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Mr. Chairman: The Committee on Municipal Affairs is
called to order.

We last met on December 21, 1989, at 8 p.m. to
consider Bill No. 79, at which time we heard public
presentations.

| have before me a list of persons wishing to appear
before the committee today. The list reads as follows:
Mr. William Manchulenko, Mr. Philip Fontaine, Mr.
Homer Gill, Mr. Henry Wiebe, Ms. Brenda Leslie, Reeve
Aron Friesen, Mr. Sieg Peters, Mr. Kenneth Emberley,
Mr. Charles Chappell, Mr. Brunel Jutras, Mr. Richard
Borotsik, Mayor of Brandon, Mr. Bill Martens, Reeve
Francis Benoit, Reeve Jake Schroeder, Reeve John
Giesbrecht, Reeve Fern Berard.

Should anyone else wish to appear before this
committee whose name is not recorded please advise
the Committee Clerk and your name will be added to
the list. The Committee Clerk is here.

Is there anyone that would like to—yes, Mr. Lasko,
is it?

Mr. Taras Lasko (Private Citizen): That is right. | was
not prepared the other day. That is what | mentioned,
and | said | would like to present my brief at a later
date. So that is why | am here today.

Mr. Chairman: Yes, | believe we have two people, Mr.
Lasko, you and Mr. Kuzminski, who have written
presentations?
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Mr. Lasko: That is right.

Mr. Chairman: What is the will of the committee? Do
we want to hear them again or do we want to receive
their written presentations—if Mr. Kuzminski and Mr.
Lasko could present their written presentations, we will
certainly consider their comments, or if they they would
like to speak today they would have to be the last on
the list. Is that okay? Agreed.

| understand there are a number of out-of-town
presenters who would like to make presentations as
early as possible. If these people are present, would
you please identify yourself? Please stand—the rural
presenters.

| understand, Mr. Borotsik, you would like to leave
early, is that correct?

Mr. Richard Borotsik (Mayor, City of Brandon): |If |
could, Mr. Chairman, | would appreciate it. | do have
some Members that are some of your colleagues of
Brandon that | would like to say hello to if | might.

Mr. Chairman: Who are the other gentlemen?

An Honourable Member: Henry Wiebe.

Mr. Chairman: Henry Wiebe, Jake Schroeder. Who
else did we have that wanted to present early—John
Giesbrecht, Mr. Brunel Jutras, Mr. Peters of Hanover?
What is the will of the committee? How do we want
to hear them first—Mr. Findlay.

Hon. Glen Findlay (Minister of Agriculture): Yes, let
us hear them in the sequence they are in—out-of-town
ones that have been identified, starting with Mr. Wiebe,
that is the top one.

Mr. Chairman: Is that the will of the committee? Okay,
then before we proceed with the first presenter | would
like to ask if the committee would like to adjourn at
a specific time today. Normally, committee meetings
run from 10 till 12:30. However, we have approximately
16 people, | believe, registered to speak today, | am
not sure if we will be able to hear all presentations in
two and a half hours. What is the will of the committee—
Mr. Penner, Mr. Minister.

* (1010)

Hon. Jack Penner (Minister of Rural Development):
Would it be possible, Mr. Chairman, to hear as many
as we can before lunch and then break at twelve o’clock
for lunch for an hour, an hour and half, and then
reconvene, for an hour and half lunch break and then
reconvene, at 1:30 -(interjection)- 12:30 to 1:30 are we
agreed on that? So we will break for an hour then.

Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): Mr. Chairman,
depending on the situation, and how many are left at
that particular time, we had agreed to a five o’clock
adjournment | believe in previous discussions for this
meeting in writing. So at that time | think we should
determine whether we want to make any changes to
that agreement.
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Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor, did you have any cther
comments?

Mr. Harold Taylor (Wolseley): No, Mr. Chairperson, it
was the same point. | think we should call a decision
as we approach five o’clock.

Mr. Chairman: Okay—Mr. Findlay.

Mr. Findlay: Would it be the committee’s will then if
we do not complete the presentations by five o’clock,
since people are here, to reconvene at 6:30 and
continue?

Mr. Plohman: Well, | think once again, Mr. Chairman,
| believe we should, as five o’clock approaches, decide
on what we will do for the evening. We may want to
go for another hour and complete then or we may want
to adjourn and come back later or whatever. Perhaps
even, depending on the situation, hear some of them
on another date.

Mr. Chairman: Okay, thank you, Mr. Plohman. So that
is the will of the committee. We will break at 12:30 and
reconvene at 1:30 again. Okay.

For the presenters, if you have a written presentation
we would like 15 copies for all the Members of the
committee here. When you come up, if you would just
bring them forward—the Clerk would like them now.
If any of the presenters have copies, please bring them
forward now. If you need copies made, | think we can
get some made.

We will start with our first presenter—that will be Mr.
Henry Wiebe and Mr. Homer Gill from the Manitoba
Association of Urban Municipalities—Mr. Findlay.

Mr. Findlay: Would it be desirous to attempt, as much
as possible, to have each presentation made within 20
minutes to half an hour, as much as possible?

Mr. Chairman: What is the will of the committee —Mr.
Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, we have not put any time
limits. | think we should try to do that, but | do not
think we should have any hard and fast rules.

Mr. Chairman: Okay. | would like to ask all presenters,
though, to be precise and to the point with their
presentations because we have a lot of presentations
to hear today. At the same time we want to give
everyone an opportunity to question any of the
presenters also.

So we will start with our first presenter, Mr. Henry
Weibe, and Don Melnyk, the Reeve of East St. Paul.
Okay, Mr. Wiebe. Carry on.

* (1015)

Mr. Henry Wiebe (Manitoba Association of Urban
Municipalities): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, ladies and
gentlemen. | would like first of all to offer the apologies
of our president. He was unable to be here today. Homer



Wednesday, January 3, 1990

Gill was not able to be here today so he asked me to
make the presentation on his behalf. As already
mentioned | have here with me two members, two vice-
presidents, second-vice president Don and third vice-
president Doreen here from the Manitoba Association
of Urban Municipaiities.

Starting on page 1 with a brief summary, | would
simply iike to say that the association has been a strong
supporter of changes to The Assessment Act in
Manitoba. Our studies and our discussions on this issue
spans the whole period of the’80s, of the decade of
the’80s. From the establishment of the Weir Committee
until the introduction of Bill No. 79, we have been
involved in this discussion.

The key aspects that we would like to address today
are as follows: the equity that is being proclaimed
within the new legislation; the question of school taxes,
or the remova! of the Educational Support Levy, better
said; the consistency that we hope will result out of
this, we know will result out of this legislation; and the
urgency, the need for immediate passage of this
legislation.

Page 2, Assessment Reform Understanding: the
Manitoba Association of Urban Municipalities
represents the cities and towns and several villages of
the Province of Manitoba. There is strong support for
the assessment reform legislation within our
membership. We have had ample opportunity tc discuss
this iegislation at board level and at area meetings of
our association.

Today the executive of MAUM wishes to address the
key issues of the reform legislation. There is no doubt
that a complicated tax reform Bill will require some
amendments once we have made practical application
of the changes foreseen in this legislation. We are
therefore of the opinion that the Bill should be
proceeded with forthwith to allow municipalities to move
on with the changes for their 1990 budgets.

in this short document we will briefly address some
of the reasons we have for our support and the need
{0 proceed with the iegisiation expeditiousty.

The gquestion of equity: the present assessment
sysiem has aiways been difficuli and it has been hard
for the average taxpayer {0 understand it. Since there
was little in the assessment approach which relaied to
the market value of the property, the taxpayer had no
way of relating the assessment to real value. Real value
in the taxpayers’ mind should be and is market vaiue.

warket Value Approach: we believe that a system
based on market value or true value of property can
provide the average taxpayer with a much betier
understanding of the basis for iax assessment. The
new {egisiation and the application of computer
techncliogy brings us with this legislation into the 21st
century.

Yalue Updates: with market value as a goal and the
computerization of the assessment system, complete
and continuous update becomes a reality. Under the
oid archaic system municipaiities were not reassessed
on a regular basis. Thus we experienced inequities in
school divisions where one municipality was assessed
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and a second or a third was not assessed ¢t assessed
at a different time. Changes had not been brought to
the same level of value Even though this inequity was
addressed through the balanced assessment it never
really addressed the question adequately.

Schooi Taxation: The exemption of farm land from
the provincial education support levy is long overdue.
The principle that all the residentia! structures and other
farm buildings should be subject to taxation helps to
bring fairness and equity into the system.

Limiting the exemption for schools and hospitals to
10 acres is also a reasonable approach.

The exemption of registered non-profit day care
centres from taxation recognizes what, in fact, was
being done in many cases even now, a grant was given
back to the day care centre to cover these taxes.

The question of consistency—this wili be one statute
for the whole province. This new Bill places all of
Manitoba under the same statute. This will help simplify
taxation approaches and create a better understanding
by the taxpaying public.

* (1020)

Exemptions will also be the same throughout
Manitoba. This provides equity and fairness to the
taxation process.

The present Municipal Assessment Act exempts lands
held in trust for band or tribes of Indians. Under the
new Act this is deleted, and the new legislation is
consistent with the present City of Winnipeg legislation.
This matter has been a great concern to several of our
member municipalities. Our board has made several
presentations on this issue to Government. We are
pleased to have this change effected to cover all of
the Province of Manitoba.

The Need for immediate Action: The old system of
assessment is archaic and requires a complete overhaul.
The Manitoba Association of Urban Municipalities
supports the thrust of Government to effect changes
now and proceed with reform as expeditiously as
possible.

