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Executive summary

Edmonton’s transportation master plan lays out some ambitious goals for 

the city. It signals the need to encourage downtown development, better 

integrate the city’s suburbs, reduce car use and congestion, and raise the 

Edmonton plans to meet these goals is by expanding its Light Rail Transit 

(LRT) system from one line to six in order to encompass more of  the city. 

Four of  the proposed lines are considered extensions of  the existing system, 

operations, and maintenance. The expansion also consists of  two new lines, 

and some have argued that these are suitable for a public-private partnership 

(P3) approach. 

approach to the LRT extension. This report examines, insofar as possible, 

soon move ahead. Notably, none of  the reports have been made public in 

their entirety. The most important document, the business case, was accessed 

Protection of  Privacy legislation. Indeed, the business case was so severely 

for the P3 approach is valid.  The secrecy surrounding the P3 proposal is 

publicly available. Problems include the following:

a P3 approach has the potential to introduce problems of  system 

capacity that will be needed in-house for further LRT expansions. 

Because of  differences in how value for money is calculated, these 

comparisons cannot be accepted at face value. 
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examples of  what might be achieved here in Edmonton. However, a 

infrastructure, and that their purported advantages may be nothing 

more than imaginary. 

sector is open to criticism. Particularly, the assumption of  large amounts 

million in today’s money) more than if  it borrowed the money directly. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. 

Design-Bid-Build or a Design-Build basis. 

2. 
documents and calculations employed so far in the evaluation of  this 

option, so that they can be publicly scrutinized.

3. 
that have gone into the assessments that have found in favour of  a 

P3 approach, and be prepared to discuss these assumptions in public 

meetings.

4. 

made only when the public sector comparators employed in the various 

5. 

approach. 
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Introduction
Edmonton’s transportation master plan provided for the expansion of  the 

1

passing through downtown to the University and then continuing to the 

encourage downtown development, better integrate the city’s suburbs, 

2
  

1 City of Edmonton, The Way We Move: 
Transportation Master Plan (Edmonton: 
September, 2009).

2 City of Edmonton, Fast Tracking LRT 
Construction (NAIT, Southeast and West) 
(Transportation Department: April 15, 2010), 2.
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Figure 1. Edmonton’s LRT system and proposed extensions

Figure 1: City of Edmonton, The Way We Move: Transportation Master Plan (Edmonton: September 2009), p. 45.
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existing LRT lines should be proceeded with in the conventional manner, 

to be suitable only for conventional procurement and organization. This 

completely new and was thus deemed appropriate for ‘alternate delivery 

methods’, usually a euphemism for public-private partnerships. 

following.
3

assessing the validity of  these challenges falls outside the scope of  this 

document. This review is intended to determine if, based on the available 

data, the decision to proceed with the LRT expansion as a P3 is sound. 

of  yet, no concrete progress has been made in implementing the idea. In 

4 5

6

further.
7

3 Ibid.

4 City of Edmonton, Alternative Delivery 
Methods for Future LRT Extensions (Capital 
Construction Department: October 27, 2009), 
Attachment, 5, 15.

5 Ibid., Attachment, 3.

6 City of Edmonton, “Fast Track LRT” 
(PowerPoint presentation, Transportation 
and Public Works Committee: May 4, 2010), 4.

7 Gordon Kent, “Edmonton Council Votes 
to Keep Seeking Southeast LRT Grants,” 
Edmonton Journal, June 19, 2013. 



Wrong Turn: Is a P3 the best way to expand Edmonton’s LRT?

7

important document, the business case, was accessed in severely redacted 

appendices to this report.

Public-private 
partnerships (P3s) 
P3s are multi-year, often multi-decade, contracts in which a corporation or 

consortium of  corporations assumes responsibility for activities previously 

infrastructure, the public sector commissions an architect to design the 

structure, and one or more private contractors to build it, while retaining the 

a design-bid-build approach, or DBB. In a P3, the private sector may design 

or servicing a facility, such as a water or waste water facility (e.g. as in the 

maintenance).
8

9
  

payments to cover the private sector’s cost of  capital. These are a substitute 

for the public sector repaying its own direct borrowing and are, in effect, a 

It’s debt of  the province, whether you borrow it as bonds, or contract over 

10 
 The public sector also covers the private partner’s 

operating costs, which may sometimes be folded into the lease payments, and 

maintenance costs.

