position compared more 
favourably if ody the municipal 
propertytiorisconsidatd(tfiatiS, 
excluding school taxes). The combined 
mUILicipai pperty tax and ittility 
charges for the Edmonton homeowner 
amounted to $2,190 in 1997. This is 6% 
lower than the Region's average of 
a 3 3  1. Paikland Cotmîy had the lomst 
combined charge, Wniie Morinviile had 
the highest in this cornparison (see Chart 
9 and Table 9). 

Summary 

Edmonton's wmbined property tax and 
Utiiity charges for an average singie- 
M y  how was lower than the average 
of the seventeen Canadian cities - 

srweyed in 1997. In the- Edmonton 
Region, Edmonton had the second 
lowest combined pmperty tax and irtifity ' 

charges. 

Edmonton's combined charge of $î,926 
for total property taxes and utilities was 
5% lower than îhe seventeen Canadian 

- cities' average and 3.6% lower than the 
Edmonton Region's average. 

1 

If school taxes are excluded, : 

Edmonton's total municipal tax and 
utility charges amounted to $2,190. This 
was 9.6% lower than the seventeen 
cities' average and 6% lower than the 
Edmonton Region's average. 

Edmonton's totai pmperîy tax o f  â 1,s 14 
for the single-fsvnily house was 17% 
lower than the Canadian cities' average 
tac, 5% lower than the Edmonton 
Region's average tax, and 8% Iower than 
Calgary'stax 

Edmonton's total annual utüity charge of 
$1.412 ranked the scc~nd highest among 
the CnnnAian cities and was 13.6% 
higher than the seventeen tities' average, 
mainly because Edmonton had the 
highest water and sewa savice charges. 
However, Edmonton's total utility 
cbargewas 2.1% lowerthanthe 
Edmonton Region's average charge. 

Remarks 

It is inappropriate to use property tax 
information containeci in this report to 
compare management efficiency among 
local govemments. Property tax 
ciifkences among local governments are 
attnbutable to rnany feçtors, such as the 
structure and sources of local 
government's operathg revenues, the 
levek and costs of services provided, the 
use of spIit d rates, dm-t ways for 
fjnancing I d  improvemmtr, and the 
extent of application of the user pay 
approach. However, property tax 
dinerences are a usefid measurement of 
the comparative tax burdea 
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Chart 1: Total Property Tax for a Single- 
Family House in 1997 - Canadian Cities 

PrrpMd by: City of Edrnomon, P h h g  ancf Deve1opme.t Deparmen& Rcvised December 1997 
No te: Figures includc municipal, regional and ~chool Qxa. net of portion of horneowner m a  if appüclble. 
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Table 1 
Comparative Property Tax Levy on a Sample House in 1997 [-Il 

City 

EDMONTON 

Calgary 
Red Oeer 
Medicine Hat 
Lethbridge 

vaclcouver [4] 
Vbfia 
Regina 
Sqkatoon 
Winnipeg 

Moritreal 
Toronto 
HaIifax 
Saint John 
Fredetidon 
St John's 

Yeaowknik 

Property Tax Levy 
Other Total 

Net Property 

(AAer Orants: 

1,514 

1,640 
1,487 
1,172 

1.292 

1,908 
1,554 

2,051 

1,901 

2,481 

2,990 
2,367 

1,908 
1,760 
1,753 

1,100 
2,291 

- 
Rank 

The City of Edmonton Planning and DeveIoprnent Department 6 
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Chart 2: Average Annual Property 
Tax hcrease 1992-1997 

Prepard by: 'Ihe City of Edmonton, Planning and Dcvciopmcnt D e p m e n t  
Rcvistd Declmbct 1997 

City of Edmonton Pknning and Deniopmaic Deparunau 7 
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Table 2 
Average Annual Property Tax Increase 

1992 - 1997 

City 

EDMONTON 

- - -  

Rank 

6 

Prcparcd by: The Ciey of Edmonton, Plamhg and DeveIopmmt Deptartmu& Pianning Services Branch. 
ReriEed Dectm ber 1997 

Average 
Annual 
lncrease 

(W 
0.1 7 

Property Tax Levy 

4 
3 
9 
2 
16 
1 i 

10 

. I 

Toronto 
Halifax 
Saint John 
Fredericton 
St. John's 
16 City Average 

Note: Percent incrcascs arc for net property tax levy on the sample houe as dtfiDed in Table 1. 

1992 

($1 
1,501 

Calgary 
Red Deer 
Medicine Hat 

The City of Edmonton Ptanning and Developmcnt Depariment 8 

1997 

($1 
4,514 

2,209 
1,795 
1,366 
1,418 
1,100 
1,674 

1 , i l  1 
1,563 
1,086 

Saskatoon 
Winnipeg 
Montreal 

tg01 . . 

2,48 1 
2,990 

1,723 
2,153 
2,353 * 

2,367 
1,908 
1,760 
1,753 
1,100 
1,805 

1,640 
1,487 
1,172 

Lethbridge 
Vancouver 
Vidofla 
Regina 

(0.84) 
(0.99) 
1-54 

1,292 
1,908 
1,554 
2,051 

1,470 
1,327 
2,1 08 
1,898 

1.99 
2.88 
4.91 
1.39 
1 -23 
5.20 
4.33 
0.00 
1.52 

(2.55) 
7.53 
(5.92) 
1.56 

11 
12 
14 
8 
7 

15 I 

13 
5 
L 
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Chart 3: Total MonthIy Utility Charge 
for a Single-Family House in 1997- 

Canadian Cities 

Prrpwd by: The City of  Edmonton, Planning and Developmcnt Department R h d  Dccmber 1997 
Note: Figures includc chirga for tekphone. p o w c ~  wilfcr, sewu and &aee collecrion- 

'Ine Ciry of Edmonton Plamhg and Development Deparcmat 9 
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Table 3 
Average Monthly Utility Charges for a Single-FamiIy House 

Selected Canadian Cities 
(as of September, 1997) 

(dollars) 

The City of Edmonton Pianning and Devefopment Departmat 10 

C 

cw 
EDMONTON 

Calgary 
Red ûeer 
Medicine Hat 
Lethbridge 
Vancouver 
Victoria 
Regina 

Saskatoon 
Winnipeg 
Montreal 
Toronto 
Halifax . 
Saint John 
Fredericton 
St. John's 
Yellowknife 
r 

17 City Average 

Power (21 
44.64 

42.23 
43.42 
36.43 
45.64 
36.60 
36.60 
55-01 
55.01 
37.84 
39.71 
55.00 
57.58 
50.72 
48.98- 
57.86 

Telephone (11 
98.25 

20.90 
20.90 
20.90 
20.90 
21 -25 
16.00 
15.35 
15.35 
16.40 
20.25 
21.30 

. 23.00 
20.00 
20.00 
17.45 . 
16.23 
19.08 

Water [3] 
28-63 

25.78 
18.13 
14.29 
25.95 
18.17 
i 1.75 
19.95 
1620 
21.09 
0.00 [5] 

20.01 
14.70 
17.28 
17.91 
15.83 

88.30 
48-92 

Sewer [3] 
21.17 

17.79 
14.78 
12.30 
19.74 
0.00 
9.54 

15.32 
10.07 
23.00 
0.00 [5) 

13.08 
6.17 

17-82 
17.14 
0.00 [5] 

81.26 [4] 
21.58 

Garbage 
5-00 
.. 

6.37 
620  

1.80 
O 

11.33 
O 

O 

- 
- 
- 
O 

O 

- 
- 

0.00 [4] 
11.64 

Total 
117-69 

106.70 
103.60 
90.12. 

114.03 
76.02 
85.22 

105.63 
96.63 
98.33 

59.96 
109.39 
101.45 
105.82 
104.03 
91.14 

10.00 
2.39 

Rank 
'î6 

13 
9 

1 

195.79 
103.62 

4 
15 
2 
3 

11 
6 
7 
1 

14 
8 

12 
10 

5 1 
17 
- 
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Chart 4: Combined Total Property Tax and 
UtiIity Charges for a Single-Famy House in 

1997 - Canadian Cities 

W a r e d  by: City of Edmonton, Planning and Dcvelopmait Depumient Reviscd Deceder 1997 
Note: Totd p m p q  ta. induda municipal. redonal and school taxes, but are na of horneowna g n ~  

or credits ifappIicabIe 
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Table 4 
Annual Total Property Tax and Utiüty Charges 

for a Single-Family House in 1997 - Canadian Cities 

RepHcd by: The City of Edmonton, Planûirtg and Developrnent Departmen& Piannïng Savices Brand 
Rwised kccrnber 1997 ' 

Notes: (1) Property tax shown mcluda mtmicipd, M o r d  and ~ 0 0 1  taxes, but is net of homeowncr 
gtantsorctedits. 

O) Utiüly chages includc telephones, power, watcT, ~ w n s  and garbage collection. 
Utility charges a b  includc Sutcfiarges for watcr mains and stwcr u p m g  wherc applicable 

(doilors) 
Utiiity (2) 
Charges 

1.41 2 

1,280 
1,243 
1,081 
1,368 
912 

1,023 
1,268 
1,160 
1,180 
720 

1,313 - 

1,217 
1,270 
1,248 
1,094 
2,349 
'1,243 

Total 
2,926 

2,920 
2,730 

Rank 
8 
7 
5 

Total (1) 
Property Tax 

1,514 

1,640 
1,487 
1,172 
1,292 
1,908 
1,554 
2,051 
1,901 
2,48 1 
2,990 
2,367 
1,908 
1,760 
1,753 
1,100 
2,291 
'1,833 

City 
L 

a 

EDMONTON 
Calgary 
Red Deer 
Medicine Hat 
Lethbridge 
Vancouver 
victoria 
Regina 
Saskatoon 
Winnipeg 
Montreal 
Toronto . ' 

Hal'rfax 
Saint John 
Fredericton 
St. John's 
Yellowknife 
17 City Average 

2,253 
2,660 
2,820 
2,577 
3,319 
3,061 
3,661 
3,71 O 

3,680 
3,125 
3,030 
3,001 
2,194 
4,640 
3,077 

2 

4 A 

6 
3 
13 
11 
14 
16 
15 
12 
10 
9 
1: 
17 
œ 
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Chart 5: Combined Municipal Property Tax 
and UtiIity Charges for a. Single-FamiIy House 

in 1997 - Canadian Cities 

- P r ~ d  by: City of Edmonton, P I d g  and DcveIopment Depsmnem Revis& Decemba 1997 
Note: Ropcrry taxs includc bodi municipal a d  rcqionai taxq but u d u d e  school taxes and 

net of horneowncr gnnts i fappkable 
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Table 5 
Annual Municipal Property Tax and Utiiity Charges 
for a Single-Family House in 1997 - Canadian Cities' 

(doIlors) 
- 

( Municipal (1) 1 Utility (2) 1 
City 

EDMONTON 

Calgary 
Red Deer 

Rie City of Edmontoa Planning and DeveIopmcnt Department 14 

Property Tax 
778 

Medicine Hat 
Lethbridge 
Vancouver 
Victoria 
Regina 
Saskatoon 
Winnipeg 
Montreal 
Toronto 
Hal'rfax 
Saint John 
Fredericton 
St  John's 
Yellowknife 
17 City Average 

696 
71 1 

Charges 
1,412 

509 
643 

1,033 
985 - 

1,017 
843 

1,344 
2,700 
1,056 
1 ,771 
1,760 
1,753 - 

1,100 
1,330 
1,178 

1,280 
1,243 

Total 
2.1 90 

1,081 
1,368 
912 

1,023 
1,268 
1,160 
l,l8O 
720 

1,313 
1,217 
1,270 
1,248 
1,094 
2,349 
1,243 

Rank 
8 

- - 

1,976 
1,954 

4 , 

3 
-- 

1,590 
2,011 
1,945 
2,008 
2,285 
2,003 
2,524 
3,420 
2,369 
2,988 
3,030 
3,001 
2,194 
3,679 
2,422 

1 
7 
2 
6 
10 
5 
12 
16 
11 
13 
15 

14 . 
9 

17 

œ A 



Evaluating Fahness in Roperty Tax- A Condominium Pempetive 

APPENDIX B 

MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: 
NEW HOME PURCHASES 



F i l e s  FL ( V o l  5 )  & G E 2  (Vol 23) 

2 

A By-law of TEE CITY OF WINNIPEG to 
establiph a program of property tas asaistance 
credits in the year 1998 to encourage and assist in 
the renovation of residenoal premises in the City 
of Wdpeg. 