Financial: Municipal Governments in Manitoba have
shown their strong support for this legislation by
contributing approximately 50 percent of the cost of
this reform. By the time Phase |l of the system is
completed we wiil have contributed some $4 million to
this project.

Urgency: The executive of MAUM has concern that
the investment of iarge sums of money in the
development of a new assessment system should be
recognized. This system must be in place for the year
1990. We are in 1990 now and need this legislation in
place to do our financial planning and our budgeting
for this year and our longer term planning for the next
decade.

Tax Notices and Budgets: The time is now here to
proceed with municipal budgets. Our tax notices and
assessment notices need to be printed and mailed to
the taxpayer. Further delays will also slow up the
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budgeting process. The approval of this legisiation is
already overdue. The time to act is now, in the present.

In summary, then ladies and gentlemen, | thank you
for giving the Manitoba Association of Urban
Municipalities the opportunity to speak to this very
important issue of tax assessment reform. We consider
Bill 79 to be one of the most important pieces of
legislation for Manitobans at this present time. The
passage of this Bill into legislation is a brave and
courageous step for legislators. We congratulate you
for making this reform possible.

Thank you for listening and for your attention.
Respectfully submitted by Henry F. Wiebe, first vice-
president of the the Manitoba Association of Urban
Municipalities. Thank you gentlemen and ladies.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr. Wiebe. Are
there any questions from the Members here to Mr.
Wiebe? Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Mr. Wiebe, |
understand from your presentation that you might admit
there are some faults with this Bill or there will be some
faults found but we should go ahead and passit anyway
and make changes later on. Is that correct?

Mr. Wiebe: | do not know whether | would use the
word “faults.” Within this legislation there are some
housekeeping items to be done.

Mr. Chairman: Okay, go ahead.

Mr. Wiebe: | am sorry.

Mr. Chairman: Yes, in order to get our sound system
properly recording here if you would just wait until |
recognize you.

Mr. Wiebe: Oh, | am sorry.

Mr. Chairman:
Plohman?

It is okay. Are you finished, Mr.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman,|imagine that answer was
on the record. What Mr. Wiebe said was that he believes
there may be some housekeeping amendments.

Mr. Wiebe: Yes, | think there would be.

Mr. Plohman: Does Mr. Wiebe have any analysis of
the Bill from the urban association to give us any advice
on some of those that he feels might be necessary?

Mr. Wiebe: No, | do not think | have any specifics. We
have carefully reviewed and we feel some of the things
might only come out once the Bill is in practica!
application within the whole province.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wiebe talks about
market value approach and says that the system should
be based on market value. Is this his understanding
of what is being done in this Bill?

Mr. Wiebe: Well, weare aware that the present market
value year chosen is 1985, but we also believe that the
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computer system that has been developed has the
capability of changing the market value more often
than three years, which is now suggested in the Bili.
It could be done every second year or maybe evern
every year if that becomes necessary.

%
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Mr. Plchman: The assumption is this is market value
that we are dealing with rather than a value determined
on the basis of some updating application of some
formula that it is based on a realistic assessment
appraisal of the property based on 1985 market values.

Mr. Wiebe: That is right.

Mr. Plohman: Okay. We will have an opportunity to
discuss that further with the Minister. | would hope that
is the case as well, but we are not necessarily convinced.

| would like to ask as well about hospitals. Mr. Wiebe
mentions that 10 acres is a reasonable approach for
hospitals. Is he basing this on an exemption for most
rural hospitals, or does he recognize that there are
some hospitals that will not be totally exempt by this
new figure? If most hospitals in the province are going
to be exempt, does it not make sense to exempt them
all totally? Why should some hospitals have only partial
exemptions and the majority have total exemption?

Mr. Wiebe: | suppose the question of the acreage is
to alarge degree a matter of the local hospital board’s
decision. In one case that | am aware of where a hospital
is being planned they are looking at quite a bit more
than 10 acres, but they have their specific reasons for
doing so. The actual operation though, 10 acres would
be ample for them. So if they choose to have more
because of certain other aestheticreasons then maybe
they need to pay a little bit of tax on that portion.

Mr. Plohman: Well, Mr. Chairman, it seems that it is
more than aesthetic reasons. We have heard from the
administrators of a number of hospitals in Winnipeg
particularly who have asked for a change to this
provision because it is an arbitrary provision that does
not provide them with complete exemption, although
others are completely exempted because of that figure.
Has the urban association looked at that issue?

Mr.Wiebe: We have not discussed the issue with regard
to the city hospitals, no.

Mr. Plohman: So i might just assume that perhaps the
urban association might be amenable to some changes
then.

Mr. Wiebe: Yes, | do not think we would have any
problem with that.

Mr. Plohman: | just want to ask a coupie more
questions with regard to the education tax exemgtion.
Is it the urban association’s position that farm land
should be exempted from all school tax and this is a
good first step, or is it the intention of the urban
association to push for exemption from local levies for
school purposes on farm land as well?
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Mr. Wiebe: | think this is a good start. We certainly
applaud the fact that this portion of the schooi tax will
be removed fromfarm land. That is one of the changes
that might be considered later on once we walk with
the legislation and have tried it out, we might want to
see some different changes.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Wiebe, does the urban association
feel that there is some validity to the proposal by the
Weir Commission to have a two-value system for farm
land, one that would be based on agricultural value
and one based on the value of that land for market
value based on development that might be made on
that particular property, particularly in the areas
surrounding urban areas?

Mr. Wiebe: We have addressed that question with
regard to land surrounding urban areas. It was the
feeling in our discussions that in most of the cities and
the towns the lands were held in abeyance or held in
sort of an agricultural zoning until the actual
development set in. At that point of course the taxation
would take effect. To assess the land on the basis of
future development is pretty risky.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, that is not what | was
suggesting. A two-value system would be based on
the current agricultural value of that land through the
use of a number of factors such as productivity of that
land and so on. Another would be based on the actual
market value at that particular time for industrial
purposes based on comparable properties in the area.
If the use of that land was changed, then there would
be a retroactive assessment of taxes based on the
higher value, but as long as it was used for agricultural
purposes it would be taxed on the lower assessment
for agricultural purposes.

* (1030)

That is what Weir recommended in his report, and
| just ask whether you feel that would be a fairer way
of assessing land that is under development pressure
and would provide an incentive to retain it in agricultural
use rather than encouraging people to sell it off for
deveiopment purposes.

Mr. Wiebe: You use the word retroactive. What did
you mean by that?

Mr. Plohman: What they said, Mr. Chairman, is that
if the use was changed and it was in fact sold at the
higher value, then there would be a five-year period
of collection retroactively of taxes based on that higher
assessment for industrial use or residential use or
whatever it might be.

Mr. Wiebe: | would believe that most of our
communities would not iike to see theretroactive system
go into effect. | think in our smaller communities, towns
and smaller cities, the industrial development is
something that we realiy want to encourage and that
would discourage it. | do not think that we would like
to see that.

Mr. Plohman: Am |correctin assuming that the urban
association has not developed a position on this issue?
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Mr. Wiebe: No, we have just discussed it and we have
not put forth a position on it.

Mr. Plohman: Would Mr. Wiebe feel that it is fair that
land that is perhaps under pressure, there are some
examples that we have been given where it is being
taxed at $75 an acre, whereas surrounding agricultural
land is being taxed at $7.50, 10 times as'much, because
of the artificial increased value of that land because
of industrial pressures. Is that fair that a person farming
under those circumstances should be paying that higher
taxation based on the industrial value of that land?

Mr. Wiebe: | would likely be expressing a personal
opinion, but | would say it is not fair.

Mr. Plohman: My last question at point, would Mr.
Wiebe like to see that addressed in some way?

Mr. Wiebe: My position would be that as long as land
within the boundaries of a town or a city is still used
for agricultural purpose and zoned agriculture, it should
remain as taxed as agriculture and only become taxable
under the new subdivision when that is in effect put
into place.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, just to clarify, did Mr.
Wiebe say when the zoning changes or when the use
changes?

Mr. Wiebe: | would think those two usually go hand
in hand in my experience.

Mr. Plohman: It may be that a person speculates and
has the rezoning done many years before it actually
would take effect, when the actual use would change
in anticipation of that being a possibility somewhere
down the road. What | am asking then is, should the
value then be changed immediately or should it be
done when the use changes?

Mr. Wiebe: | think when the use changes.

Mr. Chairman:
Taylor.

Are there any other questions? Mr.

Mr. Taylor: To Mayor Wiebe, there has been over the
past while some sensitivity on assessment of large lots
usually on the periphery of urban communities. Having
Councillor Demare with you from the City of Winnipeg,
| think she can speak at length of the problem in this
community on that matter. | wanted to know, has there
been discussion within your organization about the
problem of large lot assessment and making certain
that there is fairness employed when that type of
assessment is done, and the potential impacts from
this new Act? Have you looked at that as a detailed
point?

Mr. Wiebe: No, | would have to say we have not looked
at that.

Mr. Taylor: Has the Manitoba Association of Urban
Municipalities discussed as an organization the fact
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discussion in our brief more to the smaller centres of
the province.

Our impression is that in the smaller communities
there is a fair bit of land already set aside for industrial
development and real estate development, so { do not
think it would impact as badly on us as it may on the
larger centres.

Mr. Penner: Very briefly, first of all, | would like to
thank the MAUM organization and Mr. Wiebe for making
the presentation this morning. | think you have indicated
clearly to the committee the urgency that you have put
before the committee of this Bill.