8 John Loxley with Salim Loxley, Public Service 
Private Profits: The Political Economy 
of Public-Private Sector Partnerships 
(Winnipeg: Fernwood Publishing, 2010), 161-
170.

9 Ibid., 112-119.

10 Rich Saskal, “Trends In The Region: It’s 
Quality, Not Quantity: Eying the Big Picture of 
California’s Big Debt,” Bond Buyer, October 5, 
2007, 1.
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The attraction of  P3s for the private sector is straightforward. They provide 

since the legal and other ‘transactions costs’ of  P3s are much higher than 

under the traditional approach, the P3 approach must offer other forms of  

savings to the public sector. The claim is that in a P3, various potentially 

include those related to demand or customer use, which can be important in 

and maintenance. Proponents of  P3s also argue that by involving the private 

For these reasons, proponents maintain that P3 delivery may be superior 

analysis in which the proposed P3 (represented by a so-called shadow 

put to tender) is compared with traditional delivery through the use of  a 

them for each approach by an interest rate, based on the argument that 

future sums are worth less than sums today because time is money. The 

or discount rate is applied to both approaches. The approach with the lower 

usually expressed in dollar terms or as a percent of  the discounted net costs 

approach is said to offer. 

accuracy of  the assumptions on which the analysis rests. 
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11
  

The details of  calculations, and the reasonableness and consistency of  

P3 could be obtained by the public sector offering a single design-build (DB) 

12 
DB 

as a form of  P3.
13

appraisals seem to have implicitly accepted DB arrangements as alternatives 

use, while others have been more critical.
14

with these analyses are numerous, and include situations where: 

(representing a P3 approach) that are compared are often not driven by 

15

of  P3s. 

11 Columbia Institute, Public-Private 
Partnerships: Understanding the Challenges: 
A Resource Guide (Vancouver, BC, 2007).

12 John Loxley, “Public-Private Partnerships 
after the Global Financial Crisis: Ideology 
Trumping Economic Reality,” Studies in 
Political Economy 89 (2012).

 13 Loxley with Loxley, Public Service Private 
Profits.

14 Authors in favour of P3s include: Mario 
Iacobacci, Dispelling the Myths: A Pan-
Canadian Assessment of Public-Private 
Partnerships for Infrastructural Investments 
(Conference Board of Canada, 2010), http://
www.conferenceboard.ca/documents.
aspx?did=3431. Authors who are more 
sceptical include: Aidan R. Vining and 
Anthony E. Boardman, “Public-Private 
Partnerships in Canada: Theory and 
Evidence,” Canadian Public Administration 
51, 1 (2008): 9-44; John Loxley with Salim 
Loxley, Public Service Private Profits: 
The Political Economy of Public-Private 
Sector Partnerships (Winnipeg: Fernwood 
Publishing, 2010).

15 Matti Siemiatycki and Naeem Farooqi, 
“Value for Money and Risk in Public Private 
Partnerships,” Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 78, 3 (2012): 286-299.
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are associated with reduced accountability and transparency in the public 

sector, because they are often shrouded in the secrecy purportedly necessary 

16
  

municipal governments.  This lobby serves as a strident and persistent 

advocate for P3s. The federal government also has a strong bias in favour of  

17
 

pace at which P3s are coming on-stream seems once again to be increasing.
18

  

16 John Loxley, Asking the Right Questions: A 
Guide for Municipalities Considering P3s, 
Report Prepared for Canadian Union of Public 
Employees, June 2012, cupe.ca/p3guide.

17 Loxley, “Public-Private Partnerships after the 
Global Financial Crisis.”

18 Loxley, Asking the Right Questions.
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Assessment of the proposed P3 
approach to the Southeast Line 

forward with the P3. 

1. TRANSPARENCY, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION

19 

democratic rights: 

meeting, most of  these restrictions constitute a serious breach of  the 

alternative of  not agreeing to them, of  course, was denial of  all access 

to the information available. This management edict stood in complete 
19 City of Edmonton, SE and W LRT Delivery 

Method: Business Case Results, December 9, 
2010.