WHEREAS Section 138.1 of The City owJnnipeg Act provides as foliows: 

By-iaw n home renovation tax credit progrrim 
138.1(1) 'Zhe comciI may by by-law estabüsh a pmgmm of property tax 
credits to encourage and a s k t  in the renovation of residential prrmises, a d  
any such by-iaw &ail include provisions 

(a) presaiing types or classes of pmnks eiigibfe for au< credits, which 
types or classes may be based on the age, assessed value or occupancy of 
eligible premkes, or other critelia; 

(b) prescribing the types of renovatiom and costs associami with 
renovations eligible for tax credits; 

(c) . establishing terms and conditions under which tax credits may be 
provideci and terminated; 

(d) nspecting the amounts of tax creditr, incfuding the"'um mual 
~ a x  credit for each praniscs and the p d o d  oftime in which a tax credit may 
be applied to -=;and 

(e) respecthg any other matter that the councii considers necessary or 
advisable. 

Review of program in fifth yerr 
138.1(2) A by-law passed under subsdon (1) expires five yem a f k  
the day it is passed unies the cornci& in the fifth year, reviews the program 
and approves continuation of the by-law. 

AND WHEREAS Council desins to establish a program of property tax 
credits to encourage and essist in the =novation of residentid premises in the City 
of Whpeg; 



NOW THEREFORE TEE CITY OF WINNIPEG, in Chuncil assembled, 
enacts as follows: 

1. This by-law shall be referred to as the "1998 Home Renovation Ta 
Assistance Program By-la#. 

''building permit" means a permit granted rmda The Whpeg Electricai By- 
law or The Winnipeg Building By-law; 

"designated officer" means a person designated in writing by the Chief 
Admiaistratve Officer, 

"immediate family member of the eligible homeownef' meam an eligible 
homeorner's spouse, parent, chil4 si%@ parent's parent, parent's sibling, 
child's spouse, sibhg's spôuse, ~hild's child, sibling's child, spouse's 
parent, spouse's sibling, or spouse's aiüng's child; 

"patent" meam a natural, adoptive or step-parent; 

"residentid unit" means: 

(a) a building that is used solely as a dwelling unit for residential 
occupation, other th * 

(i) a mobile home located in a mobile home park or not 
coDStlllcted on a permanent foundation; 

@) a building that is used Whouy or partly as a hot& motel, 
to& camp, apartrnent hotel or other transient 8~~0mmodatio~ 

(Ki) a building that is used as a nurihg home or personal care 
home; and 

(iv) a building that contaios more than one dweiiing unit; 



By-law No. 7230 /98  

(b) a condominium unit that is used solely as a single d w e h g  unit for 
residentid occupation, but not including the common elements of a 
condominium plan; 

usibling" means a natud, adoptive or step-sibiinp; 

(i) a peson who is l@y married to an eligible homeowner, or 

Ci) a person publicly rep- by the eligible homeowner of 
the oppsite sex as the spouse of that eligible homeorner. 

3. The object of this by-law is to provide an economic incentive for the home 
renovation industry, to d u c e  the perception that pmperty owner~ are penalized for 
improving their properties and to encourage property owners to take out building 
parnits thaeby promoting the quality of consûuction in m e t h g  applicable buil*, 
electricai and plumbing codes. 

4. A ~ u a l  tur assktance shall be provideci to the ownas of eligible residential 
ULLits, as set out in this by-law. 

5. To be an eligiible homeowner, a person must meet one of the foiiowing 
requirements at the time of the application and at dl times until the eligible 
renovaiion is completed: 

(a) the peson must be the ngistaed owner of the resfdentiai unit; 

(b) the person is entitied to be registeted as the owner of the land on 
which the residential unit is situated pursuant to the Vetermri' Land Act 
(canada); 

(c) the pason is a lessee or parnittee of the land on which the resideatid 
unit is situated under a lease or permit h m  the Crown; or 

(d) the pason is someone 0 t h  aiari the owna of the residential unit Who 
is able to show long-term unintanipted occupaflcy of the residenthi unit and 
Who does not pay renc 

and must occupy the residentid unit on a year-round basis as his or her principal 
residence at the time of the application and at all times und the eligible renovation 



is completed. 

6. Subject to section 7, the following are eiigiile renovafi011~: 

(a) renovating any part of a resiRential mit that is used or will be capable 
of being used as year-round living spâce, such as 

(i) renovating a kitchen, 

Ci) renovating a batbtoom, including the pmhase and iostallation 
of s*, tubs and vanities, and 

(b) building an addition to a residential unit ifthe addition will be capable 
of king used as year-round living space; 

(c) iostalling, repairing or upgradhg a p* heating system, a 
plumbing system, an electrid system or a ventilation system, but not 
including an air conditions or air exchanger, 

(d) insulating w a k  or attics; 

(e) . reinforcing or repairiag a foundation or basement, or r e m  or 
replacing weeping tiie or other parts of the basement, including reIated 
excavation and landscaping; 

0 

(f) installing or repairing extuior sheathing; 

(h) installing or npiühg doors or windows, excluding skyiight windows; 

(i) repaixïng or upgrading a water or sewer system, including 
related excavafion and Iandscaping; 

O )  modifying a residentid unit to mmmodate a disabled person; 

) renovatllig for reasoos of safety or occupant health; 



By-law No. 2 3019 8 . 

0) q a i @  or renovating a residentiai unit or a part of a residential unit 
to enme or maintain cornpliatace with The Maintenance and Occupancy By- 
law of THE CITY OF WINNIPEG; 

(m) cousüucting or repaùing a deck, veiandah or garage; 

(n) constructing or rPpating an adj- or access~ry building such as a 
greenh~use~ gazebo or sufm)om, 

7. The following are not eligible renovatiom: 

(a) building or n p k h g  a face, dtivewayy patio or sidewalk tdess 

(i) the building or repairing is necessary to aisure or mahain the 
sûucturai integrity of the residential unit or to easure or maintain 
compiiance with any by-law of the City, or 

(ii) in the case of a tepair, a safety or occupant health risk will 
exist if the repair is not d e d  out; 

(b) building, installing or repairing a play stnictrrre or swuigs; 

(c) building, h d h g  or repairing a swimming p l ;  

(d) landscaping, except 

(i) landscaping that is eligible under section 6, or 

ci) if the landscaping is neasary to ensure or maintain the 
structural integrity of the residential unit or to eosure or maintain 
cornpliance with any by-law of @ City; 

(e) interior decoratiag, including the cost of purchashg and installuig 
waüpaper, bliads and drapes; 

(0 interior or exterior painting, except 

(i) painting that ïs part of a renovation or addition described in 
clauses 6(a) or (b), 

(ii) to easure or mnintain the structural integnty of the residential 



(iü) if a safety or occupant heaith risk will exist if the painting is 
not carriexi out; 

(ii) to ensure or maintain the simcûd integnty of the residentid 
unit or to ensure or maintain mmpIiance with any by-law of the City, 
or 

(3) if a s a f i  or occupant health risk will ex& if the purchasing, 
installing or repairing is not carrieci ouc 

) purchasing, installing or repairing any of the foliowing: 

(ii) skylight windows; 

(iv) a hot tub, spa or jacuzzi; * 

(v) a secondary hmting unit unless the mit is pennanently 
installeci as the prirnary heating source in a new Living s p w ;  

(vii) an air conditioner, an air exchanger or a back-up generator; 

(viii) an air purification system, d e s s  a d e t y  or occupant health 
risk will exist if the iir purification system is not installed or rqakd 
or to ensun or maintain cornpliance with any by-law of the Ci% 



(x) a radio or television antenna or a sateIlite di& 

(xi) a lawn sprinkler system; 

(xii) a- or other exterior window coverings; 

(xiii) any equipment or other thing that is wt pennanently &ed 
to a residentiai unit; 

(i) any modification to a residential unit to permit a non-residential use; 

0) any modification to a resïdential unit to permit a mult i -My use; and 

(k) repairing a midenthl unit or part of a residential unit *ch has been 
damaged by fhe, flood or other insiirable ri& 

8. To be an eligible residential imif 

(a) a residential unit mut be owned by an eiigïible homeowner under 
section 5; 

(b) a residential unit mut  have been b d t  before January 1,198 1 ; and 

(c) a residential unit and the land on which it is situateâ has an assessed 
value as de- in subsection l(1) of The Mimicipl Assesment Act not 
exceeding $100,000 for the year in which the application Es made. 

9. Subject to sections 10, 11 and 17, applications for home renovation tax 
ElSSiSfance may be made in the year 1998 and a tax credit given pursuant to this by- 
law &ail be provideci on the mual tax levy following the completion of the eligile 
renovation and on the annuai tax levies for the following two years. 

10. In order for a tax d t  to be provideci: 

(a) the eligible homeorner must make application for home renovation 
tax assistance in a form determineci by the designated officer and shall 
provide any idormation, documentation or verification that the designated 
officer may require, includhg a building permit; 

(b) the eligible renovatioa must be commenceci &r an application for 



tax EiSSiSfance has been made pursuant to this by-iaw; 

(c) the eligible remvation must be commenced after February 28,1998; 

(d) the eligible renovation must be completed within 12 months of the 
date of the application for tax assistance; 

(e) the eligible horneowner must submit pmf of the completion of the 
eligile remvation and must submit invoices for the amornt expended for the 
eiigibIe renovation with proof of paymmt; 

(f) the eligible homeowner must aüow the designated officer or his 
designate a reasonable opportunity to înspect the completed eligible 
renovation; and 

(g) the eligible homeowner must provide such infoflflilfiob 
documentation or verifïcafion as the designated officer may require h m  t h e  
to time to confïxm continuhg eligibility. 

1 l(1). Subject to subsection (2). the annual tax d t  shall be equivalent to 5% of 
the amount expended for eiigible mvatiom to a marcimum muaï tax M t  of 
$500 per eligible residentid unit. 

1 l(2). The total amount of tax assistance provided by the City of Winnipeg under 
this and any other Home Renovation Tax Assistance Program shali not ex& 
$l,5ûû.ûû per eligible residential unit in any consecutive five year period 

* 

1 1(3). In this section, "other Home Renovation Tax Assistance Program" incIud& 
City of Winniipeg By-law Nos. 6544/94,6927/96,6930/96 and 7137/97. 

12. Subject to section 13, the foflowing costs wiU be included in calculating the 
amount expended for eligible renovatiom: 

. 

(b) contractor labow, 

(c) retail sales tax; 

(d) go& and senrices tax; 
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(f) architectural plans; 

(g) applicable permit fees; and 

(h) legal and inspection fees 

13. Notwitbstaading clause 120, the cost or value of labour that is &ed out 
by the eiigible homeowner or an immediate family member of the eligible 
homeowncr wil l  not be included in the caldation of the amount expeaded for 
eiigible renovations 

14. Notwitbstanding section 9. a tax aedit will be terminated in the year 
following the ocamence of any of the following events: 

(a) the eligible msidential mit ceases to be occupied by a person who 
meets any of the requiremenîs of clauses 5(a), @), (c) or (d); 

(b) the eligible residential unit is demolished; 

(c) more than 50°h of the eligible residential unit re- replacement as 
a d t  of fire, ff ood or otha insinable damage; 

(d) the eligible residential unit ceases to be occupied solely for residential 
purpo=; or 

(e) the eligible residentiai unit ceases to be a residential unit. 

15. A tax cndit pmvided piasuant to this by-law does not terminate simpIy by 
m o n  of the sale of the eligible residential mit. 

d 

16. The determination of: 

(a) whether a pason is an eligible homeowner under section 5; 

@) whether a renovafion is an eligue renovation under sections 6 and 
7; 

(c) whether a residential unit is an eligible residential unit under section 
8; 



(6) whether a cost is included in caiculating the amount expended for 
eligible nnovations mder sections 12 and 13; and 

(e) whetha an event causing a tcrmination of a tax d t  has o c c d  
under section 14; 

shall be made by the designated officer. 

17. The designated ofnca may escablish an annual date, which duil not be eatfier 
than February 20th in any y-, as the date thaî d raqMed proof of completion 
of eligible renovations must be d v e d  in order for a tax 8SSiSt8nce credit to be 
appiied to the muai tax levy for thai year. Where the eiigile homeorner provides 
any of the information or documentation raquired under section 10 af&r the date 
established by the designated offi-, the tax assktance credits shall be applied to the 
a ~ u a l  tax levy for the next following three consecutive years. 