One area though that | am somewhat surprised at
the comments made by one of the committee members
inregard to, in line of questioning, is again questioning
the ability of a person or an individual to appeal. ! think
the Bill clearly states that the ability to appeal is there
as was under the previous Act, and that there have
been no changes made nor are they intended to be
made by this legislation that would limit the appeal
process of the individual.

For clarification | think, ! wanted to clarify that before,
that under Section 13 as well as Section 41, it clearly
states in Section 41(1) A board shall sit each year for
the purposes of hearing applications for revision under
Section 42 of the Act. i think that is fairly clear. That
has not changed from the previous legislation.

There is however one question that | have. That is,
| was wondering, | do not see it in your presentation
or mention made of this in your presentation, the area
of the phase-in. The legisiation allows the municipality
if they so choose to phase in tax increases due to value
changes or whatever other reasons there might be.

Is it your view that we should leave the phase-in as
a voluntary measure, or is thereaneed for the province
to direct that the phase-in should be directed by the
legislation as mandatory?

Mr. Wiebe: In our limited discussion on this issue we
were of the opinion that it would be best left to the
individual corporation, to the individual municipality.

Mrs. Gwen Charles (Selkirk): In the brief it mentions
you had ample opportunity to discuss this legisiation
at the area meetings of the association. Could the reeve
teli us whether at each area meeting they went through
the iegisiation clause by clause, or whether it was just
generai discussion of the legistation in principle?

Mr. Wiebe: It was a general discussion, the principles
involved in it. Most of the people involved in these
discussions had already had copies of the Bill ahead
of time and had done some of their own reading on
it. | know many of the councils individually have spent
time on it.

Mrs. Charles: Have they had legal counse! or anyone
that has had to enforce the rights of citizens in their
appeal processes and furthermore in assessment
process discussing this with the association, or has it
just been as you said in general conversation about
the theory of this legislation?
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Mr. Wiebe: There has been no discussion to my
knowledge with legai counsel as far as our organization
is concerned. Individual councils may have done that.

Mrs. Charles: So you stand by the idea that whether
or not it has problems in it that we should just put it
through, because in general you agree with the theory
and it does not matter whether it works or not?

Mr. Wiebe: It matters if it works. It matters whether
it works, and we have no reason to believe that it will
not work. There will be some enhancements that will
be necessary like there are in other legislations.

Mrs. Charles: Would you be willing to wait three or
four years to get amendments made? Depending upon
how the Sessions sit and how long these decisions will
come in, it could take a couple of years to have it
amended appropriately. Are you willing to put up with
that length of time to have actions taken by your citizens
to your councils? | know how that feels, to put up with
that and have those citizens wishing you could change
things when of course you would not have the authority.
So you are willing to wait perhaps several years for
those amendments to come forward?

Mr. Wiebe: | guess we are used to waiting for changes
in any legislation. That seems to be the way of
democratic life, but we think it would be much less
disastrous than to now postpone this for another three
or four years, much less disastrous.

Mr. Elijah Harper (Rupertsland): Mr. Wiebe, in your
presentation you mentioned the present Municipal
Assessment Act exempts lands held in trust for bands
or tribes of Indians. This matter has been a great
concern to several of our municipalities. | was just
wondering whether you could explain what this great
concern is and provide the explanation to us.

Mr. Wiebe: We had hoped that the mayor of Thompson
would be here. As you probably are aware, the City
of Thompson has had some very grave concerns. They
are the one member of ours that has really been very
anxious about this situation. They have had court cases,
as you are aware.

The push for this change originated with the City of
Thompson. We have taken that further and discussed
it with the UMM as well as with Government over the
last several years and are very pleased that this change
is being made, because there was an inequity. The City
of Winnipeg had the exemption; we did not.

Mr. Harper: Have you discussed the matter in terms
of why the exemption was there in the first place, or
it may be as a result of other agreements that have
been made, or is this straight support for the City of
Thompson in their presentation to exclude this section?

Mr. Wiebe: We have discussed this at length in the
executive and board level over the last two years as
| mentioned. We are of the opinion that this probably
was an oversight in the writing of the legislation because
the City of Winnipeg was granted the exemption
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outright, and why would the rest of the communities
in the province not be granted the same privilege?

Mr. Harper: In pursuing this matter | was just wondering
whether we actually exempted something from the City
of Winnipeg, because there might have been some
transactions made when we made the greatest real
estate transaction a number of centuries ago, and as
a result of those transactions and agreements it may
have something tied to specific wording in this
legislation.

* (1050)

| was just wondering whether you would support any
amendments to this legislation if it is as a result of the
treaties that were made with the Indian people.

Mr. Wiebe: | believe we would be prepared to sit down
and discuss it in dialogue.

Mr. Harper: Thank you.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, | would like to follow up
in a question to the delegation after the Minister’s
statement about the right to appeal. Is the delegation
aware that the Minister’'s comment on the right of appeal
is limited to the change of physical circumstances on
the individual property and evolved, as opposed to
anything that may be adjacent to the neighbour, in the
neighbourhood or in market value. Those are the
aspects that are not appealable; the physical
circumstances are the only thing appealable, physical
circumstances changing on the property in question.
Were you are of that and that is how the freeze applies?

Mr. Wiebe: Even in the first appeal?
Mr. Taylor: No, beyond.

Mr. Wiebe: Beyond that. | guess we were more
interested in the first appeal to make sure we did our
homework at that time.

Mr. Taylor: What | am hearing you say then as
representing MAUM is that once the benchmark is
established at the beginning of this process, you as
an association then are prepared to live with a three-
year freeze, in effect?

Mr. Wiebe: We have not devised or put out a policy
on it, but that is my impression of the discussions we
have had, yes.

Mr. Taylor: In all fairness, Mayor Wiebe, do you think
your member communities fully understand that is what
they are buying into, that is what they and their
constituents, be they business or residential
constituents, will live with?

Mr. Wiebe: The whole assessment question is a
complicated question, and | think | would be wrong if
| said everybody understood it. That is certainly not
the case. | think a lot of people do not fully understand,
but they have had opportunity to come and attend
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meetings and join in the discussions. | think we have
had amplie opportunity, and that is why we say we shouid
get on with it.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, we have some concertis
at this committee that there has potentially not heen
ample opportunity. We are aware now, as provincisi
legislators, that copies of this legislation were available
in a certain preferred fashion as early as June. We did
not havecopies as Members of the Opposition, so there
were certain people who did have copies, possibly your
association, | am not certain. The City of Winnipeg
apparently did.

Given that preferred circulation, it would appear there
are a few groups that did have ample opportunity. We
are not at all certain that there really were the
opportunities for the general public across the province
to review the legislation, and that the proposed series
or circuits of reviews through various parts of the
province going to all the major communities in a
particular region. That form of presentation was
scrubbed.

We had a much different format employed later this
fall, and we have had comments from people that, well,
we did notreally know. In fact we had delegations come
out here in that bitterly cold weather just before
Christmas, travel in from various parts of the province
and say: we have concerns but we do not fully
understand the legislation, so we are putting some of
our concerns on the table now, the ones that are clear
to us, and we are going to be asking more questions
and studying this over the next couple of weeks. If
there is an opportunity to come back and speak to
you again or submit a written submission if we cannot
get into the city, that is what we will do.

We had one of those delegations just here and
standing up a fewminutes before you started to present.

While being very sympathetic to getting on with what
would be a further implementation of the
recommendations of the Weir Commission, and | would
not be out of turn in saying all three Parties are
sympathetic and want to see something along those
lines finally come to fruition in legislation in Manitoba,
we have real reservations about lack of knowledge on
certain key points. There is much of the Act that is not
changed from the previous legislation going back some
decades, and probably will not cause any problems,
but here are other areas of concern that probably do.
That is why | am asking the sort of questions that |
am to you right now, where we have a great anxiety
that we may be rushing through with on certain points
that could have very serious repercussions over the
next three years, four years.

Mr. Wiebe: Those of us who have been in municipal
positions for the last 10 years at least, 10 years, 12
years—when the Weir Report first came out it was very
difficult to understand. | know that we sat down as
municipal people and tried to read through it and
discuss it. That same kind of situation exists even today
among municipal people, especially those who have
only been in the municipal life for a little while but exists
even to a larger degree in the general public.
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Are you willing to make that same type of error or
new ones indeed perhaps errors by rushing this through,
or do you feel that perhaps years ago they should have
taken their time and made a proper Bill and not put
those exemptions in if indeed you are opposed to those
exemptions for tribal lands?

Mr. Wiebe: | think first of all we need to recognize
that the legislation we are talking about is 60 years
old. That is a long span of time and circumstances
were entirely different then.

If there are errors in this legislation that we would
recognize as errors, yes, we would like to correct them
now.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Are there any further
questions? If not, | want to thank you very much, Mr.
Wiebe, Mr. Melnyk and Ms. Demare.

Mr.Wiebe: Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen.
| wish you all a very successful legislative year. Thank
you.

Mr. Chairman: Our next presenter will be the Rural
Municipality of Hanover, | believe, Mr. Peters and—is
Reeve Friesen here?

An Honourable Member: No.

Mr. Sieg Peters (Councillor, Rural Municipality of
Hanover): Good morning. My name is Sieg Peters,
Honourable Members. | would like Les Schroeder and

Aron Friesen to come up here, please. | believe you
have copies of our submission.

In the outset | would like to say that | commend the
Government of the Day to be so bold as to introduce
Bit No. 79. 1t is an attempt to correct many of the
inadequacies that we have in the present tax structure.
| would like to thank the the review panel for allowing
us to make these brief observations. In the past
agriculture has changed. Years back every farm was
a homestead and it included a basic amount of land,
a small set of buiidings and some livestock. In the
present form it has changed. Some have a lot of land,
some have a lot of buildings, some even have some
of each. Now | will refer to my brief here.