12

must be thoroughly examined and discussed,” that policy reviews and 

oversight should be carried out “to ensure transparency, due diligence and 

the protection of  the public interest,” and that “P3 processes and outcomes 

will be transparent.”
20

  

Since that time, it is apparent that information on the project has been 

severely restricted, well beyond even the information restrictions that 

characterize P3s elsewhere in Canada. Clearly, the City has chosen to put 

openness and transparency.  Crucial decisions, such as that to proceed with 

the P3 and, subsequently on August 29, 2012, to reverse Council’s decision 

to keep operations and maintenance in-house, were taken at short notice 

and in-camera.
21

 

The almost complete redaction of  numbers in the Business Case and related 

papers also contradicts yet another component of  the City’s P3 policy, which 

states that “The community will be well informed about the obligations of  

the City and the private sector.”
22

   It should be noted that outline business 

cases and the argument for proceeding with the corresponding projects 

as P3s have been made available for projects undertaken in cities such as 

Winnipeg and Victoria well before the call for proposals. These have given 

numerical estimates of  the net costs of  the PSC as well as of  the shadow 

bid of  the P3. They have also put numbers on different types of  risk, and 

the estimated allocation between the City and the private partner. See the 

example of  the 2008 report by Deloitte to Winnipeg City Council, which 

lays out the P3 options for the Disraeli Bridge with an estimate of  possible 

VfM relative to the PSC.
23

  The 2008 document authored by Deloitte 

suffers from severe shortcomings. Most worryingly, the data in the risk 

24
 Nonetheless, these reports 

are fuller than anything Edmonton has released on its LRT P3 proposals. 

Their availability would indicate that release of  such documents does not 

wastewater treatment plant for Victoria and region, the whole business case 

was released, together with sensitivity analysis around use of  alternative 

discount rates.
25 

 

As Siemiatycki and Farooqi have argued, 

...it is critical that the key project information that underpins the complete VfM 
report is publicly released during the project planning process prior to approval, 
enabling meaningful assessment and debate of  the merits of  a PPP compared to other 

expected returns on private investment, and the data used to develop the risk premiums 
that are applied to both the PSC and the PPP concessions in the VfM assessment.26 

20 City of Edmonton, Public Private Partnership 
(P3) Policy, Policy C555 (Finance and Treasury 
Department: May 26, 2010).

 21 “Council Challenged on Secret Decision to Run 
SE LRT Privately,” OurLRT News, October 16, 
2012, http://ourlrt.ca/council-challenged-on-
secret-decision-to-run-se-lrt-privately/.

22 City of Edmonton, Public Private Partnership 
(P3) Policy, Policy C555. 

23 Deloitte, City of Winnipeg: Analysis of 
Private Sector Involvement for the Disraeli 
Bridge, Executive Summary, February 18, 
2008, http://winnipeg.ca/publicworks/
MajorProjects/DisraeliBridges/DisraeliF
reewayProjectReportCouncil-May1408.
pdf; Winnipeg Council Minutes, May 14, 
2008, http://winnipeg.ca/publicworks/
MajorProjects/DisraeliBridges/DisraeliFreewa
yProjectReportCouncil-May1408.pdf.

24 John Loxley, “Public-Private Partnerships 
after the Global Financial Crisis,” 23.

25 Ernst and Young, Capital Regional District 
Core Area Wastewater Treatment Program: 
Business Case in Support of Funding from 
the Province of British Columbia, Addendum, 
September 2, 2010, 23, downloaded 
August 22, 2013 from http://www.
wastewatermadeclear.ca/documents/2010-
sept-business-case-addendum.pdf. 

26 Siemiatycki and Farooqi, “Value for Money,” 
297.
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2. NEW TECHNOLOGIES AND SYSTEM 
COORDINATION DO NOT REQUIRE P3s

P3 processes because it is a new line employing new technologies. However, 

the use of  new technologies does not necessarily demand a P3 approach. 

technologies in the expansion of  old lines, then surely it can handle it in the 

creation of  new lines. 

Furthermore, a P3 approach is certainly not a guarantee of  a well-

coordinated system. The decision to proceed with the construction of  the 

line they may not get the opportunity to build.
27

this allows the possibility of  two different companies building different 

parts of  the LRT system, with a single company dealing with operations 

28
 Rather than ensuring a 

well-coordinated system then, a P3 arrangement in fact sets the stage for 

problems with system coordination. Indeed, the beginnings of  some of  these 

problems may already be apparent in Edmonton. 

planning and management capacity. Using the private sector to build and 

obvious reasons why it could not be expanded without use of  P3s and their 

wondering about the wisdom of  proceeding with the construction of  the 

27 Ryan Tumilty, “Edmonton Still Missing Funds 
for LRT Project,” Metro, March 14, 2013, http://
metronews.ca/news/edmonton/596281/
edmonton-still-missing-funds-for-lrt-
project/.