18. Any eligi'ble homeowner or appliaint who is aggrieved by a decision of the 
designated officer made under section 16 may, within 15 days of the date of the 
decision, appeal h m  th& decision to the Standing Policy Cornmittee on Pro- 
and Development by f ihg a written notice of appeal with the City Clerk or the 
designated officer, wnich sEates the grounds for the appeai. 

19. The Cornmittee shd  fix a t h e  and a place for a meeting to consider the 
appeal and cause not less than 15 days notice of the meeting to be provided by mail 
on the appellant at the address of the residential mit as specified in the appiication. 

20. The notice mder section 19 s h d  infonn the appeiiant that he or she may 
appear at the meeting and make such representation as he or she desires and that in 
the event that he or she does not appear at the meeting, a decision may be made by 
the Cornmittee in his or ber absence. 

21. On the &y and at the time and place sratedin the notice, the Cornmittee 
conduct the meeting and receive representations h m  the appeilant and the 
designated officer and any other person deemed appropriate by the Committee. 

22. The meeting may be a d j o d  from time to t h e  and may be resumed at such 
time and place as the Committee may decide. 

23. The Cornmittee, a k r  conducting the meeting, may: 

(a) rescind, modify or confirm any decision made by the designated 
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(b) maLe such other decision as in the circumstances of each care it 
deems just; 

and the decision of the Cornmittee, upon king communicafed to the ap~Llant 
be finai for ai i  purposes undex this by-iaw. 

24. The City Clerk s h d  aiuse a oopy of the Commitîee's decision to be maited 
to the appeht and to any other pason d o  made representation to the Cornmittee. 

25. Notwithstanding any provision ofthis by-law. applications made in 1998 
under By-law No. 7137/97 in relation to eligible renovafions commenad after 
Febniary 28,1998 shali be deemed to have been made under this by-law. 

26. This by-law takes effect on the day it is passed and shall expire five y- 
after that &y uniess, in the fîfth year, it is reviewed and extendexi by Corncil. 

27 
DONE AND PASSED, in Corncil assembled, this &y of &y, 1998. 

(Sgdl Susan A. Thmpson 

Mayor 
('SEAL) (Sgd)  Dorothy Browton 

for Director of Property and 
Development SeMces 

Appmved as to financial 
details: 

City Cleik 

c 
City Solicitor 



A By-iaw of THE CITY OF WMMPEG to 
estabüsh a program of property tax credits or 
refunds to encourage and to assist in the 
construction o r  purchase of new dwelling. 

WBEREAS Section 13 8.3 of The City of WmnipegAd provides as foliows: 

By-laws re new home grantt, credits or refixnds to property 
owners 
138.3(1) The council may by by-law stablish a program of 
grants, propeay tax credits or ~ b d s  to encourage and as& in the 
construction or pmhase of new dweilings, and any arh by-law shah 
include provisions 

(a) prescribing types or classes of premises eligible for a 
gant, tax cndit or r e h d ;  

. @) establishing temis and conditions under which a WL 
tax credit or refund may be provideci or temhted;  

(c) establishg criteria for determining 

(i) the amount of a grant, tax credit or refiind, 

(ü) the maximum annuai grant, tax credit or 
r e h d ,  and 

(iii) the p e n d  of time in which a grant, tax credit 
or refund be paid out to an owner or 
applied to taxes; 

(ci) respectkg eligibility criteria for recipients of grants, 
tax c d t s  or r ehds ;  and 

(e) respeaing any other matter that the council considers 
necessory or advisable. 
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Review of program in fîîü~ year 
1383(2) A by-law passed under subsection (1) expires five 
years after the day it is passed d e s s  the councii. in the nfth year, 
reviews the pro- and appmvs continuafion of the by-law. 

NOW TIIERIEIFORE THE CITY OF WINNIPEG, in Couacil assembled, 
enacts as follows: 

"Director of Corpontte Finance" meam the Director of the Corporate 
Finance Department or his designate; 

uCommittee* means the Executive Policy Cornmittee; 

YChief Administrative Officer" means the Chief Addisbative Officer of 
the City or their designate; 

Yinm development" meam construction of a dwelling on land which: 

(a) is wirhia a Neighbourhood or Downtown Policy Area as 
designated in Plate "A" of Plan Wionipeg ; 

(c) prwiousl y contaiaed a housing . commercial, institutional or 
industrial development; 

%ew development" means construction of a dwehg  which is not infil1 
developrnent; 

'municipal taxes" means the amount of d generai taxes payable in the 
u t i o n  year with the exclusion of a l l  schwl taxes, local improvement 
ievies, anears. penalties and any other amounts added for the recovery of a 
debt pursuant to statutory authority and a h r  the application of such portion 
of any phase-in d i t  or debit applicable to only the general taxes amount 
which remaias after having accouuted for ai1 exclusions and any other tax 
credit provideci under a by-hw of the City of Winnipeg. but pnor to the 
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aiiowance of the reaity tax credit for premises seMced by neither water nor 
sewer and the Manitoba Resident Home Owner Tax Assistance deduction; 

2. A tax ctedit SM be applied to the municipal taxes with respect to property 
which meets al1 of the foiiowing quirements: 

(a) the propercy must be classifieci as Residentiai 1 purniant to the 
CIassifïcation of Property Regdation made pursuant to Tlte 
Municipal Assessrnent Acc 

(b) the pro- must contain a newly constnicted single family detached 
dwelling which is wfioiiy occupied by one or more of the reginend 
owngs of the property, as the r e m  owner's home and principal 
residence; 

(c) registered ownership of the property must be held by a person who is 
the first person to occupy the pmperty as a home and principal 
residence and who aAer March 26,1997 but not later than March 25, 
1999 has: 

(9 

(ii) 

(iü) 

become or become entitled to be a registered owner of 
the property, as a resuit of having purchased the 
newly constructeci dwelling on the property h m  a 
developer or builder or having cotlStNcted the new 
dwelhg on the property; 

O btained possession of the pmperty; and 

commenceci actuai occupation of the whole of the 
property as the peson's home and principal residence; 

ex+ that in the event thai the registered ownership of the property 
is held concurrentiy by more than one person, at least one of the 
registered owners must be the fkst person to occupy the property as 
a home and principai residence and must afkr March 26,1997 but not 
later than March 25.1999 meet the ~quirrments of subclauses (c)(i), 
(i) and (iii). 

3. Notwithstanding Section 3 of this by-law, a tau credit shall not be applied to 
the municipal taxes with respect to any of the following properties: 
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(a) a mobile home located in a mobile home park or not constructed on 
a permanent foundation; 

(b) a building that is used wholly or partly as a hotel, motel, tourist camp, 
apartment hotel or other transient accommodatiotl; 

(c) a building that is used as a nursing home or personal care home: or 

(d) a building that is a duplex 

(a) make application for the tax credit not more than 60 days after the 
date of having commenced actual occupation in a fom determined by 
the Director of Corponite Finance and provide ail information and 
documentation that the Director of Cotporate Finance rnay require, 
including a cert ikd statu of title and a copy of the offer to purchase 
connrming the date of possession; 

(b) as and when requested by the Director of Corporate Finiince, provide 
, in a f o m  detennined by the Director of Corporate Finance written 
periodic confirmation of entitlement to a tax d i t  and provide al1 
information and documentation diat the Director of Corporate 
Finance rnay require; and 

(c) certify that the information and documentation given is me and 
accurate. 

5. The tem of the tax d i t  program created by this by-law shall be for a total 
of thirty-six consecutive months, divided into three e q d  consecutive periods of 
twelve months each, with the fint period commencing on the &y occurring after 
March 26,1998 but wt later th= b k ~ h  25,1999 on which the property first meets 
all of the requirements provideci for in section 2. 

- .  
6. Subject to section 10, where a property eligible under section 2 is infill 
development. the amount of the tax credit which rnay be applied to the municipal 



taxes with respect to the propew during the terni of the tax credit p r o ~ m  shail be 
calculateci as fouows: 

for the fim period, the su. of the foilowing two amounts: 

(i) an amount equd to 100% of the product of the municipal 
taxes with respect to the propeq for the taxation year in 
which the first p e n d  commenced multiplied by a fraction 
whereby the numemtor is the number of days in said taxation 
year which are also days within the first period and the 
denomiaator is the total nrmiber of days in said taxation year, 
provideci that nich amount does not exceed the maximum tax 
credït dowable for the fint period which is $2,000.00, and in 
such event the amount of $2,000; and 

(ii) in the event that the amount caicutated in subclause (i) is Less 
than $2,000, an additional amount qua1 to 100% of the 
product of the munici@ taxes with respect to the property for 
the taxation year in which the £kt period ended multiplied by 
a hction whereby the numerator is the number of days in 
said taxation year which an also &ys within the f k t  period 
and the denominatm is the total number of days in said. 
taxation year, providecl that such amount is not p a t e r  than 
the difference of $2,000 les5 the amount detefLniaed by 
&clause (i), and in such event the amount of said difference; 

for the second period, the nim of the following two arnounts: 

(i) an amount quai  to 100% of the product of the municipal 
taxes with respect to the property for the taxation year in 
which the second pend commenced multiplieci by a fraction 
whereby the numerator is the number of days in said taxation 
year which are also days withia the second period and the 
denominatot is the total number of days in said taxation year. 
provided that such amount does not exceed the maximum tax 
cndit dowable for the second period which is $2,000.00, and 
in such event the amount of $2.000; and . 

- 
(ii) in the event that the amount calculateci in subclause (i)'is less 

than $2,000, an additionai amount quai to 100% of the 



p d u c t  of the mimicipal taxes with respect to the property for 
the taxation year in e h  the second @od ended multiplieci 
by a fiaction whereby the numerator is the number of days in 
said taxation year which are also days within the second 
paiod and the denorninator is the toal number of days in said 
taxation year, provided that such amount is not greater than 
the ciifference of $2,000 las the amount detennined by 
subclause (i), and in nich event the amount of said Merence; 

and; 

(c) for the third period, the sum of the followllig two amounts: 

(i) an amount quai  to SV!! of the product of the municipal taxes 
with Rspect to the property for the taxaton year in which the 
third p e n d  wmmenced multipiied by a fiaction whereby the 
numerator is the number of days in said taxation year which 
are also days within the third period and the denominator is 
the total number of days in said taxation year, provided that 
such amount does not exceed the maximum tax credit 
aiiowable for the third period which is $1,W.00, and in nich 
event the amount of $1,000; and 

* ( )  in the event that the amount calcdated in &lause (i) is less 
than $1,000, an additional amount equal to 50% of the 
p d u c t  of the municipal taxes with respect to the property for 
the taxation year in which the third period ended multiplieci 
by a fiaction whereby the numerator is the number of days in 
said taxation year which are also days within the third period 
and the denominator is the total number of days in said 
taxation year, provided that such amount is not p a t e r  than 
the difference of 51,000 less the amount detennined by 
subclause (i), and in such event the amount of said difference. 

7. For greater certainty, the total tax credit d u h g  the terni of the tau credit 
program for a property which is infiil development shail not exceed $5,000. 