The Council of the Rural Municipality of Hanover is
generaily in favour of Bifl No. 79 in that it will correct
many of the inadequacies in the present tax structure.
We agree that all residences, both farm or non-farm,
shouid contribute towards ali services and by these |
am referring to things like the local services that we
have, the roads, the drainage, the fire protection, et
cetera, including both the educational support levy and
the tocal school taxes. We strongly feel however that
the taxation for education should be shifted away from
farm property, both farm land and production buildings.
The present legisiation takes the provincial share off
the land and wili not put it on buildings. We are
concerned that the local levy, which | guess we feel
was incorrect until now, that was on the land, now we
are going to add that to the buildings. So we are sort
of making another thing incorrect.

194

| should maybe also add here that many of the
municipalities who are growing are shifting into the
livestock area. It is a form of decentralization. | think
there has been concern that everybody wants to move
to the urban areas. We feel that if livestock buildings
and buildings in general would be taxed heavily, and
we feel that this local education tax will be a form of
this type of taxation, that there will be less livestock
produced. It will have some effect on livestock
production in the future and we feel that this form would
not be good.

The second concern we have is, we are concerned
over the term ‘“‘market value” to be used as a basis
for property assessment for both land and buildings.
We feel that there should be a clear definition of the
term “market value’ in Bill No. 79 before it receives
approval. In implementing a formula for determining
marketvalue, variables like including market price and
potential productivity of land and buildings should be
considered. We feel that restricting ourselves to the
market price only could change the price very quickly.
Isolated sales in an area could greatly affect just a
simple market value. Therefore, we feel it might be
good to have it somewhat related to the potential
production capability.

The Rural Municipality of Hanover feels that the
absence within Bill No. 79 of provision for a dual
assessment system on farm properties in the vicinity
of urban areas represents a shortcoming in this
proposed legislation. The municipality continues to
believe that the assessment of farm property should
be based on its productive potential while still being
used for agricultural purposes. However, if such land
were sold at a later date for urban development, we
would see nothing wrong with a recapturing, perhaps
for an eight-year period, of taxes based on assessment
at a development rate. We believe an amendment to
Bill No. 79 should be made. Thank you. Submitted by
Hanover.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Are there any questions to
Councillor Peters? Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Just to thank Councillor Peters for the
presentation and his recommendation regarding the
dual assessment system, which we feel is very much
a shortcoming of this Bill as well, and for his statement
on that particular issue, | just would ask one question
on that. Wouldyou alsofeelthatthereis room in doing
that to have some incentive for farmers to retain land
in its natural state? When | am talking about land, |
am not talking about agricultural land that is in
production, but perhaps land thatisretainedinits bush
state in some areas, whether there should be an
incentive to retain land in that for wildlife habitat or
for other wildlife uses as an environmental incentive
for farmers.

Mr. Peters: | would just like to respond by saying that
we haverestricted ourselves to the productive land and
not to the land that could be set aside for other uses.

Mr. Plohman: So you have no comment on that, Mr.
Chairman? | see, thank you.
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the excess taxation of farm properties, re the productive
capacity of an acre of land, how would you and when
would you see that being implemented, considering all
the information that has been entered into the computer,
at this point and stage; has been entered into based
on’85 values? Have you any suggestions in that area?

Mr. Les Schroeder: Mr. Chairperson, Honourable
Minister, ! think our concern would be not as grave if
on the outset, Bob Brown, the individual in charge of
assessment, would have indicated the percentages.
Maybe | am out of order here, but | would like to say
that if we had a percentage ratio much less on the
buildings, that might be acceptable.

Without a question, earlier indicated by Mr. Evans,
there needs to be something in place that we all pay
our fair share. Without a question, we are very
supportive of that, but keeping in mind that in many
scenarios the taxation on a 640-acre farm would go
from $1,900 to $5,000, that is a dramatic increase, and
keeping in mind that these production units are what
keeps the economy in rural Manitoba healthy.

Coming back to that question, if the percentage ratio
was adjusted—at present it has been indicated it will
be equal land and buildings. We feel if the percentage
ratio on the buildings would be much less, maybe this
would be acceptable, but until we have been given that
percentage ratio we cannot endorse it. Thank you.

Mr. Penner: Mr. Chairman, one further question. The
question | asked is: have you any suggestions as—if
and when a consideration was made to amend the
current legislation that is before this committee now
that would recognize the impact of the shadow effect
of urban development opportunities on an acre of land,
if we implemented that or if we made amendments to
the Bill, how would you see, or what suggestions have
you to put before the committee that would lead me
to make a decision or lead this committee to make a
decision as to how we could amend the Bill and
implement the changes, taking into consideration that
all the information is currently entered into the computer
programs, without entering into major costs that would
in effect be charged back to municipatities, that would
aliow us to make those kinds of considerations?

In other words, should we do it immediately? Do we
have three years, or would it satisfy you if an amendment
was made that would allow, within a three-year period,
some changes to be made to recognize them?

Br. Peters: | think the time frame would be adequate
in regard to this fringe area, because we would stili
like to see that the people pay it retroactively and not
have to te taxed up front each year if they are a bona
fide farmer and have intentions of farming.

Mr. Penner: One more question: are you satisfied this
Bill recognizes that there has been an inordinate amount
of tax on farm properties, and that this Bill does address
that to a degree, although not as far as you would
want to? Are you satisfied that the Government is
making an approach to alleviate the education tax
burden on farm properties?
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Mr. Peters: | think we stated initially when | first came
here that we think the direction is good. We realize
that you are now putting in print some of the things
that have been happening in the last year or two, and
that is good. We need that, but | think our suggestion
is that, by allowing the local school taxes to go on
buildings as well as the land in future, we will be heavily
burdened with school taxes. That is still a concern to
us and that is why we are disagreeing with certain
portions of this Bill, recognizing that the direction is
extremely good. | think we said that initially, and we
want to leave you with that impression.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, we share the concerns
that this legislation will have on building-intensive farms
in the province, and that is one of the reasons why we
have talked about compulsory phasing over a particular
percentage or amount and perhaps over a nhumber of
years.

| would like to ask you whether you know the impact
that this will have on your municipality. Do you have
those figures? Have you asked for them? Do you know
how many farmers in your area are going to be hit with
rather dramatic increases in their taxation?

* (1130)

Mr. Peters: We do not know. In general we may have
an indication of the impact, but specifically we do not
know the impact. Ifitwas only our local things separate
from education, we would not be very concerned,
because | think most people in the local area realize
that there was an inadequacy before. If they have a
major portion of their farming that has to do with
livestock and it is not buildings, | think most of them
are quite willing to contribute.

The idea of the educational thing will be more of a
problem, but as far as roads, fire protection, drainage,
these type of services, | think they will quite easily—
nobody likes to have a substantial increase in things,
but | still think they will come around very nicely.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, we all want fairness, and
| think that | agree with your statement that everyone
wants to pay their fair share. However, it is the shock
impact that | am concerned about as well, the major
increases in one year which an individual operator has
not had an opportunity to work into his plans and may
not be able to meet those obligations because of the
tremendous increase that takes place in a short period
of time.

The Government has said that they would allow the
municipalities to phase in increases. Do you think that
there should be a requirement for phasing in over a
particular level, and should there be perhaps a phasing
over longer than a three-year period if there are major
increases, a major shift? That is presupposing that there
is not going to be a major change to the legislation
that would remove production buildings from taxation.

Mr. Peters: In general response, not knowing all the
details, | think we would suggest that what has been
in the Bill we could live with that. We think each local

|
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area making its own decision might work, especially if
the education is not on there. Now, maybe once we
know the real impact, it may be more drastic than we
initially thought. If you are asking me what talks we
have had in council—would suggest to us that we do
notthink that it has to be legislated over a period more
than three years. At present we do not feel thatit should
be implemented strictly.

Mr. Plohman: Just for clarification, you do not feel
that it should be implemented strictly? What did you
mean by that? It uniformly—in other words, one
municipality would allow larger increases than another
before phasing? That is fine as far as you are
concerned?

Mr. Peters: In general | think the small discussions
that we have had on this, and were again—Iliving with
a thing that it would not have big impacts.

Mr. Plohman: Do you know that? Do you know whether
there will be some major impacts in your municipality
on some building-intensive farms, hog farms or
livestock—

Mr. Peters: If the educational tax will be implemented
as suggested, then there will be fairly substantial
impacts on livestock-intensive farms.

Mr. Plohman: Have you heard, Mr. Peters, that the
Government intends to change its proposal on the
education tax?

Mr. Peters: We have not discussed that at all.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, on the basis of what we
have now, you are saying that there would be major
impacts, but you do not know precisely what they would
be?

Mr. Peters: | think that would be correct, and we feel
that this is why we are proposing something that has
been, we think, not correct in the past. Again the
education was on the land, and present legislation is
taking a large portion of it off, and we think that is
good. We feel that more of it should come off the land,
and that it should also not be placed on buildings as
was stated a little earlier. | think that is our position.
We feel very strongly that the local taxes for drainage,
road work, snow clearing, should be shared by all
people. We make no bones about that.

Mr. Plohman: Just afinal question, Mr. Chairman. What
you are saying, Mr. Peters, is that you would like to
see the education support levy not placed on buildings?

Mr. Peters: That is right.
Mr. Plohman: That is not the case in the proposal by
the Government, so you are asking the Government

to change its position on that?

