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ITEM 25 (SUPPLLME:NTJ\RY) It 

MANAGEfl'S REPORT NO. 51 

llI_JOll~~IL ~;!TING ·.!,~,!X. 9/73 j 
Re: 1973 Amendments to Assessment E ualizati.on Act Bill 71 

-Following is the report requested by Council when it considered Item 26, Report 
No.- 27, April 9, 1973. wherein the Hunicipal 'Manager recommended that the Business 
Tax.rate be raised from 7% to h% effective January 1, 1974. 

The previous report item deals with the subject of Business Tax and the latest 
development in this respect. This report deals with the impact of Bill 71 on 
Assessments and hence on taxes generally, Since time is of the essence if con-

. ' f 11 t 1 II sideration were to be given to a change in assessment systnm rom wo-va uc 
to 11 one-value 11 and since at the time of writing we do not know if there will be 
a Council meeting on July 16, 1973, this matter is being placed before Council 
as a Supplementary Item at this time. 

THAT no change be made in the existing two-value system of assessments for 

1974. 

* * * * * * * 
ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT 

July 5th, 1973 

Re: 1973 · Amend1nents to AsEessmen t 
Equalization Ac.t (Bill 71) 

Amen.dments. to the Assessment Equalization Act ·passed 
Spr~Qg sitting.of th~"Legislature will have the 

-establishing 1974 Nm1-residentia1 assessments at a 
level than those for Residential properties. 

' . 
- . . 

. . ..· The Premier indicated in inte_rviews with the Press. 
during the st tting ·of the Legislat.ure that he considers 

a·mei1dnients to be only an interim. mea.sure whU.e the 
· is giving further study to ways in which school 

. entiiely removed from property. 

For some years the Assessment Equalization Act which 
establishes the manner in which School Assessments are 
~~termined bas restricted changes in individual assessments 
to 10% per year and limited increases in the total school 

. assessments to 5% per year. As a result normal School 
Assessments have been a steadily reducing proportion of 
General Purpose assessments (from 47% in 1968 to 44% in 1973) 
and many individual values have been lower than the norm6.1 
level. These restrictions related to all School assessments. 
For 1974 the limitations are only to be applind to properties 
used for Residential (and Farm) purposes. School assessments 
of other properties will be at a 50% level. 

The typos of properties that will have restricted 
values include: • 

Single Family residences 
condominiums 
Apartments 
Fnt'ms 

All others, including industrial, commorcinl and 
all vn.c:int lnncl, will be ClSto.bUshcd nt n 50% level. 
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EFFECT ON TAXES WITH TWO-VALUE ASSESSMENTS SYSTEM 

The effect on 1974 taxes of these amendments cannot 
be established precisely at this time but if they had.been 
in effect for 1973 the result would have been: 

Non-Residential taxes would have increased 
by about 4% and; 

Residential taxes would have been reduced 
by 2%. 

' ' ' 

>EFFEC'l'·ON TAXES WITH ONE•VALUE ASSESSMENTS SYSTEM 

If our present two value system of assessments 
(d~neral arid School) h~d been changed ~o that a one value 

had been used in 1973 the effect of the amendments on 
----- would.have been: 

· .,_ Npn-nosi~ential taxes would hav~ increased 
'by 8% and; 
nesidential taxes would have been reduced 
by 4%. 

•council has the power to establish whether a two 
va.lue assessment system is used. Legally the decision 

prior to November 30th but because of administra­
.if the system is to be changed a decision is 

ior to the end of July. 

OF BURNABY'S ASSESSMENT SYSTEM'', 

·prior to 1968 a one value system of assessment was 
in use in Burnaby and, as required by statute, these values 
were established according to the rules set out in the 
Assessment Equalization Act. There were no particular problems 
at that time as all the values could be directly related to 
50% of the market value, However, when the f il•st restrictions 
were placed in the Act in 1967, aRsessments were no longer at 
a common level and their relation to market value changed from 
year to· year so they became more diffj,cul t to understand and 
incomprehensible to the ordinnry property owner, As a result, 
Council adopted the two value system in 1968, Thi$ involved 
the use of one set of values for General Purposes, determined 
in accordance with rules sot out in the Municipal Act, and 
the other sot for School and Hospital Purposes was the snmo 
ns used under the one value system, and determined according 
to the Assessment Equalizntion Act. 

The ndvnntngcs of tho two value system relll. to 
entirely to tho Gonornl Purpose vnluos as those nro a direct 
reflection of market vnlur.: and thol'o a1•e no nrtificinl 
restrictions on them. 'rhus, compn.rnblo propc1•tios hnvo 
compnrnbla -~sRossmcnts nnd the avorn~o owner can understand 
thorn. 
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SUMMARY 

19'13 Amendments to the Assessment Equ::ilization Act 
change the effective taxes payable by difforont-clnsscs of 
properties and a larger portion of the totnl tax burden will 
bo assumed by the Non-residential properties if tho one 
value assessment system was reintroduced. Such a chnngo is 
not recommended as the present two value system provides a 
set of valu~s (General Purpose) whfch are. equitable, arc 

ively simple to understand and provide a.positive in<ii­
of this Department's opinion of the value of each 

Furthermore owners arc fn.milinr with the present 
it haR been in use for G Y8~rs and to change now 

confusing and could be doubly so if changes to_the 
Equalization Act next year indicnte the desira-

of rcim1)osi11g the two va.lue system. 

be made in. the existing two value 

Respectfully submitted, 

.. 1·-~J ' 1/ . 
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•. -, '· '"'t 
N~·\J. Good_e 

: MtniICIPAL ASSESSOR 
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