8. Subject to section 10. where a property eligible under section 2 is new 
development the amount of the tax credit which may be applied to the municipal 
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taxes with respect to the property during the tem of the tax credit proboram shdi be 
calculateci as foilows: 

(a) for the fïrst period, the nim of the following two amounts: 

(i) anamountequalt0100%ofthep~uctofthemunicipal 
taxes with respect to the property for the taxation year in 
which the î k ~  period commenced multiplieci by a fnction 
whereby the numerator is the number of days in said t d o n  
year &ch are ais0 days w i t b  the first period and the 
denominarnr is the total aimiber of days in said taxation year, 
provided that nich amount does not exceed the rxmximum tax 
credit aiiowable for the first period which is 32,000.00, and in 
such event the amount of $2,000; and 

(ii) in the event that the amount caicuiated in subclause (i) is less 
than $2,000, an additionai anïount qua1 to 100% of the 
product of the municipal taxes with respect to the property for 
the taxation year in which the fint period ended multiplied by 
a biction whereby the numerator is the number of &ys in 
said taxation year which are also days within the nIst period 
and the denominaior is the total number of days in said 
taxation year, provided that such amount is not greater dian 
the ciifference of $2,000 l e s  the amount determined by 
subclause (i), and in nich event the amount of said difference; 

and; 

(b) for the second period, the sum of the following two amounts : 

(i) an amount quai to 50% of the product of the municipal taxes 
with respect to the property for the taxation year in which the 
second p e n d  commenced multiplied by a hction whereby 
the numerator is the number of days in said taxation year 
which are also &YS within the second period and the 
denominator is the total number of days in said taxation year, 
provided that nich amount d o s  not exceed the maximum tax 
credit ailowable for the second period which is $1,000.00, and 
in such event the amount of 3 1,000; and 



(ü) in the event that the amount calculated in nibdaue (i) is Iess 
than $1,000, an additional amount equal to 50% of the 
product of the municipal taxes with Rspect to the propem for 
the taxation year in which the second period ended muitipiied 
by a fiaction whereby the numerator is the number of days in 
said taxation year which are also days within the second 
period and the denominator is the total number of days in said 
taxation year, provideci that such amount is not greater thaa 
the difference of $1,000 Iess the amount detennined by 
subclause (i), and in such ment the amount of said ciifference; 

(c) for the third period, the sum of the following two amounts: 

(i) an amount quai to 25% of tbe product of the municipal taxes 
with respect to the pmperty for the taxation year in which the 
third period commmced multiplied by a fiaction whereby the 
numerator is the number of days in said taxation year which 
are also days within the third period and the denomiaator is 
the total number of days in said taxation year, provided that 
such amount does not exceed the maximum tax credit 
allowable for the third period which is $500.00. and in such 
event the amount of $500; and 

(ii) in the event that the amount calculateci in subclause (i) is iess 
than 3500, an additional amount quai to 25% of the product 
of the muaicipal taxes with respect to the property for the 
taxation year in which the third period ended multiplied b y a 
h t i o n  whereby the numerator is the number of days in said 
taxation year which are a h  days within the third period and 
the denominator is the total number of days in said tix~ation 
year, provided that such amount is not greater than the 
amount of the ciifference of $500 less the amount determined 
by subcfause (i), and in nich event the amount of said 
di fference. 

9. For -mater certallity, the total tau credit during the term of the tau credit 
progra&for a property which is new development shall not exceed 63.500. 
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10. The amount of a tax credit calculateci under section 6 or section 8 sMl be 
munded off to the nearest dollar such that where the amount wodd have otherwise 
endecl in $50 or greater the amount shall be munded upwards and where the amount 
wodd have ottierwiSe ended in S.49 or l e s  the amount W be rounded downwards. 

1 1. Notwithstanding any other provinon of this by-law, there shall be no tax 
credit with nspect to property whae there amars of municipal taxes or school 
taxes, or bah, after k e m b e r  3 1 of the taxation year to which the tax credit wodd 
have othewise applied in whole or in part but for this section 

12. in the event that a pperty is eligible for a tax d t  but the tax credit has not 
been applied to the municipal taxes as an entry on the Statement and Demand for 
Payment of Taxes, or the si~pplementai Statement and Demand for Payment of Taxes, 
and the municipal taxes have been paid, the tax credit may be applied to the 
municipal taxes in the fonn of a refund 

1 .  Notwithsbnding any o k  provision of this by-law, in the event that there is 
more than one pemn M o  me& the requirements under ciause 2(c) to make 
application under section 4 for a tax credit to be applied to the municipal taxes with 
respect to a ppperty, ody one tax credit SM be provided under this by-law. 

13.1 Notwithsbnding any provision of this by-law, if a tax credit was granted, or 
eligible to be granted, to a property purniant to By-Law No. 7076197, no tax credit 
shall be gmted in respect of that pmperty under this by-law. 

14. Entitlement to a tax M t  s h d  c m  upon the sale or tramfer of ownership 
of the propew, excluding inte~spousal @en. by or h m  a person who is, was, or 
had been eligible to apply for a tax credit under this by-law. 

15. In any given period within the tem of the tax credit program, in the event 
that, as a resuit of a person having pmvided false or inaccurate infonnation or 
documentation or having failed to provide tme and acnuate infonnation and 
documentation contrary to section 4 or as a resdt of an error in a calcuiation under 
any of sections 6 through 9, the person meives a tax credit which is applied tu 
municipal taxs of a property that is not efigible mder section 2. which is in excess 



of the amount provided for under sections 6 through 9, or which othenvise is not in 
compliance with this by-law, the person shall return to the Director of Corporate 
Finance nich portion of the tax d t  caldated for the periodin accordance with the 
folIowing fornula. 

where A is the amount of the tax credit to be returned under this section 
C is the total amount of the tax credit received for the period 
B is the number of days for which no tax credit should have been given in 

the period 
D is the total number of days in the period 

and in addition sball pay interest on the amount to be retunied, calculated at the rate 
prescribed by The Tax Penalty By-law commencing on the &y the pmperty or the 
person faied or ceased to meet aU of the requirements under section 2 or the d a y  the 
municipal taxes were due and payable, whichever day is later. 

16. In any given p e r d  within the term of the tax credit program, in the event 
as a resuit of a change in ownetship of the pmperty as contemplated under 

section 14 or as a result of an emr in a calculation under any of sections 6 through 
9, a tax d i i  is appfied to the municipal taxes of a property that is not eligible under 
section 2, which is in excess of the amount provided for under 
sections 6 through 9, or which otherwise is not in compliance with this by-law, the 
Director of Corporaîe Finance SM reverse such portion of the tax credit calculated 
for the period in accordance with the foiiowing formula: 

where A is the amount of the tax credit to be reversed under this section 
C is the total amount of the tax credit which had been applied to the 

municipal taxes of the pmperty for the period 
B is the nmber of days for which w tax d t  shodd have been applied in 

the period 
D is the total number of days in the period 

and in addition shall impose a penalty of interest on the amount of the reversai, 
calculateci at the rate pnscribed by The Tôu Penalty By-law commencing on the day 
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the propmy failed or ceased to be eLigibIe under seaion 2 or the &y the municipal 
taxes weR due and payable, whichever day is later. 

17. The determination of whetfier a propatl k eligible under section 2. wtiedier 
a person meets the requirements under c h s e  2(c), the amouot of any tax c d i t  
=han of tax c d t  under section 15, or m e d  of tax ædit under section 16 and al1 
other mattes within this by-law shall be made by the Director of Corporate Finance, 
except that the determination of whether a property is innU development shall be 
made by the Chief Administrative Officer- 

18. Any person who is aggrieved by a cietenninafion made under section 17 may, 
within 15 days of the mailing of notice of the determination d e  under seaion 17, 
appeal h m  that detemimion to the Cornmitte, by filing a written notice of appeal 
with the City Cle& wfiich states the groimds for the appeal and the mailing address 
of the appellant 

19. The notice of the detemination referred to in section I8 may be in the fom 
of a Statement and Demand for Payment of Taxes, a supplemental Sratement and 
Demaad for Payment of Taxes. or such other fom as prescribed by the Director of 
Corporate Finauce. 

-* 

20. The Cornmittee shail fk a c k  for a meeting to consider the appeal and shall 
cause not less than 15 days notice of the meeting to be provided by certifieci mail to 
the appellant. at the address of the appellant specified in the notice of appeal. 

21. The notice under section 20 shall inform the appeilant that he or she m y  
appear at the meeting and make such representation as he or she desires and that in 
the event that he or she does not appear at the meeting, a decision may be made by 
the Committee in his or her absence. 

22. On the day and at the tirne and place in the notice, the Committee shall 
conduct the meeting and receive repte~entatioas h m  the appellant and h m  the . - 
Director of Corporate Finance or the Chief Administrative Officer as may be 
applicable and any other penon deerned appropriate by the Committee. 
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23. The meeting may be adjoumed h m  time to time and may be resumed at nich 
time and place as the Committee may decide. 

24. The Commitiee, after conducting the meeting, may: 

(a) rescind, modify or cab any determiaation made under section 17 
by the City Treani~r or by the Chief Adminhdve Officer. 

(b) make such other decision as in the circum~tances of each case ir 
deems just 

and the decision of the Cornmittee, upon king coinmunicated to the appellant s h d  
be nnal for ail purposes under this by-law. 

25. The Cornmittee Clerk shall cause a copy of the Cornmittee's decision to be 
mailed to the appellant and to any othet person who made representation to the 
Committee. 

DONE AND PASSED, in Council assembled this25 day of m*. 1998. 

City Clerk 

Legal ~ e r v w  u 
File No. G.j.Y97(1) 



Evaluati~ Farines in Rvperty T a :  A Condominium Perspedive 

APPENDIX C 

MANITOBA ASSESSMENT PORTIONING OF 
ALL PROPERTY CLASSES 



MANITOBA ASSESSMENT PORTlONlNG PHASE-IN (PERCENTAGE) 

Definition of Property Classifications 

10 Resldential 1 - Residences with 1 4  dwelling units 
20 Resldential2 - Residences with 5 or more dwelling unlts 
60 Other - includes commercial and industrial property 
80 Resldential 3 - owner-occupied condomlnfums and cooperatlve housing 

Source: 
City of Winnipeg Presentation to Council, June 27, 1907 



Evaluati' Faimess in Property Tax A Condominium Pempectn/e 

APPENDIX D 
CITY OF WINNIPEG EXECUTIVE POLICY 
C O M M I m E  - ST. GERMAINE/VERMETTE 
DECISION 





. . 
. . . . .._ . 

. . @ Based on Sedion 138 of Tbc City of Wuinipeg Ad a grar,t cm be providcd. This vehicIe bail been 
- i 1 dl&& Ln thc part for tax relief for heri#age buildings and for ihe water rebate program in 

. . . . : Hcadingley. TheCorporatieSaviece-LR~Savices~hasBdvisedthatt~~licfshouldhave 

. .  : 'sptcific legislation espccially wbtnglvui on a large d e  program. Any gram for tax relief for 
. . ' . - . . k f b g e  buildings is &ait with by coutril on a case by case mis ami th: grant for Headingley was 

. . 

. . 

: &ne foi  an interim mod, iodividually, on an applfcation basis. Tbe City, by pviding a grant. 
. . i :would not k coa~pmmisiag the ad VaIorem taxsystem. Property will siül bc taxcd at a c ~ m m ~ n  miil . . . . 

. - d e  b a d  on portioncd markct Mbics. Th grant is simply a recognition rhat solne taxp?yers iow 

. .  . 

i .additional cost anâ inconve- wfiich most othu Widpeg taxpaym do mt have to bear. . . 

. .  ' 

. .  . : . ! . h c & e r  . opdon is Sedon 164(5) of The City of W i  Act whlch states PB fobws: 

. . . . 

. . ; - 'Tax Rate on agrkultural land 

The couiiciï rnay by b y h w  provide that by mason of the use for agriniitural ~UIPUSCS 
I 

P .  

.aw- to wbiJi lands dcsrrlbcd hita put and tb~aanEes anci fbcjlitiea Uiatareor arc not 
availnhk to tbc ownet or occupent thereaf, the. city's tax levy made in resped of sucb 
lands s&aii be calcuiatcd by levying a rate rrduced by tk amant specMed in tbe by- 
Law agaiast the assessed vabe of dKwe lands: and it is not frprps6ary for the courcil to 

. . specw the services or £acWcs that are or an not avdlable to tbe ownas or rrq)aants 
. . . . _  . of thse fYds in tbc by-law. ' 

. . 

. . 

: : . .  . *This W o n  is  only applicable to lard nsed for agriCUIairaJ pirposts. Faan land a J d y  expetienccil 
: . be~efits from a prefemd portion vaiue, an exemptiontrom the ducation support levy and in some . I  

: .  
. . .  . ; . Wames an option, by application, to be assessed at fann use value. 

. < .  

. . . . . .  _ : In W o n ,  a third option is the use of differeatia.1 mill tntes. 
. . . . 

. . .  : Op July 31, 1991 in a report adop<ed by City CawhcX tbe mattet of d b n t i a l  mill rates wgo M t  
a ,  - .  . 

. . 
. . j - wah. Tht report stated as foIIows: 

. . 
! .  

. . 
"~ifferentid miIl rates by theif naaire create iquity in taxation, Pr0pm-Q taxation 

. '  

. . . . 
show k based on market vahie and the r a ~  of taxation should bc oonsistemly applied 

. ! . . witb the level of taxation king depeDdent on the vahie of the property. If Cauacil 

p; : supports the view that large lot o ~ ~ c r e  requin subsWing celated to the services Uiey 

k. receive, this should be ncognizsd by a ,czedjt epplied to the tax or to a gnrm wMch 
wodd be admkistered amnially to ofnset the perceiveci ineguity of  UK tax. The c e t  

. . . . .  
: .  
I Page 2 

- : *  . 
. . . . . . . i .  . ! .  B . I .r  



or grabt wooM bc pioptdy eccountcd as an expense and wou3d not distort tbe revenue 
nquirementsaodeiimmqeUieanmialdetemiinatonof rhe ehareofrevemrsquired 
ôetwecn large lot owo#s aod othcr pmpaties. In addjtion, the d i t  on the gtant 
wodd a h  ûe more visible and u n d m l e  thaa a diffetential mill rate. 