Mr. Peters: That is precisely what we were suggesting
in our submission.
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Mr. Plohman: Yes, and we have to recognize the impact
that this would have on the plans that the department
has, and the timing required. !t is again where we have
these odds on pressing for major changes and having
very little time to do it. | just want to make the councillor
aware that these kinds of changes require time o
prepare.

Mr. Taylor: | wanted to ask the councillors a coupie
of questions on buildings. In the last couple of weaks
we have had a lot of commenis made both here and
when we have been visiting farms over the last while
to the effect of what is a building, and what is a piece
of equipment?

We had representatives from seed farmers. We have
had individual seed farmers as an example. We have
had people involved in grain farming who have said,
well, | have these metal granaries and they are going
to be considered buildings, but | have a drying operation
as well. | have the surge bin for it, and then | have the
dryer itself. Are those buildings, or are those
equipment? There does not seem to be a lot of clarity
coming out of the department on this, other than say
everything that stands and is immobile is, therefore,
a building and not a piece of equipment.

| wondered if you people from Hanover have any
wisdom to offer us on how you might see a fair definition
as to what is a building and what is a piece of equipment,
and should it be assessed, therefore, or should it be
exempt, notwithstanding the other proviso you talked
about. You talked phase in, you talked about maybe
not a full 100 percent, but just what should be
considered in, and what should be considered out?
Mr. Chairman: Who would like to answer that? Mr.
Peters.

Mr. Peters: | think one cannot without going into great
detail, it seems to me that when you are talking about
a silo, the unloader as equipment, when you are talking
about grain drying, things that do the actual drying are
equipment. The bin itself would be storage and that
portion would be a building. | guess | mentioned it
earlier, we think the word “market value” needs some
clarification and some work on it, and that is what we
were suggesting. This machinery involvement in
buildings would be part o f that definition, but we think
that equipment is definitely not part of the building.

Mr. Taylor: The other question | want to ask was to
do with structures on farms that are not being used.
There have been many cases where people have had
older buildings that they have beenreluctant to destroy
as they might have a use for, and we have see: it in
granaries, we have seen it in chicken houses, we have
seen in it homes. Things change on farms from time
to time as different generations take over or somebody
is away at college but wants to take over the farm. A
home may be empty. The son or daughter may come
back, and the reluctance might be to destroy z kwilding,
but if it is going to be taxed, the question that was put
to us is, are we then likely to see a tendency to knock
down and eliminate buildings that could have a useful
life down the road, but because they are going to be
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taxed, even though it can be documented that they
are not being used and had not been for some time?
| wondered if you had come across that, and if you
have any advice on how to deal with an issue like that?

Mr. Les Schroeder: | would first like to touch lightly
on the question you addressed earlier, and that is if
you will look at feed-storing facilities, be what they may,
take into account they are not used year-round, where
outbuildings such as barns and units of this nature, it
is a year-round functional operation.

Therefore, | will come back to what | have earlier
said, if the percentage on these buildings was not
unified, which at present we do not know where it is,
| think there should be a different class. If in fact they
are to be taxed, there should be a different class
associated with these buiidings, with feed processing,
no matter what format is taken into account.

Furthermore, to the last question that you posed,
that hascaused us alot of concern. Without a question,
any roof that does not leak, it is a viable building. As
we indicated earlier, this will deter people from leaving
these stand. We might see a lot of these being torn
down or removed, where in fact they could be utilized
somewhere down the line and therefore deter growth
as we indicated earlier. | do not know if that correctly
answers your question, but that is the best | can do.
Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Findlay.
* (1140)

Mr. Findlay: | would like to ask a question of Mr.
Schroeder. When you were answering the question of
Mr. Evans where he asked you about whether people
ir. supply management could pass on the increased
cost of doing business through the increased taxation
on the buildings, you said in the dairy industry only a
portion could be passed on into the cost-of-production
formula. Could you explain what you mean?

Mr. Les Schroeder: Yes, if | may. if you will notice, a
lot of dairy farms are not just solely dairy. There are
a lot of spinoffs on the dairy farm. When | indicate that
along with their production unit, they may be associated
with other areas in the livestock end, be it in the feeder
end of it, raising cattle, or in the hog productivity on
it, all on one basic unit. The taxation is associated with
whatever is on that unit. That ieaves something to be
desired.

Mr. Findlay: Would you not also admit that for strictly
the dairy portion of the operation, the tax on the dairy
portion of the operation can be completely incorporated
in the cost-of-production formula?

Mr. Les Schroeder: | have not worked first hand with
the marketing council, but it was brought to my
attention. No. | will leave it at that because | do not
have enough knowledge, and | will say that up front,
that | have not been associated or worked alongside
of these individuals in order to make a fair evaluation
of that. Thank you.
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Mr. Findlay: Also if you arelooking at the total package
with regard to the increased cost, for a land-based
farm that is a dairy operation, there may well in actual
fact be a reduction in total taxation or at best neutral
because of the reduction in taxation on the land
component of that farm.

Mr. Les Schroeder: Mr. Chairpersori, not with the
scenarios that have been worked out. These farms
range anywhere from 600 acres to 1,000 acres. | will
leave it at that.

Mr. Findlay: Most of that land in your municipality
would be assessed fairly high so it would be paying a
fairly substantial ESL now on that 600 to 1,000 acres.
If you have seen enough comparisons in your mind to
know how much shift is going onto buildings from land
in terms of reduction on land and the increase of
buildings, whether they actually do come out pretty
close to neutral.

Mr. Les Schroeder: The Honourable Agriculture
Minister, | think it is very unfair for me to give an
intelligent observation until Mr. Brown will give us some
actual percentages. Okay?

Mr. Helmut Pankratz (La Verendrye): In the brief it
states, and | will just read this portion if | may: however,
if such lands were sold at a later date for urban
development, we would see nothing wrong with a
recapturing perhaps for an eight-year period of taxes
based on an assessment at a development rate.

My question to you would be: at this time, do you
feel that zoning should play any role in this at this
point?

Mr. Peters: Would you please explain that? What do
you mean by whether zoning should play any role?

Mr. Pankratz: Mr. Chairman, if land is zoned agriculture
it is basically frozen for development use. As long as
it is zoned agriculture, any value that you basically would
put on it in my opinion would be considered as
speculative value. Would you agree with that?

Mr. Peters: | am not sure | am fully following your
reasoning here, either | am too nervous or | am not
with it. You are asking whether any value associated
with agricultural land—

Mr. Pankratz: | am referring to your brief when you
are indicating to recapture. Naturally to recapture
perhaps for development rate, then in my opinion it
would have to change usage—

Mr. Peters: Right.

Mr. Pankratz: —from agriculture to whatever. Now,
are you stating at that point in time when the usage
is changed, only at that time, should you be able to
recapture, or should you be able to recapture while it
is agriculture and holds maybe a speculative value, you
then still could go back on agriculture zoned, which is
frozen basically through planning on agriculture
leasage?
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Mr. Paters: No. We would only like to have it retroactive
after the usage has changed.

Mr. Pankratz: After the usage has been changed. So
while it is zoned agriculture, the way | read it into your
brief, you would suggest that it should be basically
assessed for taxation purposes according to its
productive value?

Mr. Peters: That is correct.
Mr. Pankratz: Thank you.

Mr. Les Schroeder: Mr. Chairperson, if | may elaborate
on that point. You will notice in some of the surrounding
areas, zoning takes place without the will of the farmer.
Without a question, you cannot reflect taxation on
zoning alone, you have take into account the
productivity of thatland and that is why | think we felt
as a body that the retroactive concept would be a fair
way in order to address this problem. Does that—

Mr. Pankratz: My question actually that | would have
posed, if you would have gone along with it, that it
should have been on agricultural land as well while
zoned agriculture, then my question would have been
to you, whether you would propose that should only
be on the land orwhetherit should be on all speculative
values?

This is what | am getting to, if it should go and be
passed in something similar to this, why only agriculture
should be taxed back on speculative value and not
necessarily for that matter commercial, residential or
other zonings?

Mr. Les Schroeder: We have no problem with that if
you can find a means in order to accommodate that.

Mr. Pankratz: My final question to you is: if you back
tax on some of this land and you get this windfall of
money, where should it be apportioned to?

Mr. Les Schroeder: Mr. Chairperson, without a
question, being a councillor | would feel very strongly
it should stay in the municipality due to the fact we
have been shortchanged in the past dramatically. Thank
you.

Mr. Plohman: Just on that, the Weir Commission
recommended that where land is rezoned for
speculative purposes that there would be a 10-year
period of recapture, and where land was rezoned at
the time the use changed it would only be five years.
That is what the Weir Commission recommended. Would
you agree that where a person rezones for speculative
reasons that there should be a longer retroactive
recapture, or would you think it should be the same
for both situations?

Mr. Peters: | do not think we have strong feelings on
that, it is the direction that we are interested in. | think
we could live with your comments as well.

* (1150)
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Mr. Chairman: |If there are no further questions, we
want to thank you very much for your presentation this
morning.

Mr. Peters: Thank you
Mr. Les Schroeder: Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman: We have two presenters that are here
that cannot come back this afternoon. One is Mr. Rick
Borotsik, the Mayor of the City of Brandon, and the
other is Brenda Leslie from the association of schooi
trustees. Is it the will of the committee that we hear
both these presenters before lunch? Agreed.

The next in line actually would have been Mr. Jutras.
Mr. Jutras, would it be okay if we leave you until after
lunch? Would that be all right?

Okay, we will deal with Mr. Borotsik, the Mayor ¢f
the City of Brandon.