28 Ibid.
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3. THE PUBLIC SECTOR COMPARATOR AND 
VALUE FOR MONEY COMPARISONS WITH 
OTHER P3s

have sought to demonstrate the superiority of  the P3 approach by citing the 

29

30 
  

31
  

32
  

face value. The problem is this: most public sector comparators employ the 

transferred to the private sector in exactly the same way as it would under 

29 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Business Case: 
Southeast and West LRT Project, February 
2011, 81.

30 Government of Alberta, P3 Value for Money 
Assessment and Project Report: Alberta 
Schools Alternative Procurement (ASAP) 
Project Phase 1, June 2010, 21, http://
education.alberta.ca/media/1320820asapip3
valueformoneyassessmentandprojectreport.
pdf.

31 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Business Case, 81.

32 Government of Alberta, P3 Value for Money 
Assessment and Project Report: Southeast 
Stoney Trail (SEST) Ring Road Project, 
Calgary, Alberta, September 2010, 4, http://
www.transportation.alberta.ca/Content/
docType490/Production/SESTVFM.PDF. 

33 Stuart Murray, Value for Money? Cautionary 
Lessons about P3s from British Columbia 
(Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 
June 2006), 39.

34 Ibid., 40.

4. THE VALUE FOR MONEY COMPARISONS WITH 
OTHER LRT PROJECTS

reasons that Edmontonians might do well to be cautious about emulating 

Firstly, there are concerns about the process through which the decision was 

estimate was made.
33

34
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35
  

that systematically discriminated in favour of  P3s by using unsubstantiated 

36
   

the discount rate to bring these costs into present value was crucial. For the 

borrowing, and favoured the P3 by heavily discounting long-term public 

zero, and anything less, such as the Province’s long-term cost of  borrowing 

37
  

38

changes, such as shorter station lengths, may present problems of  system 

expansion in the future.
39

 There were also several million dollars’ worth of  

‘scope transfers’, moving costs from the P3 to the public sector.
40

 In sum, 

infrastructure that was built.

a connection to an existing line, with responsibility for operations and 

report on the Evergreen LRT compared the DBF arrangement with a 

41

successful bidder building a single line tunnel rather than a double one, 

no evidence that a DB approach would not also have incorporated these 

35 Ibid., 41.

36 Ronald Parks, Evaluation of Public-Private 
Partnerships: Costing and Evaluation 
Methodology (Vancouver: Blair Mackay 
Mynett Valuations, 2009), 26. Report 
prepared for Canadian Union of Public 
Employees.

37 Ibid., 26.

38 Ibid., 39.

39 Taras Grescoe, Straphanger: Saving Our Cities 
and Ourselves from the Automobile (Harper 
Collins Canada, 2012) as quoted in Mack 
D. Male, “P3 or not P3? That’s the Question 
as We Try to Fund Edmonton’s Future LRT,” 
MasterMaq, March 14, 2013, http://blog.
mastermaq.ca/2013/03/14/p3-or-not-p3-
thats-the-question-as-we-try-to-fund-
edmontons-future-lrt/.

40 Murray, Value for Money?, 39.

41 Partnerships BC, Project Report: The 
Evergreen Line Rapid Transit Project 
(Vancouver, March 2013). The discount rate 
used was the private partner’s internal rate 
of return on this very short-lived project of 
3.94%.
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imaginary. This example highlights a logical inconsistency in using DB in the 

5. PRIVATE OPERATION OF THE SOUTHEAST 
LINE PROVIDES MUCH OF THE SUPPOSED 
VALUE FOR MONEY. HOW?

and reduces the relative attractiveness of  the P3 approach relative to the 

the absence of  further information, there is reason to be concerned that 

6. ASPECTS OF THE RISK TRANSFER IN THE 
VALUE FOR MONEY CALCULATION ARE 
DIFFICULT TO BELIEVE

LRT P3 arrangement is minimal at best. 

based on a design-build arrangement, which commits the contractor to a 
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42
 The 

assumptions are rarely spelled out fully, and if  experience elsewhere is to be 

43
 In a situation such as the 

budget constraints would be so severe that public sector maintenance 

would be impaired on infrastructure such as an LRT where safety must be 

paramount. 

warranted. 