Dinerentiai mil1 rates have the same net eff&cî sr pmviding an exemption of a portion 
of the tanable asesment. nia Manitoba Assesgnent Rmew Cornmittee (1982) in 
dealing with tax COLY'RSG~O~S mtd that: 

The C o d c a t  beüevea that suc& rrcogaitiatl shouid net bc expfessed 
thtongh a by-law arhich exempts wich o ~ o n s  h m  d c i p a l  
taxes. The Council of the Munidpality shwld be made accountrrhle to 
the tqayers for any ta* conccssiom it makes. Such cmcessim can 
aePkct the ml Mdcipai Amsamm lad couid, if 

E tbe dincrential mU rate opticm was cbokn, IegisIadve amendments wouid be rrquid. Thia aptim 

An anmial g m t  waildappcar ho k tbc most lplnopliate mihod of provlding ootlces~ions to 
unsetviceci propcrtie8. It  ia a h  zec~mmended î&t the kvel of the graDt bc $250. Tbis iunouni 
thantbe $365 whkh was @en on a limited tam bads to Headingiey but the $365 was iritended 
compensation for water and scwu'cosai which are Mgber than the costg associakd wiwirh the 
iaconvclljie- of eccessing omet Jmlces. 

nie !WRl grant:if apptoved, sbould be on an ongoiag basis and it d d  be paid by applying Ur: 
as a d i t  to the i n d v W  tax bu.  SpecMc Iegielation shDuid be mpmted from the Province giviag 
the City th: suthnrify to maltc the grrats and odaing the criteria that would nirilre property omrrs 
eligibie for the grant. 

nie eÜgibUity cnftria that m ~ l d  k c011sidend ts u f ~ l i ~ w s :  

Property whicb Is claaaifkd as Rceidential 1 and that hae a dweiünp locatcd on it. 
in addidon tbe p m p ~ y  most be eligibb for tire Provincial Home Ownen, Tax Assistaace 
prognun. 

Rental or vacant rcsidential (claes 10) propety shodd aot be eligibk for grants. Tbe absence of 
service does ri4t pose a hardship or impact on the enjoyment of tbt property by the pmpeay owper. 



. Perm aad F m  use (clw 30 md 31) afready enjoy a low leveJ o f  taxndon due ta portfodng. 

O e r m a i n / V m ' s  1994 munldpd taxes totaüed $1,008,635. 352 of 652 total lots in St. 
t 3 a m W V m  would be eligibîe for tk m a l  gr= 

Tkrr are 959 Resjideritlall Io@ with buildmga, wi- wegr and dewer service, aad which are 
digible for the Manitoba ~~ Hbmt. Ownm Tur in Wjmipcg. If a gcant of $250 per 
lot is given, the îoîai CO# would be $240,000. 

in WMpcg whicb does not have access u> Watcr and Sewer service. 

: II. Tbar a provision of $240,000 be made in the 1997 aad aibirr anmial Opcradng Budgets of the 
City. 

I 
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APPENDIX E 
COMPLETE LISTING OF CONDOMINIUM 
SALES AND ASSESSMENTS 
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97' Assessrnent 
$38,400 
$46,750 
$46,750 
$44,450 
$88,700 
$67,400 
$S4,900 
$52,000 
$36,630' 
$70,250 
$66,250 
$74,100 
R 6 , l  50 
$3Q,OOO 
$47,800 

Add ress 
175 Pulberry 
20 Lake Crest 
20 Lake Crest 
1048 Balrdmore 
805 St. Annes 
376 Osborne 
734 Dorchester 
1 Burland 
30 Lake Crest 
1460 Portage 
177 Watson 
693 St. Annes 
1885 St Marys 
85 Apple 
1720 Pembina 

98' Assessrnent 
$32,250 
$41,650 
$41,650 
$42,700 
$07,550 
$70,750 
$60,000 
$54,600 
$33,350 
$7 1,500 
$eQ,600 
$71,450 
$71,500 
$42,1 00 
$50,300 
$41,000 
$71,200 
$56,200 

$1 15,350 
$78,700 
$56,250 
$55,350 
$20,050 

$144,1 00 
$59,800 
$55,850 
$01,100 
$33,400 
S3,250 
$35,900 
$77,750 
$68,050 
$61,100 
$41,500 

QTAnalysis 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
UNDER 

ACCUUATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVEU 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
OVER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
OVER 
OVER 

ACCURATE 

3000 S Pembina 
80 Plaza 
97 Swindon 
167 Bannatyne 
1720 Pembtna 
173 Watson 
250 Wellington 
41 1 Cumberland 
323 E Wellinton 
197 Vidor Lewis 
250 Wellington 
144 Portsmouth 
34 Aden 
1661 Plessis 
151 Roslyn 
15 Kennedy 
81 1 Grosvenor 
15 Kennedy 

Suite 
309 

21 06 
2105 
221 0 
203 
21 1 
7 

08' Analysls, 
OVER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
UNOER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
-ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
OVER 
OVER 

87' Accuracy 
0.951 8 
0.8770 
0,8877 
0,8224 
1,0688 
1.0371 
1,1840 
1.0673 
0.941 9 
1.1 957 
0.6491 
0.8784 
1.0128 
0.9231 
1.2028 
0.9400 
0,9677 
O. 9358 
0.9805 
1.1 843 
0.881 3 
1 ,O1 17 
0.7882 
1.1 348 
1.0526 
1.0366 
1.1151 
0.7238 
1.0728 
0.721 8 
0.9234 
1.1518 
1 $1 370 
0.0281 

98' Accuracy 
1.1628 
0.9844 
0,8064 
0,0602 
0,8728 
0,9880 
1.0833. 
1.0165 
1 .O345 
1.1 748 
0.6178 
1.0147 
0,9371 
0,8551 
1 .O21 3. 
1.0122 
0.û677 
0.9581 
1 .O1 43 
1.0808 
0,9333 
1 .O1 17 
0.8220 
0.a38 
1,0033 
1 .O366 
1.0147 
0.9731 
1.0220 
0.9471 
0.9234 
1.1 866 
1 ,1370 
1.1 205 

Sale Date 
6/3/90 
6/5/96 

5/30/86 
4/1/86 
6/9186 

5/23/96 
6/5106 

51 5 
2108 
208 
207 
112 
105 
51 2 
21 5 
603 
31 02 
508 
161 
202 
201 
22 

1506 
702 
1504 

Type 
A? 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

5/28/90 
6/14/96 

6/6/96 
5/18/08 
4/28/96 
5/22/96 
5/2/96 

611 1/96 
511 1/96 
511 5/06 
6/30/96 
6/13/96 
5130196 
6/27/96 
6/26/96 
5/13/88 
6/5/98 

5/21/96 

304 
1104 
605 
301 
1 08 
11 
22 
1 08 

AP 
A? 
A? 
AP 
A? 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

261 Queen 

Sale Price 
$37,500 
$41,000 
$41,500 
$41,000 
$Q4,BOO 
$60,@00 
$85,000 

AP 
A? 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

5/31/96 
4/11/96 
5/8/96 
4/1/96 
5/9/96 

4/18/06 
411 1/88 
5/31/80 

203 

$55,500 
$34,500 
$84,000 
$43,000 
$72,500 
$87,000 

$41,500 
$68,QOO 
$53,900 

$1 17,000 
$82,800 
$52,500 
$56,000 
$18,500 

$1 36,000 
$60,000 
$58,000 
$62,000 

6/6/96 

$44,150 
$71,200 
$57,000 

$1 18,600 
$70,000 
$53,500 
$55,350 
$21,450 

$7 18,850 
$S7,000 
$55,950 
$55,600 

$46,500- AP 

AP 
AP 

$50,100 

$36,000 
$57,500 

$32,500 
$44,200 
$34,000 
$71,705 
$80,750 
$eQ,46Q 

$44,900. 
$41,200 
$47,100 
$77,750 
$70,100 
$61,100 
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Add ress 

201 Victor Lewis 
300 Roslyn 
197 Watson 
15 Kennedy 
15 Kennedy 
21 2 Watson 
O0 Wellington 
376 Osborne 
103 Victor Lewis 
80 Wellington 
15 Kennedy 
81 1 Grosvenot 
208 Watson 
1460 Portage 
826 Wardlaw 
481 Thompson 
411 Cumberland 
41 1 Cumberland 
460 Kenaston 
55 N Nassau 
41 1 Cumberland 
365 Wellington 
246 Roslyn 
29 Roslyn 
150 Lilac 

Suite 
221 8 
9M 
21 1 
402 
302 
102 
403 
31 3 

4213 
802 
702 
701 
206 
207 

1 
1112 
607 
1213 
1 08 

3004 
1409 
703 
407 
602 

5 
1 I O  P k a  3203 7/14/90 AP $42,500 $43,750 $41,600 0.9714 1.0216 ACCURATE ACCURATE 
41 1 Cumberland 408 8/13/96 AP $1 8,300 $21,800 $20,050 0.8394 0.9127 UNDER ACCURATE 

7/18/96 AP $65,000 $68,350 

Sale Date 
611 0196 
6/5/96 

5/30/06 
5125190 
5/27/90 
5/31/98 
6/6/96 
8/8/86 
6/8/86 

6/21/86 
6/20/86 
6/29/88 
8/21/96 

323 Wellington 
188 Watson 
163 Bertrand 
176 ThomasBerr 
175 Pulberry 
3459 Portage 

Type 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
A? 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
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1704 
207 
304 
1 04 
202 

1 

Sale Prtce 
$eO,SOO 
$84,000 
$35,000 
$48,395 
M8, I  50 

$1 05,900 
$1 30,000 
$8Q,900 
$45,500 
$88,000 

9/21/96 
8/2/96 

8/22/80 

911 1/96 
8/9/98 
7/4/88 

7/24/08 
7131lQ8 
6/26/98 

AP 
AP 
AP 

97' Assessrnent 
$58,200 
$55,500 
$35,000 
$49,700 
$48,700 

$1 01,600 
$07,850 
$84,250 
$37,950 
$74,250 

$84,SOO 
$77,500 
$76,000 
$20,000 

AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

$87,1 00 
$87,300 
$72,800 
$20,050 

$84,350 
$78,150 
$79,100. 
$22,400 7/1/98 

8/24/08 
7/8/96 

8/14/96 
8117198 
8/4/96 
QI23196 
8/9/80 

B8' Assessrnent 
$62,1 O0 
$53,800 
$36,700 
$49,700 
$48,700 

$1 04,700 
$1 20,100 
$07,500 
$30,850 
$75,600 

$20,000 
$48,000 
$50,500 
$1 8,000 
$50,000 
$30,000 

$1 05,000 

$61,500 
$72,000 

$1 06,900 

AP 
AP 
A? 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

$1 16,000 
$34,000 
$77,500 
$57,500 
$54,000 
$42,500 

$53,700 
$85,500 

$1 04,700 
1 .O018 
0.991 7 
0,9808 
0.8029 

$23,750 $20,050 0.8421 0.9875 UNDER ACCURATE 
$47,050 $47,050 1,0202 1.0202 ACCURATE ACCURATE 
$54,050 $52,900~ 0,0343 0.0546 ACCUWTE ACCURATE 
$23,800 $20,050 0.7563 0.8978 UNDER UNDER 
$54,800 $62,300 0.81 24 0.8026 ACCURATE UNDER 
$44,000 $40,700 0,681 8 0.7371 UNDER UNDER 

$1 01,500 $1 01,500 1.0345 1.0345 ACCURATE ACCURATE 

$53,700 
$68,000 

$1 01,800 

8/12/88 AP 

97' Accuracy 
1.0220 
1.1 532 
1.0000 
0.8839 
0.9887 
1 .û423 
1.3286 
1.0878 
1 ,1989 
1 ,1987 

$7Q,OOO $69,500 $73,000 1.1367 1,0622 

$1 15,450 
$35,000 
$71,550 
$50,950 
$52,350 

00 

1.1453 
1,0588 
1.0522 

0.8701 
0.8877 
1,0440 

98' Accuracy 
0.8742 
1.1874 
0.9537 
0.9938 
0.8887 
1 -01 15 
1.0824 
1.0356 
1.1418 
1 ,1772 