Mr. Rick Borotsik (Mayor, City of Brandon): Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for your indulgence and | appreciate
the indulgence of the other presenters as well.

My name is Rick Borotsik. | am the Mayor of the
City of Brandon, Mr. Chairman. | have with me Mr.
Robyn Singleton, who is the City Solicitor for the City
of Brandon who has just recently been appointed a
Q.C., and he is about four feet off the ground so | may
have to bring him down quite often.

Mr. Chairman and Honourable Members, the Province
of Manitoba has introduced new legislation that will
make a dramatic change in how property is assessed
for the purpose of real property taxation. It is my
position as Mayor of the City of Brandon that the
proposed changes are for the most part positive and
will benefit all Manitobans. The following is a summary
of those points, gentlemen and ladies, which | believe
to be positive in the legislation:

(1) The new legislation incorporates many
provisions of the Weir Report, which |
believe is an appropriate change in direction
for the assessment in Manitoba.

Province-wide assessment standards,
including the City of Winnipeg, are
introduced for the first time.

(2

~—

Assessments wili be at market value or at
least close to market value, with the current
market value for the year 1990 being set
with the year 1985.

(3)

(4

-

Removal of provincia! education tax from
farm land and farm buildings is also very
positive.

5

-~

The assessment will be at full property vaiue
so that the assessment and property tax
process will be more comprehensible to
members of the public.

{6} The move toward the 10-acre exemption
for school and hospital property is a positive

step.
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(7) A tax-exempt status for non-profit licensed
day care centres is also positive.

(8) Exemption from taxation for heritage
buildings for a two-year period during

renovations is also positive.
(9

~

Tax-exempt status for all permanently
abandoned farm buildings over 60 years of
age is also supportive.

(10) A move to remove the tax exempt status
from residences of public and private
schools as well as Bible colleges can also
be supported, particularly if financial
assistance will be made available to the

schools affected as suggested by legislation.

Inclusion of a definition of “‘improvement”’
so as to distinguish more clearly between
buildings and land is a positive development
as the value of the land on which a building
sits may vary radically from the value of the
building itself.

(11)

(12) The concept of assessment at ‘‘value” as
mentioned above is positive, although the
province is intending at this point to use a
three-year reference period. For example,
an assessment in 1992 will use 1991 data
and will be used in the 1993 tax year, in
fact will make the cost of going to a shorter
assessment period, at least initially, not
reasonable. Therefore we can support a
three-year period.

(13) The move to a standard reference year,
whether an appeal is made by any property
owner or not is in our opinion fair, so that
all property owners will be facing the same
reference year so long as the provincial
municipal assessor in its re-evaluations will
be flexible in addressing changes to the
assessed value for reasons they may have
missed at the time of the assessment.

(14) The changes to the assessment in
agricultural land and indeed any other of
the categories of assessment, should they
prove very large, must beintroduced slowly
over time and the legislation contemplates

such a gradual change in approach.

While the list of items, gentlemen and ladies, | believe
to be positive in the legisiation is lengthy, there are
several concerns as well, my primary concern being
the absence of a definition of a value within the statute.
For a number of years now the method for determining
the assessed value of property for the purpose of
expropriation has been set out in The Expropriation
Act, and | believe a definition similar to or the same
as the definition that is contained therein is appropriate.
| am pleased to note the Minister has already announced
his intention to add a definition of value to the proposed
legislation.

Second, | have another concern relating to the size
of exemptions for the school and hospital lands which
| would like to see expanded. Third, | would like to see
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some changes in the method of assessing farm lands
around major urban centres such as Winnipeg and
Brandon so that while those lands are used for
agricultural purposes they will be assessed on their
value for agricultural production purposes, although
the province may well wish to consider a move to
retroactive reassessment for such farmland should the
use change to a use which gives the land a much higher
value.

In summary, it is my position that the existing
assessment legislation is very dated and very
cumbersome. Further, many provisions relating to the
assessments are contained in statutes other than The
Municipal Assessment Act. The new legislation does
repeal much of the other assessment-related legislation
which will assist in making the assessment process
more comprehensible to many members of the public.

| am not suggesting that the new assessment
legislation is perfect. | do believe, however, Mr. Brown
and his staff have taken every reasonable effort to give
us legislation which is workable. | believe the legislation
can be supported and should be passed so that we
can proceed immediately with the 1990 assessment so
that the residents of Manitoba learn what their
assessments will be and in turn what their taxes will
be in the nearest possible future. Respectfully
submitted, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Borotsik. Are there any
questions from the committee to the presenter?

Mr. Borotsik: It was very nice, if | may, to follow MAUM.
| assumemostof the questions have been already asked
of MAUM, but | am prepared to answer any questions.

Mr. Plohman: Perhaps the mayor could explain perhaps
what he means by a move to retroactive reassessment
for such farm lands if there were to be a dual
assessment system putin place. Is he suggesting that
perhaps it could be implemented a year down the road,
but the benefits of that established under the new
system would apply as a discount on that year
retroactively for the intervening year or two or whatever
it might be before it is put in place?

Mr. Borotsik: Mr. Chairman, through you to Mr.
Plohman, the retroactivity certainly with the farm lands
in both Winnipeg and Brandon particularly being urban
centres, it has been discussed at some length, Mr.
Plohman, certainly with the other Members. We agree
certainly with comments that were made around this
table previously that there should be some vehicle in
place whereby agricuitural lands within urban centres
right now should be taxed and assessed as agricultural
lands if they are in that particular production. | do not
know by which the vehicle you are talking about, Mr.
Plohman, please.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, reading this now |
understand you are agreeing with what has been
presented previously, that there would be a retroactive
recovery when the use changed.

However, what | was asking about, and | was
misreading what you said but | would still like your
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opinion on it as to whether in fact as the Minister says
the computer system is not set up to establish a two-
value system for agricultural land, it is all based on the
value as of 1985, whether in factif this was put in place
a year or two down the road that a person paying $75
tax per acre on land that would after it is put in place,
a dual system, be only paying saying $7.50, one-tenth
of that, whether they would be able to recover that the
following year on a discount on the taxation for that
year where they paid the higher level.

Mr. Borotsik: | believe that there should be a base
year at this point in time, Mr. Plohman. When we do
the reassessment for the 1985 value if you will, if itis
an agriculture property in agriculture production, then
it should be assessed at that basis. If it is now being
assessed at a higher value, it should be reduced to
that agricultural production basis. Should it then five
years down the road, Mr. Plohman, be changed and
the use change, then that five-year period should be
recovered as to the market value of the property when
it was sold for development purposes.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, we agree on the last point.
Itis just a question of whether the implementation date,
from what the Minister has said it is almost impossible
to put into place effective for 1990, that there would
be this dual system with the lower assessment based
on agricultural value where currently perhaps it is
assessed at an industrial value.

Mr. Borotsik: Okay, | understand, Mr. Plohman, you
are suggesting rebates at a future date. | have no
difficulty with that at all.

Mr. Taylor: To Mayor Borotsik, in your point 13 in your
submission, you mention the fact of going to a value
method. Of course you are looking for definition, and
| noticed that otherwise in your presentation as well.
So are we looking for that same definition, because
the statement is there but the definition is not. Further
on in point 13 you say you are comfortable with the
use of a benchmark, a 1990 benchmark. We have used
the terminology ‘‘freeze” instead of ‘‘benchmark’ in
effect that we will be living with the 1990 level for the
succeeding three years.

* (1200)

| was wondering if you are aware that in other
jurisdictions, instead of putting a freeze in place, there
is a legislative requirement that the assessments for
the province—and the example on one | am going to
use is British Columbia. They can be no more than two
years behind. It is instead of picking a one-year
benchmark, in this case 1990, and you live with
something and it is called 1990. It is saying that at any
given point the assessment process cannot be more
than two years out of date.

| was wondering if you are aware that sort of system
is in place and that of course it is possible to do that
today because of computerization. | wondered what
your reaction might be to that sort of a system, if we
could look at that for Manitoba as opposed to this,
although updated, still rather archaic approach to
assessment.
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Mr. Borotsik: Mr. Chairman, through you to Mr. Taylor,
| am aware of B.C.’s assessment procedure with the
two-year assessment process. Certainly with a three-
year process that is being supported or being suggested
at this time under legislation, it is far superior than
what we have at the present time where we now go
back to reconstruction cost based on the 1975 value,
in some cases in Winnipeg going back to 1950 value,
Mr. Taylor. | would be very pleased to be able to have
some factor of a 1985 market value that | personally
can relate to. | think what is being suggested is far
superior than what we now have in place in legislation.

As for the British Columbia model, | believe there
are still some bugs and some problems that they are
having associated with that model. | am not familiar
with it. | personally, Mr. Taylor, would agree with you,
| would love to be able to go to same-year market
value assessment. Whether financially or economically
it is probable or can be accomplished, | do not know.
| am not an assessor nor do | know what the
computerizations required from the provincial
Government or the provincial assessor’s department.
| would love to see that, Mr. Taylor. If | have a choice
between a three-year and a two-year, certainly | would
propose and | would pick a two-year. Again, | do not
know what the financial ramifications are, and if | have
a choice between the three-year that is now before me
and something that goes back to 1975, | will choose
what is before me right now, which | am told can be
accomplished. There is no question, Mr. Taylor, | would
like to see a two-year, and by the way, in the brief
before you we have suggested perhaps we could work
towards this end. Whether it is logical to suggest that
we can put it into place and accomplish it either this
year or next or 10 years from now, | do not have those
answers, | am sorry, Mr. Taylor.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, the mayor brings up an
interesting point and that is, what is the cost of it. |
think anybody in Government has to ask that sort of
a question. | just wonder if he was aware that after
they put in an assessment corporation for the whole
province and eliminated the municipal assessor, for
example, in Vancouver, in Victoria, that in reality what
happened is there were half the number of tota!
assessors for the province, the cost went in haif, and
with computerization | wonder if the mayor knew that
they are only six months behind, not two years behing.
You can go into the B.C. municipa! assessor’s office
whether you are in Victoria, Vancouver or you are in
the central location that they have and say, i want to
do it for my property, here is the address, and within
minutestheycangiveyou a printout. It is only six months
behind, and i am wondering if that had appea! to the
mayor.