42 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Business Case, C3.

43 For the UK example, see: Dexter Whitfield, 
The Global Auction of Public Assets: Public 
Sector Alternatives to the Infrastructure 
Market and Public Private Partnerships 
(Spokesman: Nottingham, UK, 2010). For 
Canadian perspectives, see: Hugh Mackenzie, 
Doing the Math: Why P3s For Alberta Schools 
Don’t Add Up, prepared for CUPE Alberta, 
2007; Matti Siemiatycki and Naeem Farooqi, 
“Value for Money and Risk in Public Private 
Partnerships,” Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 78, 3 (2012): 286-299.

7. THE ADDITIONAL FINANCING COSTS OF THE 
P3 ARE HUGE

these additional costs. 
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44
   

8. PROVISIONS TO ENABLE THE PUBLIC TO 
SHARE IN GAINS RELATED TO REFINANCING 
OR EQUITY FLIPPING ARE LACKING

is increasingly common for the public sector to share in the gains from 

45
  In the 

46
  

Edmontonians stand to lose out as the private sector wins big.  

44 It should be noted that the profile of the debt 
(whether bonds or loans, number of years the 
debt will be outstanding, borrowing costs, 
etc.) is not known at this time. If, for instance, 
the debt were to be repaid earlier, the 
additional borrowing costs would be lower 
than estimated.

45 Keith Reynolds, “How Flipping Equity in P3s 
Boosts Profits and Ends Up With the Projects 
Being Run From Channel Islands Tax Havens,” 
Policy Note (CUPE-BC: March 9, 2011),  http://
www.policynote.ca/how-flipping-equity-in-
p3s-boosts-profits-and-ends-up-with-the-
projects-being-run-from-channel-islands-
tax-havens/

46 Dexter Whitfield, The £10 billion Sale of 
Shares in PPP Companies: New Sources of 
Profit for Builders and Banks (European 
Services Strategy Unit: County Kerry, Republic 
of Ireland, Tralee, January 2011), http://
www.european-services-strategy.org.uk/
news/the-ps10bn-sale-of-shares-in-ppp-
companies-new/.
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9. THE WISDOM OF 30 YEAR CONTRACTS

is not to be found in P3s. 

lifetime. It also builds rigidities into the LRT system as a whole over that 

long time period.

10. PUBLIC OPINION AND THE LRT P3

or not the public supports this method of  service delivery. In Regina, 

for a waste water treatment plant proposed as a P3.
47

sample survey of  households, to ascertain the level of  public support for 

the P3, and for handing over the operations to a private company. The 

decision to privatize operations behind closed doors without a public debate 

48
  

47 Paul Dechene, “Hey, Regina, Looks Like You’ll 
Get That Waste Water Referendum After 
All,” Prairie Dog, July 22, 2013, http://www.
prairiedogmag.com/congratulations-regina-
looks-like-youll-get-that-waste-water-
referendum-after-all/.

48 Environics Research Group, Public Interest 
Alberta; Edmonton LRT Expansion Banner 
Tables, 2013.
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Conclusions and 
recommendations 

chosen, assessing these falls outside the scope of  this document. The main 

using a P3 approach are far from convincing. 

to establish the superiority of  a P3 over a traditional DBB or narrow 

considered.

of  Edmonton’s plans, in large measure because of  the layers of  secrecy 

that surround the P3 proposal. The obsession with so-called commercial 

sector has even submitted a bid, is unwarranted and unnecessary, and 

forced into a P3 to obtain federal funding, about fears of  problems with 

system coordination, and about the wisdom of  the private sector running the 

operations and maintenance.  

to Edmonton’s LRT system will be built using the traditional approach, 

to manage new lines and ensure system coordination. In using a P3 

opportunity to begin to build this capacity. 
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people of  Edmonton who are awaiting much-needed improvements to 

LRT expansion so as to best serve the public interest. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. 

or a Design-Build basis. 

2.
documents and calculations employed so far in the evaluation of  this 

option, so that they can be publicly scrutinized.