$1 41,800 
$36,700 
$78,700 
$58,050 
$53,550 
$44,1 O0 

1.1453 
1 .O982 
1.021 0 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

ACCURATE 
UNOER 

ACCURATE 
0.89751 UNDER 

Q7'Anafysls 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 

OVEF? 
OVER 

1.0048 
0.9714 
1.0832 
1 .1288 
1.031 5 
0.9037 

ACCURATE 

98' Analysis 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
OVER 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

0.8175 
0.9204 
0.9848 
1 .O258 
1.0084 
0.9037 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
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Address 
456 Kenaston 
81 1 Grosvenor 
167 Bannatyne 
5 Apple 

Suite 
111 
203 
51 0 
16 

30 LakgCrest 1206 7110198 AP $40,000 $46,650 $41,650 0,8574 0,9604 UNDER ACCURATE 
,120 W.Scotswoo 2 8/6/86 AP $68,900 $58,400 $64,200 1,1455 1 .O421 OVER ACCURATE 
246 Roslyn 1203 8/18/86 AP $38,000 $45,500 $40,700 0.8352 0.9337 UNDER ACCURATE 
409 Oakdale 12 811 7/98, AP $47,000 $44,700 $40,950 1 .O51 5 1 .001 1 ACCURATE ACCURATE' 
246 Roslyn 803 8/18/90 AP $38,000 $44,800 $40,700 O ,8482 0.9337 UNDER ACCURATE 
81 1 Grosvenor 202 9/10/Q0 A? $67,500 $60,900 $68,050 1,0080 0,QQlQ ACCURATE ACCURATE 
1 5 Kennedy 810 8/8/96 AP $84,830 $71,600 $71,000 1,1848 1.1848 OVER OVER 
300 Roslyn 9/4/00 AP $42,000 $41,450 $38,~50 1 ,O1 33 1.051 3 ACCURATE ACCURATE 
41 1 Cumberiand 502 9/27/98 AP $21,000 $21,000 $20,050 1 .O000 1.0474 ACCURATE ACCURATE 

0.8369 UNDER ACCURATE 
740 Kenaston 301 8/30/06 AP $35,000 $45,300 $42,100 0.7726 0.8314 UNDER UNDER 

Sale Date 
7/19/96 
9/3/98 

7/28/96 
7/26/06 

3 Burland 
20 Novavista 
175 Pulbeny 
918 Cloutter 
55 N. Nassau 
55 N.Nassau 
208 Watson 
323 Wellington 
,376 Osborne 
15 Kennedy 
1720 Pembina 
1720 Pembina 
3000 Pemblna 
120 Scotswood 
167 Bannatyne 
376 Osborne 
5 Apple 
850 Kenaston 
3275 Pembina 

Type 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

102 
101 
401 
408 
1602 
3804 
1 04 
603 
210 
602 
409 
21 1 
41 9 

1 
405 
714 
36 

1102 
310 

Sale Prfce 
$01,000 
$05,000 

$1 21,000 
$34,000 

8/28/06 
9130lQ6 
8/18/96 
8/24/88 
9/3/98 

9/28/96 
9/6/96 

9/18/86 
9/12/98 
9/30/06 
10/2/96 
11/8/96 
10/8/96 
10/8/96 
8/13/96 
1019/96 
11/5/86 

10/28/96 
11/20/06 

97' Assessrnent 
$58,150 
$66,QOO 

$1 28,200 
$33,000 

AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 

-AP-  
AP 

OS' Assessrnent 
S 9 , I  50 
$68,050 

$123,950 
$35,600 

$56,000 
$50,000 
$54,000 
$81,500 
$84,500 
$52,000 

$1 05,900 
$1 36,000 
$50,500 
S2,QOO 
$52,500 
$51,000 
$54,500 
$47,220 
$99,000 
$77,500 
$35,000- 
$Sl,OOO 
$QS,OOO 

97' Accuracy 
1 .O31 3 
0.971 6 
0.9438 
1.0303 

$52,000 
$51,700 
$52,850 
$55,600 
$70,800 
$52,800 

$1 01,600 
$1 19,850 
$55,050 
$52,700 
$48,400 
$48,000 
$58,250 
$57,250 

$1 02,850 
$74,450 

- $38,750 
$4S,OOO 
$75.1 50 

98' Accutacy 
1.031 3 
0.9552 
0.9782 
0,9551 

$W,600 
$55,QOO 
$53,550 
$55,600 
$81,750 
$64,800 

$1 04,700 
$144,100 
$57,850 
$52,700 
$5&300 
$56,300 
$57,850 
$02,950 
$QQ,750 
$78,200 
$30,700 
$ 4 ~ ~ 0 0 0  
$82,650 

97'Analysls 
ACCURATE 
A C C U M E  
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE, 

1.0769 
1 ,1412 
1.021 8 
1.1061 
1 ,1935 
0.9848 
1,0423 
1.1348 
1 .O263 
1.0038 
1 .Oô47 
1 .O625 
0.9356 
0.8248 
0.9626 
1,0410 
0.9524 
1.0408 
1.2641 

98' Anatysis 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

1.0256 
1,0555 
1.0084 

. 1,1061 
1.0336 
0.8025 
1 ,O1 15 
0,0438 
0,0767 
1.0038 
0,0325 
0,8058 
03421 
0.7501 

ACCURATE 
OVER 

ACCURATE 
OVER 
OVER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER, 
ACCURATE 

OVER 

0.9025 
0.9910 
0.8816 
1.0408 
1 ,1404 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
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Address 
107 Bannatyne 
245 Wellington 
30 LakeCrest 
41 1 Cumberland 
193 VictorLewis 
142 Portsmouth 
148 Portsmouth 
710 Kenaston 
41 1 Cumberland 
1975 Corydon 
40 Dalhousie 
40 Dalhousie 
151 Roslyn 
750 Rlver 
376 Osborne 
1002 Grant 
411 Cumberland 
376 Osborne 
148 Portsmouth 
15 Kennedy 
20 Lake Crest 
167 Bannatyne 
785 St.Annes 
183 Victorlewis 
35 Kennedy 
,320 Cardage 
376 Osborne 
667 St. Annes 
6645 Roblin 
1 Waterfmnt 
1900 Henderson 
225 Dawnville 
850 Warde 
171 Hamilton 

Type 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
AP 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

Suite 
51 5 
603 
1312 
81 8 

4220 
138 
179 
306 
181 1 
3F 

1207 
1308 

6 
7 

412 
204 

2013 
604 
185 
706 

231 1 
602 
306 

41 04 
1206 
12 

514 
3 
3 1 
12 
18 
2 
19 
1 

Sale Date 
10/8/06 
11/7/96 

11/10/96 
10/6/96 

1 1 /? 3/96 
12/7/96 

10124/96 
10/29/06 
10117/88 
10119180 
10130106 
10/25/96 
11/28/96 
12/16/98 
10/10/06 
11/24/06 
12/3/96 
11/7/90 
12/8/86 

11/12/90 
12/24/80 
13/24/08 
12f2198 

1 1/29/06 
12/4/96 

12/23190 
12/16/96 
7122196 
8/13/06 
4/8/86 

6/29/96 
12/17/86 
12/17lQ6 

. 12128198. 

Assessment Evaluation 
Sale Price 

$71,000 
WQ,SOO 
$43,500 
$1 7,000 
$59,000 
$66,000 
$77,000 
$38,780 
$20,000 
$50,000 
$33,000 
$30,000 
$32,000 
W,OOO 
$75,800 
$27,500 
$21,900 
$78,900 
$87,000 
$09,195 
$41,000 

$1 12,000 
$98,000 
$55,QOO 
$86,689 
$42,500 

98' Analysls 
UNDER. 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
UNDER' 
UNDER 

ACCURATE, 
ACCURATE 

U N D ,  
ACCURATE. 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE. 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATEd 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
UNDER 

97' Assessrnent 
$83,800 
$74,600 
$46,750 
$21,750 
$50,200 
$55,600 
$05,950 
$46,950 
$25,800 
$57,850 
$30,850 
$39,650 
$44,050 
$58,200 
$74,750 
$27,500 
$25,1 O0 
$75,400 
$73,350 
$70,750 
$46,750 

$1 1 0,800 
$92,200 
$51,750 
$75,750 
$59,700 

97' Accuracy 
0.8473 
0.8316 
0,9305 
0.7810 
0.9966 
1.1871 
1.1676 
0.8256 
0.7752 
0,8643 
0.8323 
0.7566 
0.7284 
1,1388 
1 .O1 54 
1 .O000 
0.8725 
1.0464 
1.1 861 
0.9780 
0.8770 
1,0089 
1.0629 
1.0802 
1.1444 
0.71 19 

ACCURATE 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 

$78,900 
$52,000 

$1 42,000 
$1 21,900 
$04,000 

$1 38,854 
$1 18,900 
$1 1 5,000, 

98' Assessrnent 
$81,250 
$74,600 
$41,650 
$20,050 
$61,200 
$61,100 
$72,500 
$43,650 
$22,650 
$57,850 
$30,450 
$30,450 
$36,000 
$~1,800 
$78,500 
$27,500 
$20,050 
$79,1 50 
$80,700 
$70,750 
$41,650 

$1 07,700 
$96,850 
$54,300 
$75,750 
$58,000 

98' Accuracy 
0.8738 
0.9316 
1.0444 
0.8479 
0.9641 
1.0802 
1.0621 
0.8880 

$71,250 
$58,200 

$1 46,200 
$1 1 9,200 
$77,150 

$1 32,600 
92650 

$1 03,050 

97'Analysls 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
OVER 

UNDER 
0.8830 
0.8643 
1.0837 
0.9852 
0.8889 
1.0358 
0.9669 
1,0000 
1.0923 
O.QB88 
1 .O781 
0.8780 
0.8844 
1,0399 
1 ,O1 19 
1 .O295 
1,1444 
0.7588 

UNDER 
UNDER 
UNDER 
UNDER 
UNDER 

OVER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
ACCURATE 

UNDER 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
UNDER 

$74,800 
$81 ,l O0 

$1 54,000 
$1 24,800 
$77,150 

$1 32,600 
$1 00,100 
$1 11,350 

1,0548 
0.851 1 
0,9221 
0.9768 
1.0888 
1 .O472 
1.1678 
1.0328 

1 .IO74 
0.8784 
0.9713 
1.0227 
1 ,0888 
1.0472 
1,261 7 
1 ,1960 

OVER 
UNDER 

ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 
ACCURATE 

OVER 
OVER 









Evaluating Fariness in Propeity Tax- A Condominium Perspedive 

APPENDIX F 
C.C.I. LETTER ESTIMATING 
CONDOMINIUM OCCUPANCY 



Canadian 
Condominium 
lnstitute 

MANITOBA CHAPTER 
P.O. Box 2517 

WINNIPEG, MANITOBA R3C 4A7 
Pw 9468954 

June 26.1998 

Mr. James Robertson 
122 Gerard Street 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3L 2G1 

Dear Mr. Robertson: 

1 RE: RESiDENTW USE OF CONDOMINIUMS 1 

In response to your question we estimate that, on average, 1.75 petsons live in each 
condominium unit in the greater Winnipeg area. 

We emphasize that the above estÏmate is based on ouf judgement alone and that we have 
not performed any procedures to support the above estimale. 

We tnis#e information is satisfadory for ywr requests. 

Lany Beestcm 
President 



Evaluating Fakness in Properfv Tax: A Condominium Perspednre 

APPENDLY G 
1997 CITY OF WINNIPEG BUDGET AND 
APPORTIONED COSTS 



Apportioned City of Winnipeg's 1997 Tax Supported 
Budget 

Total Arnount of 
Tax Supported 
Expend itures I 1 



Evaluating F aüness ri, Pi-operty Taxi A Condominium Perspective 

APPENDIX H 

CITY OF WINNIPEG BY-LAW 
DEMONSTRATING TREATMENT OF 
CONDOMINIUMS 



This document is an office conso/idation of by-/aw amendments whr'ch has been 
prepared for the convenience of the user. The City of Winnipeg expressly disclaims 
any responsibilty for errors or omissions. For a certified cop y of the original 
enactrnent and amendihg by-faws, contact City HaIl information Service at 
986-2 7 7 1. 