Mr. Borotsik: Certainly a reduction of assessment cost
by 50 percent appeals to me, Mr. Taylor. | do not know
if that can be confirmed in writing at this point in time,
but | would certainly take it back with me if | could.
As for the six months in the B.C. modei, as ! say, | am
not familiar with the B.C. model, whether that be a six-
month market value assessment at that date or whether
they take it to a year benchmark, | do not know. That
is the ultimate, and there is no question ! would prefer
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to be able to walk into a provincial assessor’s office
and suggest that my assessment is based on factual
timely data. As | say, what | see under legislation right
now as being proposed is far superior than what | am
familiar withright now in legislation that is now existing.
All | can say is, | support what is here at the three-
year benchmark or three-year freeze, if you will. If it
could be a two-year freeze, a year or two years down
the road, based on progression, | would be very, very
pleased Mr. Taylor, very pleased.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, to the mayor, do you feel
that with the freeze in place and once you get past
year one, 1990, and you look at a 1992 or ‘93 context
based on the 1990 benchmark year, and something
happens to the property adjacent or there is a significant
downturn in the market for wherever, but let us say
Brandon, heaven forbid, but say there is a very major
downturn in the housing market in Brandon and the
bottom has fallen out of prices and people are seeing
a one-third reduction in their values, but meanwhile
the taxes are 1990 taxes.

People say, well, | think | would like to appeal this
and then of course they are told, well, | am sorry but
you are going to have to wait to post-1993 until we
have a new benchmark or a new system. What sort of
grief do you think that might give you at the municipal
level?

Mr. Borotsik: Thank you, Mr. Taylor. First of all | believe
when you said 1990 taxes you meant 1990 assessment.
Thatis what we are dealing with. That is fine, but there
would still be equity and fairness, because all of the
assessments that were benchmarked in 1990, if it was
a market fall generally throughout the economy, then
there would still be equitability and fairness because
al! of the properties would be affected equally. So there
would be a very simple explanation as there is right
now.

Looking at assessments based on 1975
reconstruction costs, there is supposedly some equity
and some fairness. Unfortunately, there is not in most
cases. However, you could still suggest that it is general
across the assessment properties, residential in this
case, and therefore there is some equity.

You have a point | suppose, Mr. Taylor, should there
be some specifics dealing with a specific property where
the assessment or there is some act, some problem
that may affect one specific property. There is
opportunity under the legislation, | believe, that the
assessor can do a subsequent assessment of the
property and therefore bring the assessment into line.
It is not an appeal process as has been suggested
before, but there could be a subsequent assessment
that the assessor himself can trigger, if | am reading
the legislation properly.

As for the three-year, again as | say if it is a possibility
for two years | would be most pleased. | do not know
what the ramifications are. | really do not.

Mr.Patterson: Mayor Borotsik, | would just like to ask
you the same question | asked of Mr. Wiebe. It has
been mentioned that the current legislation is some 60
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years old, so admittedly it is archaic. It creaks and it
groans, but nevertheless it is working after a fashion.

Just what significant or irreparable harm would be
done to the City of Brandon and any of its taxpaying
citizens or organizations to carry on for a 61st year?

Mr. Borotsik: Well, Mr. Patterson, certainly we could
continue. | do not think the world would come to an
end, nor do | think Romania would get any more
democratic than it is now, nor do | think there would
be a number of other things happening in our society
if this legislation should not pass. | suppose to answer
your question, Mr. Patterson, we could survive. We will
collect our taxes, we will pay our bills, and we will clean
our streets. That is not a fair answer, and | will try to
give you another less facetious answer.

The legislation | believe is very important, that it be
put in place as soon as possible. We can, certainly,
delay the legislation for a year. | suppose if that is the
answer, could we delay it for two years or could we
delay it for three years, we have done it for 60 years.
Certainly we can survive for another three and perhaps
another 10. | believe honestly that this legislation and
most assessment legislation, there is a requirement for
fairness and equity. If we do not implement this
legislation as soon as possible, that equity is becoming
less and less and less all the time. | believe that we
have to react, and we have to react as quickly as
possible. You as legislators have to decide the best
fashion that legislation should come out.

| also mentioned in my brief, Mr. Patterson, that
nothing is perfect. | know a number of pieces of
legislation put through by this House and not one of
them is perfect. There are always necessities for change
and there are always errors in legislation. This is
probably no different. | do not know where the errors
lie right now, but | am sure after implementation in a
year or a two- or three-year process of this particular
assessment legislation, we will know where those errors
lie, and we can then change it at that point in time.
Nothing is perfect. | would like to see it as quickly as
possible. To answer your question very quickly, it can
definitely go on for another year, that is not a problem.
We will not die because of it.

Mrs. Charles: If this legislation were to pass this year,
what is the time frame that you would have to have
the knowledge of, whether it is going forward or going
to be changed? We are looking at how long we have
to bring forward amendments in order to put it through
as we think it should be done, or whether we should
wait and bring forward the whole package or as the
alternative, put it through as it is now and see what
rises or falls as the case may be. What is the time
frame you need to have from us to implement it this
year?

* (1210)

Mr. Borotsik: Thank you for that question. It is a very
important question and the answer is immediately. We
had anticipated that and by the way, | just have to
preface this with a comment.
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ministerial approval for exemption of a further six acres.
This change will simplify the process and ensure that
the same exemption is received in all cases. We are
however concerned about the adequacy of the 10-acre
limit given the size of sorine of our high schoot! properties.

Because we received the information on Bill No. 79
at such short notice, we were unable to obtain the data
that might be relevant to the limitation that has been
put on the 10 acres. We were unable to obtain this
information from the Public Schools Finance Board and
| guess we would ask this committee if they have been
provided with that information and whether they could
assure us that the 10-acre limit is indeed adequate?

We have however a fundamental concern about the
principle of taxing any school division property for
municipal purposes. Currently, only school division
holdings used for instructional purposes qualify for this
exemption. Bus garages, school board offices,
administrative buildings, school holdings larger than
10 acres and vacant schools areall subject to taxation.

We question the rationale for levying municipal taxes
on the property of public school boards. School buses
and administrative offices are essential to the
effectiveness of the experience within the classroom
itself. There is also a strong argument that can be made
for the merits of extensive green space as a complement
to outdoor education or agricultural programming.
Declining enrollment is one of the most difficult
problems facing many of our school divisions. It is often
resulting in the closures of schools. To impose a new
tax after a school has been closed is not justifiable.

Many properties essential to the operation of a school
division are currently subject to municipal taxation. The
cost to school authorities of this municipal tax Bill will
surely increase significantly as a result of more thorough
assessment practices.

Under current legislation, municipalities are not
required to pay either the Education Support Levy or
the school division special levy. Their property is exempt
under the current legislation.

The Manitoba Association of School Trustees believes
that the converse should also be true. Properties owned
by a school division should be exempt from municipal
taxation. We urge you, as members of the committee
reviewing this legislation, to introduce amendments to
exempt all school division properties from municipal
taxation.

In conclusion, | would like to state for the public
record that Manitoba school trustees continue to urge
this provincial Government to reduce the reliance on
property taxes as a means of funding public school
education. Although provincial Governments, past and
present, have agreed in theory with this principle, their
actions to date do not appear to support that principle.

* (1220)

We look forward to real progress in this area when
later this month the Minister of Education and Training
(Mr. Derkach) will announce the level of funding for
public schools for the 1990-91 school year. Recognizing
that, the implementation of this legislation will present
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difficulties at a variety of levels. We encourage the
various Government departments involved, particularly
the Department of Education and Training, and Rural
Development, to ensure that all affected parties are
kept informed and consulted as they implement this
new Bill and legislation process.

On behalf of the Manitoba Association of School
Trustees, | thank you for this opportunity to make
presentation to you this morning.

Mr. Chairman: To Ms. Leslie, | guess the first of the
questions are—Mr. Taylor.

Mr. Taylor: Ms. Leslie, one of the main points you
make is about this exemption and the size of the
exemption, in fact, the acre cap that is discussed. You
say, well, it is an improvement but—your suggestion
to the committee is that you did not have ample
opportunity to analyze the legislation, nor were you
given a presentation which said this is the rationale for
having within the Department of Rural Development
determine that 10 acresis the solution. Is that the case
then?

Ms. Leslie: We were not on the preferred list of this
draft legislation in June. We received information on
this legislation three working days ago. We would like
to have data to provide to you in regard to the 10-
acre limitation. We really cannot make an informed
comment on the 10-acre limitation because we were
unable and did not have the time to obtain that
information.

Mr. Taylor: In the last sentence of your opening
paragraph though, you said you did get some sort of
a briefing, or the representatives of MAST did, from
Mr. Brown.

Ms. Leslie: We did, three working days ago.

Mr. Taylor: Okay, all right, that was what | was trying
to—

Ms. Leslie: | am sorry.