3. 
that have gone into the assessments that have found in favour of  a 

P3 approach, and be prepared to discuss these assumptions in public 

meetings.

4. 

truly comparable.

5.

approach.
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Appendix 1: 
CITY OF EDMONTON POLICY ON 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Edmonton’s policy on P3s is broadly consistent with that of  the provincial 

government.
49

a.  deliver improved services and better value for money through 

b. 

c.  leverage private sector expertise and innovation opportunities 

d. 
and 

e.  optimize use of  the asset and included services over the life of  the 

P3.
50 

  

traditional methods, and those incurred in delivering it as a P3. Net costs are 

to be calculated in present value terms, meaning that all future costs, minus 

compared with a shadow bid for the P3 approach. The term shadow bid 

is used because the P3 costing is an estimate only, since it precedes actual 

private sector bids. If  the present value of  net costs of  the shadow bid is 

estimated to be lower than that of  the conventional approach as represented 

pursued. 

results in less of  a bias in favour of  P3s than the high discount rates used in 

are still higher than experts suggest they should be.
51

 

elaborated upon.
52

  

49 Government of Alberta, P3Public Private 
Partnerships: Alberta Infrastructure and 
Transportation’s Management Framework: 
Assessment (Edmonton, September 2006), 
http://www.infrastructure.alberta.ca/
Content/doctype309/production/ait-p3-
assessmentframework.pdf; Government of 
Alberta, Alberta’s Public-Private Partnership 
Framework and Guideline (Treasury Board: 
Edmonton, March 2011). 

50 City of Edmonton, “Fast Track LRT”.

51 John Loxley, “Public-Private Partnerships 
after the Global Financial Crisis.”

52 Ibid., 2.



Wrong Turn: Is a P3 the best way to expand Edmonton’s LRT?

23

allocated to the party best able to handle them. 

The policy lays out an organizational structure for implementing P3s, 

appraising and approving P3 assessments, and monitoring P3 progress.

The intent of  following the P3 approach is to provide incentives to the 

53
  

53 Kent, “Edmonton Council Votes to Keep 
Seeking Southeast LRT Grants.”
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Figure 2. P3 project process lifecycle and approval

Figure 2: City of Edmonton, Public Private Partnership (P3) Policy, Policy C555 (Finance and Treasury Department: May 26, 2010).
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Appendix 2: 
REVIEWING THE DOCUMENTS: secondary 
screening, business case, outline business 
cases, and addendums

conventional lines.

assessment of  the wisdom of  different alternate delivery methods. This 

54

55

PwC’s secondary screening of the Southeast 
and West Lines projects, 2010

been made available, but it has been possible to access a summary of  a 

56
  The summary indicates that the 

presentation consisted of  an overview of  P3 policy, commercial criteria to 

be followed, proposed performance measures, the meaning of  and factors 

54 City of Edmonton, SE and W LRT Delivery 
Method.

55 City of Edmonton, Fast Tracking LRT 
Construction. 

56 City of Edmonton, SE and W LRT Delivery 
Method. 
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The presentation summary indicates a P3 would have a positive value 

a design-build alternative that is said to offer more reliability in terms of  

construction timing and costs. The presentation summary stresses that this 

value for money would only be valid if  the two lines were built at the same 

summary did not do, however, is show how these conclusions were arrived 

or allocated between the two potential partners.  The presentation summary 

is also silent on the discount rate used. 

The business case: Southeast and West LRT 
project, 2011

redacted version two months later. The redactions are so severe that barely 

parameters. Nonetheless, the report does throw light on the process 
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and environmental assessment, legal services, administration, and publicity.  

listed. No data is available for any of  these amounts, though the maintenance 

mainly fares. The average fare per rider is redacted, as are non-fare sources 

of  revenue. Ridership numbers are given for both the opening date of  

more favourable to it than using social discounting rates.
57 

 

57 Loxley, “Public-Private Partnerships after the 
Global Financial Crisis.”
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outcomes.
58

alternative, but by how much is redacted. This conclusion is said to hold 

even after a sensitivity analysis is applied to the data by varying assumptions 

scrutiny.
59

60 
 

be responsible for designing, building the infrastructure, purchasing the rail 

years after construction is complete.
61

would be lower if  these functions were transferred to the P3. 