CONSOLlDA TION UPDA TE: MA Y 7 7, 1995 

- THE CITY OF WINNIPEG 

BY-LAW NO. 1340/76 

A By-law of The City of Winnipeg to revise and consolidate certain 
By-laws relating to the storage, collection and disposa1 of solid wastes 
and the fixing, billing and collection of charges thereof. 

THE CITY OF WINNIPEG. in Council assembled. enactsk follows: 

SHORT TITLE 

1 .  This By-luw may be cited as the "Solid Waste Dy-law". 

DEFINITIONS 

3 -. Where used herein 

"Animal and Agricultural Wastes" means manures. crop residues and like 
materials from agricultural pursuits. stables. kennels. veterinary establishments 
and other suc11 premisrs. 

"Apartment Block" nieans a residential building having not less than eight . 
separate suites or living quarters, including iiursinp homes and senior citizen 
homes. The designated officcr may. at his discretion. designate each separate 
living qunrter of the apartment block as a residential premise. provided each 
separate suite or living quarter is provided with a separate and clearly identifiable 
yard . 

arnerrtrd 1219/79, 6595'95 

"Ashcs" incans cold residue from the b ~ ~ r n i n g  of wood. coal, coke and other like 
materinl for the purpox ofcooking. heating buildings. and disposing of waste 
combusti trle materials. 

amended 659995 



"Bulky Wastes" meaiis large items of refuse excreding 34 kilograrns (75 
pounds) in weight or exceeding 1.5 metres (5 teet) in any direction. including 
large nppliances and funiiture. hot water tanks. mattresses and carpets. but 
rxcluding auto parts. regardless of size or weight. 

amendrd 6455/94,6595#5 

"Construction and Dernolition Wastes" means \vaste building materials and 
nibble resulting from construction. remodelling, repair. dernolition or fire in 
houses. commercial buildings. pavements and other structures. 

antended 6595195 

"Commercial Establishments" means banks, ot'fices. Iiotels- restaurants. retail 
stores. dmg stores. barber shops and similar business establishments and prernises 
which are owned hy or under the control and jurisdiction of the City and are 
occupied b -  authorized employers and officials of the City for the purpose of 
canying out C i t -  business. 

antended 6595/95 

,4 "Cycle" wherever used in this By-law shalI mean a five ( 5 )  day working period 
and ail reference in this By-law to removal of garbage on a cycle b a i s  shall be 
deemed to mean ren~oval of p h a g e  once for every tive ( 5 )  day working period. 

oddetl,1329/79, crmurtded 659595 

" Designrted Officerf' means the City's Commissioner of Works and Operations 
o r  such other pcrson n s  ma. bs nuthorized hy said Commissionsr of Works and 
Operations to essrcise sorne or ail of the powers vested in him by this By-law. 

amerrded 659995 

"Dirt" rneans natural soil. earth. sand ,and Stone. 
amended 659995 

"Garbage" rneans animal and vegetable waste. including food packaging 
rnaterial with rrsidual food materiais. resulting from the handling. preparation. 
cooking and serving of foods in households. institutions and commercial 
concems: and niarket wastes resulting froin the handling. storage and selling of 
t'oods in wholesale and retail stores and markets. 

crmended 6595195 

"lndustrinl Refuse" means wastes arising from. or incidental to the manufacture. 
processing or like operation in factories, processing plants. industrial processes 
and manufacturing operations and includes wastes such as putrescible garbage 
froni food-procrssing plants and slaughterhouses. condemned foods and products. 
cinders and ûshes from power plants 'and large factories. and miscrllaneous 
nianufacturing wristes. 

am ended 6595195 



"Mobile Home" means a place of abode that is not permanently attached to a 
foundation. For the purpose of this By -law a group of mobile homes shail be 
treated either as a residential premise, if it contains less thm eight (8) separate 
living quarters. or as an apartment block. if it contains eight (8) or more separate 
living quarters. 

crdded 32,79/79, b595fl5 

"Other Wastes" mems wastes- other than those herein defined. as determined by 
the Designated Ot-ficer. 

arnended 659995 

" Person" includes fim. association, partnenhip and corporation. 
amended 659995 

"Premise" nieans a building or part thrreof which is used by a prrson. 
corporation. tirm. partnership. institution or association. 

nnrended r5595/95 

"Residential Premise" for the purpose of this By-law means a premise. or part 
thereo t used as a place of abode. up to and including seven sepante units. The 
designated officer rnq_ at his discretion. designate a property containing 
buildings with more than one residential premise as an apnrtment block. 

rtmended 222 9l79.6595'95 

"Ru h hish" means "corn busti bleu. ...'" non-corn bustibles" ... aiid "yard nibbish" 
consisti ng of ~irunings. g r a s  ciippings. weds. lerives- gentirai garden wastes. 
residsntial trces and trw cuttirigs of not niore than 0.9 rnetrtts (3 ke t )  in length or 
100 millimetres (4 inches) in diarneter in bundles not exceeding 34 kilogrms (75 
pounds). al1 esclusive OF solid wastes otlienvise classi fied herein. 

nnrended 6455/94,6595/95 

"Solid Wastes or Refuse" means the useless, unwanted. or discarded solid 
materials resulting from normal commimity activities including semi-liquid or wet 
uastes with insuficirnt moisture and other liquid contents to be free tlowing. 

nrrientfed 6.59995 

"Special Wastes" rneans "hazardous wastes" consisting of any waste that may 
present a hazard to collection or disposai personnel. or others. and includes wastes 
of a patliological. explosive. highly flammable. radioactive, or toxic nature: 
"security wastes" consisting of confidential documents. negotiable papers and like 
matenals: and "otlier special wastes" consisting of materials so classified by the 
Designated Oflicer. 

anientled r5595/9-5 



The words "deposit", "rnnintaincd". "deliver" incliidc respectively depositing. 
placing. maininining or delivering either personally or hy means oFa servant or 
agent. 

arnended 659995 

"Container For Back Lane Collection" means a City container used for 
auturnated solid waste collection fiom rrsidential premises and located in back 
lnnes at sites dssignated by the Designated Otficer. 

crdded5881/92, 659.,'/95 

"Container For Curb Collection" means a City container tised for automated 
solid waste coflection from residential premises not served by a back lane. 

tidded 588 I i9 ,1 ,  6595i95 

ADMINISTR4TION 

J .  This By-law shal 
Winnipeg. 

1 be administered by the Designated Oficer of The City of 

RIGHT OF ENTRY 7'0 PRIVATE PROPERTY 

4. The Designateci Officcr may enter an. grounds. yards. vacant lots for any purpose 
relatcd tn the administration of this By-law 

LANDS TO BE KEPT CLEAN 

j - The uwner or occupant of an' grounds. yard or vricrmt lot shdl cause the s,uiie to 
be kept free of solid rvastrs. The Designated Officer ma? enter iipon any such property 
for the pui-pose of removin- an? solid wastes allowd to continue diereon c o n t r a s  to this 
or a i y  othct- by-law. and the cost of  such rernoval nlay be recovcred from the owner or 
added to tases. 

STORAGE OF SOLID WASTES 

6. E v e y  building. including ri tent. atito-trader, house or structure, shall at dl times 
be providsd with sufticient and suitable containers to Iiold al1 garbage. mbbish. and 
aslies. Such containers shali bc furnished and maintained in the case of : 

(a) Residential prernise by each owner or occupant therein: 



(b) A11 other premises by the owner of the premises. 

SUITABLE CONTAINERS 

7. Containers for solid ivastes shai l  mcet the following reqiiirements: 

(a) They shal l be of a type approved bg the Designatrd Oficer and sliall he 
ioaded in such a münner that the contents may br  easily removed by 
collection personnel and shall be: 

( i )  Galvanized metallic matenal or other approved rust-resistant 
material. wüter-tight. not larger thart 760 rnillimetres in height and 
5 I O millimrtres in width. or a capacity not exceeding 0.14 cubic 
metres. wcighing not more than I l  k i l o g m s  and squipped with 
close-fi tting c o i w  and Iiandles: 
tutrende J 353 9/83 

( i i )  rubular receptaçles made of not less than 35 micron (-035 
millimetre) opaque plastic with a 6 millime~re bar heat seal weld 
where reqiiired and kspt tightly closed with suitable ties while 
containing gubage or rubbish; 
rrrnmded 353 9/83 

t i i  i )  Covercd metal containers. as approved hy the Desi ynated Otlïcer, 
d a  s ix  and type suitable for mrchanically dumping into 
ctdlecritm ~.t.hicles. Sircli containers stiall bc used in al1 loc 'a t -  ions 
wiierc the quantity ot 'sol id waste equnls or exceecis 1.5 cubic 
nictrcs pcr u w k  and where suitable condi tions csist L.r 
mechanical col  lectioiis: 
crrnended 3539/53 

( iv) Aiiy other container approvcd by the Designated Ol'ficer. 
(mendeil 353 9/83 

(b) In tlic case of the containers supplied under Paragnphs 7 (a) (i) and 7 (a) 
( i i )  above. the conihined weiglit of the container and its contents shall not 
exceed 34 kilogranis. 

crrrtended 353 9/83 



(c)  :\Il containers sliall bt. maintaineci in a condition satisfrictor'. to the 
Ilesignatcd Oîticcr and shall be krpt clean and frer of odour. 

umended 353 9/83 

PLACEMENT OF CONTAINER AND BULKY WASTE 

8. ( i )  In the case o l  property wi th an adjacent back lanr. containers and bu1 ky 
wnçtr sliall br placed in :in area on the property being seniceci 
inimsdiateiy adjacent to the back lane and shall be casily liccessihlr froni 
the bnck lane. 

crrnendeù l53 1/77 

( i i  ) In  the case of property no t serveci by a back lane. containers and bulky 
waste sliall be placed for colIection on refuse pick-up days. and by such 
tii~ic as is designatrd by the Designated OfTicer. on the property being 
sei-viced immediately adjacent to the front property line and easily 
accessible [rom the street. except where the placement of the containers 
and bulky wastes does not restrict or inconvenience @destrian or 
vrhiciilar traffic the containers and bulky wnste niay he placed between 
the property iinc and the curb sirle. 

rrrtrendcd 229/7Y 

( i i i )  An' appliancrs. rcrrigerator or other container which has a snap lock or 
siniiliir deviçe shall have the door removed prier to i ts k i n g  piii out ror 
pick-up. 

i Notu-ithstaiiding Pangraphs 8 ( i )  and 8 ( i i ) .  al1 properties using containers 
Jescnkd  in Paragrapli 7 (a )  ( i i i )  shall place the container at 'an 
iinohstructed location on the property suitable for handl ing \i-i t l i  
nicchcinical equipmeiit. 

( v )  Collections shall be made at a location 'and in a manner satisfactory to the 
Designated 0 fficer. 

( v i )  Where in his opinion the placement of garbage containers çrentes ü 

nuisiince or is aesthrticallp offensive to the neighbourhood. the Desipciated 
Oliicer sliall have tlie power to direct the owner or occupant of the 
prcmises to appropiiiitcl!? screeii the said garbage containers or move therii 
to a location satisîhctq; to the said Designated Officer. 

crdded 25 1 O/79 

STORAGE OF CONTAINERS 



9. (a) Containers shall be stored in a manner approved by the Designated 
Otticer. such that there is no harborage for rodrnts in or near the 
containers. Containers shdl be held upright so that they cannot be easily 
toppled and in such a m'mner thnt will prevent animals from breaking bags 
andior scattering the contents. The owner or occupant of the premises 
slial l imrnediritely cleon up any spillage or scattering due to improper 
storage. 

(b) Containers specified in Paragraph 7 (a) (iii) sliail he stored on a pad of 
sut'ficien~ size and to allow for rnanoeuvnng of the container. The 
roadwriy providing access across private propeny to the containers 
specified in Pmgraph 7 (a) (ii i)  shall be of such a design and stnictunl 
strength ro prevent damage to the roadway by the collection vehicle and to 
the collection whicle. 

(CI Collections shall not be made h m i  or containers returned to. any location 
or stand wliich. in the opinion OF the Designated Otficer. is unreasonable. 
inconuenient. or dangctrous to the personnel and equiprnent ccarrying out 
collections. Containers shall bc removed only from locations approved 
under this By-law. 

GARBAGE TO BE WRAPPED 

10. A11 ~ r b a g e  shall bc strained to eliminate liquids 'and enclosed in  sut'ficient paper 
or other like substance to completely enclose the contents and prevent any leÿkage or 
spillage and sliall be securely tied or tàstsned prior to placement in  containers. Ali 
yarbagc sliall hc cnclosed in sufticient paper or otlier like substance to conipletrly enclose 
the contents and shall hc securely tisd and Fastsned prior to placenient in the contaiiiers. 

