
October 2, 19J~

*!r, llp.roId W. Balfour 
Municipal Manager

Ho: Comparison of Taxable Values of Real Property
An analysis has been made of Burnaby real property assessments 

for 1937 to determine taxable values. In doing this, consideration 
has been given to the fact, that 100% of the assessed value of land 
and 75% of the assessed value of buildings are taxable for both school 
and general purposes, that 75% of the assessed value of machinery is 
taxable for school purposes only, and that a variety of specialized 
properties are taxable on an individual basis laid down by statute.

The results have been tabulated on page 2 to show the propor­
tion of the tax burden supported by Residential and Industrial f: 
Commercial properties .and how relative values have changed from ycal' 
to year.

The current figures have been used to extend the graph on page 
3 to indicate the changes that have taken plp.ee in the taxable va.lues 
of land, btiilding, and machinery components since 1962.

Last year predictions were made of values to be expected in 
1937 and as only one value out of five differed significantly from 
those actually recorded, we are encouraged to make some further predictions for 1963.

The predicted level in 196S of the five components of real 
property are indicated by dotted lines on the graph. The following 
observations are pertinent regarding these new levels,

(A) The market value of land has continued to increase at 
a rapid rate because of the buoyant real estate market, but 
extreme changes in value are not directly reflected in 
taxable values because of the 5% statutory limitation on increases.
(B) Taxable values of buildings, although also restricted 
to an increase of 5%, are rising more rapidly than those of 
land because new construction is an additional factor influ­
encing these values.
41.7% of the tax burden will be carried by Industrial fc Com­

mercial properties in 1933. If the rate of change in tax burden contin 
ues to shift in the future at the same rate that it has in the last 
three years equal sharing between Residential and Industrial 
Commercial properties will occur 17 years hence. This interval will 
be cut in half - to S years - if returns from the Business Tax are 
considered. (This tax has been applied since 1935 when it was 
introduced following a statutory change which exempted machinery from 
general purpose tp.xation.) Its in 1937 is to chr.nge the
apparent proportion of the tax burden supported by Industrial S: 
Commercial properties from 41.2% to -l-;. 6% of the total.

lx the'two value system of assessments is instituted it, Burnaby 
for 1963 significant changes itt taxes will occur where assessments 
of individual properties have been restrained out of proportion to 
adjacent properties by the 5% limitation. However, v/e do not antici­
pate that any great change will re-.ull in the relation between the tax burden supported by Residential 
propei-tics as the totals will most
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An annlysis l1ns been made of Bu1·ntby rcnl propc1·ty asscss1.1ci1ts 
for 1~$7 to dcterrninc taxable values. In doi11g this, consi<lc1·ation 
hP.s been given to the fact. that 100::, of the assessed va luc of l~.nd 
ancl 76~ of tl1e assessed vnl11c of buildings a1~c taxable for both school 
and ge~eral purposes, thnt 75% of the assessed value of mac:11.nery is 
tR::ablc for scl1ool pu1·poses only, and that a variety of specialized 
properties arc taxable on an individual bnsls laid clown by statute. 

The results have been tabulated on page 2 to show the propor­
tion of the tax burden supported by Residential and Industrial~ 
Co1,1mercial properties .nncl how 1·el,,tivc values have changed from year 
to year. 

The current fi~ures have been used to extend the graph on page 
3 to indicate the changes that have taken place in the taxable VRlucs 
of land, buildin~, and machinery co1:1ponents since 1962. 

Last year predictions were r.1acle of values to be expected in 
195'/ and as only one velue out of five differed sicrnificautly from 
those actui-.1 J y recorded, we are encouraged to·· make so:ne further 
predi.ctions for 1963. 

The predicted level in 196S of the fi.ve components of real 
property i-.rc incli-:ated by dotted lines on the graph. The following 
observations are ~ertinent regarding these new levels. 

(A) The market value of land has continued to increase at 
a rapid rate because of the buoyant real estate market, but 
e>;treme chnnges in value are not directly reflected !.n 
taxable values bc;,cause of the 5% $tatutory limitaticn on 
increases. · 

(D) Taxable values of buildings, although Rlso ~cstrictcd 
to an increase of Sl, are rising more rapidly than those of 
land because new construction is an additional factor i~flu­
encinz these values. 

41. 7% of the tax burden wi.ll be carried by Industrial t, Com­
mercial properties in 1~33. II the rate of change in tax burden contin­
ues to shift in the future at the s:,:~e rate that it has in the last 
three years equal sharing bet·:.-cen J:esidcntial and Industrial ~, 
Commercial properties will occur 17 ye:,?·s hence. This interval will 
be cut in half - to S years - if returns fro:~ the Business T;,.x are 
consiclerccl. (This tax has been applied since 19$5 when it was 
introduced following a st?.tutot·;· r.h~a·;c, which c:,er.1ptcd machinc!'y from 
gcnc-r.,l pt•rpose ta:,;,.tion.) Its _._·.·:·-·~ in 1937 is to change the 
apparent pro port i.on of the ta:-: bu:·dc-n s11ppo1· tecl by Indus trial E, 
Commcrcir.l proper ti.es from ~l. 2'.< to ·1-:. G:;. of the total. 

lf tho ·two vn.Jue syr>tczi c,r :1s!:c-!;~.;1;:;('n ts is inst) tutcc1 i1J Dnrn~'h;· 
for 1959 significnnt ch~n~cs irt t~x~~ ~ill occu1· wl1erc assoss~c11ts · 
of individual properties have bi::<'n n,,;traincd out of pr.oportion to 
adjacent properties by the 5';, Ji,:1itatinn. llo·,:c\·er, we do not ?.ntici·· 
pate thnt ;,ny g1·eat chaw:e ,·:i I l n•,:ul t in the rclatio!l hct·sccn the 
ta,: bttrden ~;ur,portccl Uy Hc•!;i,l•:nt!:11 ;ind lndu!:t1·ial & Co1nuic1·ciril 
J>1·opc,·ties :,s the totnls will ,ir,,;t li!: ... J;· :.1a•~f)hcscr indivic'.unl c:i::rn~c2 • 
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A COMPARISON OF TAXABLE VALUES OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF REAL PROPERTY IN BUR:-,ABY FOR 1967 

LAN!) 

Assessed Amount 
Value Taxable 

(1) (2) 
:nc!:istrial & 
:o::--'!lerc ial $35,914,000 $34,630,000* 

~cs:!.dential 65,661,000 65,661,000 

~.1isccll:-tneous>!<* 448,000 1,48,000 

$102,023,000 $100,789,000 

BUILDINGS and MAC'rlINERY 
(Improvements) 

Assessed Amount 
Value Taxable 

(3) (4) 

$113,509,000 $ 70,392,000* 

lU,352,000 33,514,000 

443,000 :;zG,000 

$225,309,000 $154,242,000 

Total 
Amount 
Taxable 

(5)=(2)+(4) 1SG7 1956 

$105,072,000 41. 2 4J, 7 

1'19,175,000 58. 5 59,0 

784,000 0.3 0,3 

$255,031,000 100. % 100.% 

* Includes amounts received in lieu of t~~es from B.C. Hydro and taxes from other Utility Companies. 

•~>!< ~:iscellaneous items include Agricultural, Church and G. V.S. &. D.D. Properties. 
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