58 For a discussion of risk assessment 
techniques, see: John Loxley with Salim 
Loxley, Public Service Private Profits: 
The Political Economy of Public-Private 
Sector Partnerships (Winnipeg: Fernwood 
Publishing, 2010).

59 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Business Case: 
Southeast and West LRT Project, 80.

60 Ibid., 81.

61 Ibid., 21-22.
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City as owner 
and fare setter/

collector

SPV

Availability & 
Construction 

Payments

Services

Capital 
Investment

Lenders 
(Debt)

Private 
Finance

Sponsors 
(Equity)

DB V O M

Return on 
Investment

Subcontractors

DB – Design Build      V – Vehicle      O – Operations      M– Maintenance

Figure 3. Proposed organization of the Edmonton LRT P3

Figure 3: PricewaterhouseCoopers, Business Case: Southeast and West LRT Project, February 2011.

infrastructure.
62 

with other levels of  government, and obtaining necessary environmental 

approvals.
63

   

incentives for the private sector to exercise due diligence and are consistent 

with available private capital.
64

money.
62 Ibid., 26.

63 Ibid., 26.

64 Ibid., 33.
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to substantial completion payments when construction is ended. Progress 

construction costs, and also save on capitalized interest and fee payments. 

65
 

the operating phase will be designed supposedly on the ‘no service, no fee’ 

of  service is actually delivered.
66

  There will be a series of  components to 

as costs increase due to increased ridership. Notably, this payment “is not 

67

has reduced the private sector’s appetite “to accept a high degree of  demand 

68

69

be based, including system reliability and punctuality, a satisfaction survey, 

for travellers, maintaining trains and stations in good condition, system 

accessibility, safety, and ride comfort. Failure to meet these indicators 

the termination of  the contract. Provision would be made, however, for a 

65 Ibid., 32.

66 Ibid., 33.

67 Ibid., 35.

68 Ibid., 36.

69 Ibid., 37.
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70

successfully designs and builds the structure. The fourth is that three 

situations are outlined in which termination may occur: default related 

assessment, bill payment, disputes etc. 

sector players in P3s support the idea of  an Edmonton LRT P3, and support 

the proposed organizational structure, as well as the proposed payment 

Outline business case addendum: Southeast 
LRT project, April 2012

deadline was the result of  Edmonton withdrawing its bid for Expo when 

if  the LRT system is expanded in the face of  proceeding with the P3. It 

P3 delivery considering that if  expansion occurs, contractual mechanisms 

73
 

73 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Outline Business 
Case Addendum: Southeast LRT Project, April 
2012, 4.
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purportedly for reasons of  commercial sensitivity and the possible harming 

Outline business case addendum: Southeast 
LRT project, June 2012

74
  

organizations of  vehicle suppliers, design and build contractors, and P3 

concessionaires. Though participating organizations expressed a preference 

for operations being included, they would be happy to proceed with or 

without them being in the P3. They also generally felt that any expansions 

should be negotiated or re-tendered rather than pre-priced, given the 

uncertainty of  the timing. 

purportedly for reasons of  commercial sensitivity and the possible harming 

75
  

74 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Outline Business 
Case Addendum: Southeast LRT Project, June 
2012, 5.

75 Ibid., 5.
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Application to the P3 Canada Fund

decision to perform operations in-house. The assumption is that pressure 

76

private management of  the facility.
77

operations once more in private hands, Edmonton’s application to the P3 

federal government.
78

 

76 “Federal Threat Forced Approval of P3 for LRT, 
Group Claims,” Edmonton Journal, October 
16, 2012, http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/
edmonton/story/2012/10/16/edmonton-
southeast-lrt-p3.html.

77 Bartley Kives, “No Help from Ottawa to 
Expand Convention Centre,” Winnipeg 
Free Press, January 5, 2011, http://www.
winnipegfreepress.com/local/no-help-
from-ottawa-to-expand-convention-
centre-112924489.html.

78 PPP Canada, Edmonton Light Rail Transit 
System (Edmonton, Alberta: 2013), http://
www.p3canada.ca/project.php?id=17.



34



No Free Lunch: Financing the Priorities of Calgarians 

7



8

11045 Saskatchewan Drive,
Edmonton, Alberta

T6G 2E1
Phone: 780.492.8558

Email: parkland@ualberta.ca
Website: www.parklandinstitute.ca

ISBN 978-1-894949-42-2