ASHES NOT TO BE MIXED WtTH GARBAGE OR RUBBISH 

I 1. Aslies are to he stored in suitahle receptacles approved by the Designareci Officcr 
and are not to be mixrd with other garbagc or nibbish. No person rxcept with the 
permission of the Designateci Offïcrr sliall deposit ashes on any public lane. 

SPECIAL WASTES 

13. No person shall place special wastes in a place for collection without prior 
approval of the Designated Officer. 



UNAUTHORIZED HANDLINC, OF SOLID WASTES 

13. (a)  Nopen«n~thertlianthe«wneroragentthereof.unlesslawfully 
authorized to do so. shall pick over. interfere with. disturb. rernove or 
scatter an' solid wastes howsoever placed tor collection. 

(b) Al1 solid waste collected by the City. upon collection. and ail refuse 
deposited at the disposai sites shall becorne the property of the City and no 
penon shall separate. carry off or dispose of same except as aiithorized by 
the Dcsignated Officer. 

REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF WASTES 

'The open buming ol'any solid w,aste is espressly prohibited. 

The City wiII remove and dispose of al1 garbage. rubbish and ashes from 
al1 residential preniises. cliurches. and charitable institutions on a cycle 
basis and from all apartment hlocks on a cycle basis or up to twice a week 
as determined by the Designated OtlFicer. 

crrrrentlrrl2229/79 

T h e  City will reiiiove d l  gcirhage. rubhisli and aslies tioni conimercial 
establisl~rnents on a cycle h a i s  or up to twice a week in quantities not to 
exceet1 1.5 cubic tnetres per pickiip as determined hy the Designated 
O ffïccr. 

crrtïendeci 353 9/83 

The City uill not remove solid or bulky wastes froni premises other than 
as set forth in Sections 14(b). 1 4 ~ ) .  14(e) and I4(f) herein. and the owners 
of such non-serviced prcmises sliall arrange for collection and disposal as 
inclivicliial ly requircd. 

umer~ded 645-WQ 

The City will rernove and dispose of bulky wastes from al1 residential 
prernises and apartnient blocks upon specific application for each separate 
premises. -fhe pick-up shall be at such times as rnay be determined by the 
Designated Officer. and upon payment of the amount set Forth in Schedule 
"A". l n  the event the person applying For the service cancels their request 
no later tlian the day prior to the day of collection. no charge shall be 
made. 

umenc/d fi45Y94. 664rS/95 

The City rnay i.enmre solid wastes at the expense of the owner or 
occupant. if. in its discretion. the continuance of the solid wastes 
constitiites a threat to healtit, or safetv. This mav include construction and 





Solid \vastes sliall he deposited in such places and in such rn~mner and at 
siich times as inny be directed by the Designated Officcr and not 
otlirrwisr. No person shall deposit or cause to be deposited any solid 
wnstr in an'. place in the City or additional zone other than those places 
npproved by the Designated O fFicer as sanitary landfil 1s and incinerators. 

It shall be ~inlawful for unauthorized person to frequent a City sanitiq- 
InndîÏll site or incinerator for the purpose of sdvaging, picking over. 
scattering. searching or biiming of any material. 

No person shall niake an? dclivery or deposit any waste in a City sanitary 
landtïll site or incinerator rxcept during the hours of operations as 
establislied by the Designnted OfîÏcer. 

No person shall deliver or attempt to deliver ,my special waste to a City 
sanitar). land f i l  l site or incinerator without prior approval of t h e  
Dcsignated O ft1ct.r. 

No person shall rleliver or attempt to deliver any non-combiistible wastes 
to my  City incinerator. 

Sscurit>- wastcs nia' hc destroyed at a City incinerator. subjrct to prior 
nuihorizut ion beirig arrrtnged wi th the Designated Officer. 

No person shalt deposit my solid wastes at the City's sanitary landfills or 
the incinerator withuut paying disposal charges outlined in Schedule ",4". 

CHARGES FOR THE REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF WASTES 

9 Charges for the removal and disposal of solid =tes are set out in Scliedulc "A". 

CENERAL PENALTIES 

'O. (a, Any person uho contravrnes or disobeys. or refuses or neglects io obey. 
any provision of this By-law is piiilty of an offence and liable. on 
surnrnary conviction. to a fine not exceeding One Thoasand Dollars 
($1.000.00) in the case of an individual or Five Thous'md Dollars 
($5.000.00) in the case of a corporation. or, in the case of an individual. to 
inlprisonrnent tbr n teim noi exceeding six months or to both such a fine 
and such an imprisonmcnt and costs. 

(b) Where the coiitnventi»n. rcfusal. nqlect. omission, or failiire. incliiding 
fkilure to cornply with a notice. order or direction given by the Designated 
Otticer continues for more than one day, the person is guilty of a separate 



otttiiice for sach day that it continues. 

REMEDIAL WORK CARRlED OUT BY CITY ON f RIVATE PROPERTY 

2 1 .  Where any owncr. agent. lessee or occupier wlio has been givrn a notice. order or 
direction by the Designated Ofticer. or othenvise by the City. to do any act or thing to 
remedy any situation or condition ssisting on his property contrary to any part ofthis 
By-law and who neglects or refuses to cornply with suc11 order or direction within thc 
t h e  specified. the Designated Officrr rnay order the work c d e d  out and charge the cost 
of the work done to tlie owner. agent. lessee. or oçcupier. and in default of payment 

( i )  recover tlie cost as a debt duc to the City: or 

r i i )  cliarge the cost against tlie land concrmed as taxes due and owing in 
respect o f  tliat land and recover the cost ,?s such. 

REPEAL 

22. AH by-laws of the City of Winnipeg inconsistent with this By-law are herehy 
repealed. 

23. This By-law shall corne into force and take effect on the 1st day of February. 
f 977. 

AUTOMATED SOLiD WASTE COLLECTION 

4 .  Notwitlistandiiig aiiything to the coiitrary in this By-law: 

(a) The Designüted Offïcer may designate any a r a  of the City for automated 
solid waste collection througli the use of containers for curb collection or 
containers for back Iane collection. 

mftied 588 1/92 

( i l  The City shdl distribute one container for curb collection. to each 
residential premise thnt is within an area designated by the 
Designated O tlicer for automated solid waste collection. 

( i i )  Where containers for curb collection are so distributed. the 
occupants of tlie residential premise receiving such a container 
shall: 

1. deposit only garbage rubbish and ashes for collzction by 



the City in tiie container: 

I I .  on collection days. niove the container to a place o n  the 
Street adjacent to the curb adjoining the residential prernise; 

111. following collection remove the container from the street: 

( i i i )  The owner of the residential prernise may purchase one additionai 
container tioni the  Ci ty  

(iv) Whcire a container for curb collection is lost or is damageci beyond 
beins able to bc functionally iised. the owner of the residential 
premisr to ivhich the  original container was assigned shall 
purchase a replacement container from the City. 
arI11ed 5x8 1/92 

( C )  BACK I A N E  COLLECTION 

t i )  The City shall locate containers for back lane collection fi-orn 
residential preiiiises at sites designated by the Designated Ofîicer. 

( i i )  Wht'rc containers for back lane collsction are so located. the 
occupants of rcsidential preniises adjoining tlie back lmr shall 
drposit garbage. nibbish and uhrs for collection by the City in the 
iinlilled conrainer iicarest tlic residential prernise lioni which tlie 
corhagr. ruhhisli and ashrs originated. 
L 

lf dfkd 588 / /92 

(d) COMMERCIAL. ESTABLiSHMENTS 

( i )  

( i i )  

( i i i )  

Wlierc a comtnercial establishment is locntrd in an area 01- the City 
dçsiynated hy the Designated O ITicer for autoinated sol id wnste 
collection. tiie City shall reniove al1 garbage. rubhish and ashes 
froili suc11 estiihiisliments on a cycle basis in a qunnrity not to 
csceed 2.25 cubic mctres per pickup. 

C'onirnercial Establishments cligible for pickup service in 
accordance wi t h  subsection (d)(i) shall provide coveredcontainers 
of a s i x  and type suitabie for autornated solid waste collection as 
approved by the Designated Officer. 

The City shail not remove soiid waste from cornniercial 
sstabl ishments not providing containers in accordancc wi th 
subsection (d)(i i)  and the owneis of suc11 non-serviced premiscs 
shal l arrnngc for collection and disposal as individually reqiiired. 
riiidrd 588 1/92 



( e )  APARTMENT BLOCKS 

( i )  Apartment blocks located in an area of the City designated by the 
Designated Offcrr for automated solid waste collection may 
provide at their cost covered containers of a size and type suitable 
for automated solid waste collection as approved by the Designatrd 
O ftlcer. 

( i i )  Whcre apnrtment blocks are not provided in accordance with 
subsection ( i ) .  owners of siich npartmcnt blocks shall ,mange for 
supply at their cost ofcovered metal containers suitahle for 
mechmical dumping into collection vehicles. 
uddrtl588 /Y92 

(t) CHURCHES AND CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS 

( i )  CVhere chiirches and charitable institutions are loçated in an area of 
the City desipted by the Designatrd Officer for autornated solid 
wastr collection. tlie City shall provide the siiitable container nnd 
reniovc al1 garhagr.. nibbish and nshes tioni siich t.srablislimt.nts on 
a ç c l e  basis in ;i qtiiintiiy not to excrsd 0.45 çiibic nwtres per 
pickup on the cycle hasis. 

( i i  ) Cliurches and charitable institutions that exceed 0.45 cubic metres 
pcr pickiip on the cycle basis may provide at their cost covered 
containers of a size and type suitable for autornated solid waste 
col lectioii as rtpproved by the Designated O ficer. 

( i i i )  Whrre churches and charitable institutions are not provided in 
accordance witli subsection ( f)( ii ) owners o f  such preinises sliall 
arrange !or siippl~ ai t h r i r  cost of covered inetal containers siiitable 
tOr mechrinical dui-tiping into collection veliicles. 
trdded 588 1/92 

( g )  REFUSE LOCATED OLiTSlDE A CONTAINER 

Al1 garbage. rubbish and rishes for collection shall be placed in the 
designated container 'and the City shall not collect nny garbage. rubbish or 
d i e s  not placed inside the designated container. 

crdded 588 1/92 



(hl PROHIBITIONS 

No pcrson shall: 

( i )  deposit solid waste into a container for back lane or curb collection 
originating from outside an ûrea designated hy the Designated 
OtTiçer for automated solid waste colIection: 

( i i )  move any container for back lane collection from the site 
designated hy the Designated Officrr. without first ohtaining his 
wiitten permission: 

( iv)  deposit solid waste originating from comrnercinl premises into 
containers for back lane or curb collection for residential premises. 
udded 588 1/92 

DONE AND PASSED. in Council assembled. this 2 1 st day of .My. 1976. 



THIS IS SCHEDULE "A" REFERRED TO IN BY-LAW NO. 1340/76 OF 
THE CITY OF WINNIPEG 

SCHEDULE "A" 

Charces for t l ~ c  Collection ,and Disposai of Sol id Wastes 

Collection and disposal No charge 
of solid w'aste in accordance 
wit h Paragraphs 1 4( b) and 1 J(c) 

Collection and disposai of 
bulky wastss in accord,uice 
with Section 14(e) 

Late priyrneiit charge a k r  
3 months 

Interest rate o n  arrears 

Disposal of an' load of 
privately delivrrcd solid 
wzstes originating h i n  a 
rcsident i d  prenlises or 
ripartinent bIock 

$10.00 per premises 
per collection 
(incltiding G.S.T.) 

12% per annurn 

Loads 0- 1 tonne in weight - 
$2.00 pet load: 
Loads in excess of 1 
tonne - Total load 
charged at rate of 
$10.00 per tonne. 
effective July 1.  1994. 

Disposai O t'solid wastes $30.00 per tonne. 
del ivered to sanitri-' titkctive July 1. 1994. 
l~mrifill si tes in accordance 
wit h Paragraph I 4(d) 

Collection and disposal of At cost calcuiated 
of spccial wastcs by the Designated Officer 

Surcliarge to be added for any$50.00 per load 
load that is not covcrcd or 
otherwise loaded or sccured in  
accordance with subsection 16(2) 

THIS tS SCHEDULE "B" REFERRED TO IN BY-LAW NO. 



1 MO/76 OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG 

SCHEDULE "B" 

rrpeu/ecf,i229/79 
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