Mr. Taylor: Okay, thank you very much. Earlier in the
public delegations, the Manitoba Health Organization
also talked about this exemption for hospital land, a
similar sort of exemption. They said the same thing,
itis better, but—. The position they took was that there
should be no acreage cap that it should be total. | really
am seeing the same thing in this presentation.

Institutions such as hospitals, schools and the support
facilities for both, however, do put some demand on
municipal services and municipal infrastructure. Has
there been discussion in MAST that while they do not
wish to be in the position of being taxed, because they
are in effect another form of government, another level
of government, that there should be something that
comes across to the local municipalities to compensate
them for that which they have to provide to your
members’ school boards?

| am asking specifically about some form of pass-
through, either directly from the province, or pass-
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Ms. Leslie: Right.
Mr. Taylor: Thank you.

Mr. Plohman: Just briefly on this same issue—well,
before | get to it | wanted to ask one question about
residences for public schools. How many residences
are there in the public school system in Manitoba?

Ms. Leslie: Again, Mr. Plohman, because we only had
three working days to put our presentation together
wewere unable to collect that data for your information
this morning.

Mr. Plohman: | think it would be important for us to
have that information, and if the Minister is listening,
to get an idea of what the impact will be on the public
school system at least in Manitoba.

| want to, just at this point, reflect on the fact that
there has only been a very short period of time for
MAST to prepare its presentation and to get the
information they required. That is precisely the reason
why we wanted to have this consideration put over into
the newyear, despite the fact that there were enormous
pressures on the other side from the Government and
from municipalities who want this passed very quickly.

We realize there are various concerns that will be
brought forward once people have an opportunity to
study it. Of course that is what you are doing today,
and we appreciate that you are doing that.

insofar as this 10 acre limit is concerned it seems
to be an arbitrary one. It was used for hospitals as
well. It is in the Bill, and as Mr. Taylor has pointed out
there have been concerns expressed about that. It is
our intention to bring forward an amendment to rectify
that situation and hopefully have the approval of the
other Parties.

We did not consider that for the schools. | think that
perhaps there should be some consideration for that.
However, when we talked to the hospitals we did raise
the possible concern about properties being purchased
by hospital boards and then have the exemption status
with no approval by the provincial Government, who
will be losing revenue on these things.

In the same way, if school property was purchased
or not disposed of by a school board they would
continue to retain an exemptionon it if it was broadened
to include all properties owned by school boards.

| wonder whether you would feel that the school
boards would be amenable to having some reduction
in their complete authority to purchase and dispose
of, in other words perhaps have land approved first
by the Education Finance Board before it would be
purchased by a school board, because it would have
that tax exempt status if it was opened right up for
exemption from the provincial education support levy.
Do you feel there would be room for some say by
another body, a provincial body since this involves
provincial taxation?

Ms. Leslie: You raise an interesting point. | think it is
also important for us to state that no school division
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is in the business of increasing their school division
property other than for schools and playgrounds and
the kinds of essentials that are necessary to run the
public school system.

| would certainly agree that there would need to be
some regulations and some very specific regulations
in place that would outline those properties that in most
cases school divisions do require in order to run their
operation. | think those kinds of things can be specified
in regulation so we all understand that we are not in
the practice of accumulating property except for
purposes of education.

Mr. Plohman: in this last comment, Mr. Chairman, on
the issue of municipal taxation on school board property,
it is something that we have not taken a position on
in our caucus at this point. | am pleased that you have
raised it. It is a difficult problem and one that | can
assure you we will be discussing in our caucus before
we would develop any position on that issue.

Hon. Glen Cummings (Minister of Environment): |
was interested in your comment that schools should
not be paying any support for municipal costs. |
recognize the problems with one level of Government
having to support another through taxation, but |
wonder what limits would you put on school divisions
regarding the holding of property so that they would
not become speculative. Would you do it only by
regulation or would you suggest that there would have
to be arbitrary solutions?

What happens, the same as with hospitalsit appears,
is that you end up constantly having to go back to
amend. | think what we are trying to achieve is some
sort of a fairness without consistently having to amend
or create new regulations. | wonder if you have any
other suggestions that would help us avoid that
situation.

Ms. Leslie: If | understand your question correctly, the
question you have asked me is whatis going to prevent
school divisions from becoming speculative on
property? | can assure you, Mr. Cummings, that school
divisions are not in the business of acquiring property
for speculation in any case.

Mr. Cummings: | appreciate that, having spent some
time trying to support a school division, but my concern
would be that the very question that raises concern,
and as much as school divisions end up more property
than they may need from time to time, local
improvement costs to the municipalities are going to
continue or could be incurred if there is development
within the area. | guess | am concerned about whether
or not we might be reducing the principle of trustee
accountability if they are left without the responsibility
of having to be responsible for raising the funds to pay
for costs that are incurred as a result of decisions that
they make.

Ms. Leslie: | think, Mr. Cummings, you are very well
aware of the pressures that school boards receive from
the public. | think | can assure you that if a school
board is sitting on a property that is unused, that is
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costing the taxpayer money either municipally or school
board wise, that property they will dispose of if they
do not have a use for it.

Mr. Laurie Evans: Mr. Chairperson, | just have a brief
comment and it relates to the list of number items on
page 2 that you indicate your association has been
supportive of. One of them | find a little difficulty in
interpreting exactly what you mean and that is No. 6
where you say that the association is supportive of the
assessment of farms based on the value of the operation
rather than the land value.

This to me brings in a whole new concept where you
are looking then at an assessment that is based not
only on the land value but the value of the whole farm
operation. Could you elaborate a little bit on that
because perhaps this is a new way of which maybe
assessments could be established that you do not look
at the individual items, but you look at as a farm
operation or an entity in itself? | am wondering whether
| am reading more into that item 6 then you intended.

Ms. Leslie: You would be correct that you are reading
more into that than was intended. We have lifted the
itemsthat have been presented for you from resolutions
over the past number of years of our association. The
intent of this resolution was to indicate that we are
certainly supportive of buildings being taxed rather than
land being taxed. | think the example often was the
large grain farmer versus the small operation that
perhaps is a hog operation.

Mr. Laurie Evans: Just as a final comment, would you
be supportive of the elimination of No. 6 from your list
here, because it seems to me that could be
misinterpreted and one that one could get carried away
with in terms of looking at this as another means of
establishing equitable assessments across farm
properties.

* (1240)

Ms. Leslie: | would hope that the committee would
make note of my comments. | would not like to withdraw
it from our presentations, but | would hope that the
committee will make notes of the comments | have
made in regard to No. 6.

Mr. Penner: First of all let me congratulate you on an
excellent presentation that you apparently wrote with
only three days of information to you. Let me also
apologize to you and all of the school trustees in the
province for not making information available to you
sooner. | would ask though, because this has only been
brought to my attention at a very late date, and | would
ask when you first—what date was it that you first
asked for information from my department on this Bill?

Ms. Leslie: We began to ask your department in early
October for information in regard to this legislation.

Mr. Penner: Would you indicate to me, maybe you
want to do this in private, who you requested that
information from? | would certainly like to know. | had
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indicated to my department, and | had indicated to al!
of Manitoba for instance, that if my department was
requested, or | was requested, for information or
meetings that | would set aside all my time to meet
with organizations or individuals to discuss this
legislation.

To the best of my knowledge, | have not had a request
in my office from your association for a meeting, or
for information for that matter, prior to about five days
ago. | find this interesting if that information somehow
or that request somehow did slip through that we are
not aware of this, then again | apologize to you.

Ms. Leslie: Your comments would be correct, Mr.
Minister, and | forget sometimes that | am not working
in the education area right now. Our request indeed
went through the Department of Education and Training,
and that has been our communication and generally
is with the Government of the Day. Our request was
first made in early October to the Department of
Education and Training.

Mr. Harper: Just maybe one question, it is regarding
the—you had mentioned about school residences.
There are a lot of bands or tribal councils that have
property within the city, like in Thompson, | believe that
was mentioned earlier. These residences are primarily
for students that come in to go to school within some
of these school divisions, but they pay an enormous
amount of money per student and yet they are expected
to pay the taxes for that property or for housing of the
students.

It seems to me a little bit unfair to ask the tribal
council or the band of Indians to pay in addition they
pay already per student. | know that it is happening
in Dauphin, it is happening in the Teulon residences,
in Thompson. | was just wondering, do you know exactly
how much per student an Indian child pays, an Indian
student, relative to the school boards.

Ms. Leslie: | am sorry, Mr. Harper, | do not have that
information available for you, but if you would like that
information, we would certainly make it available to
you.

Mr. Harper: Yes, and would you support—I had asked
an individual earlier about supporting an exemption for
Indian people. In a sense, Indian people were
guaranteed or made treaties with the federal
Government to provide education for them whether it
be on reserves because in some instances it is not
possible, it is not feasible, but they must go outside
of the community. | think that is one of the reasons
why the bands were protesting because that particular
guarantee has been made. It is sort of promised and,
in a sense since there are no Hansards available when
this legislation was passed about 60 years ago, | do
not think we had any records of the debates that were
going on. | would assume that there was some
consideration being given of the special status that the
Indian people had. | was wondering whether you would
support any kind of an exemption.

| know you mentioned in your brief on page 2,
retention of present tax exemptions. For something
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like that would you support the treaty or the rights of
the indian people?

Ms. Leslie: Certainly, Mr. Harper, | am sympathetic to
and aware of the concerns you raise. As spokesman
for a provincial organization that does not have a policy
statement directly related to the concern you raise, |
really cannot make a statement on that issue.

Mr. Harper: | think if there was some dialogue between
the Indian organization and maybe the school boards,
or appropriate authority, you would find that the Indian
people would be prepared to pay their fair share of
the taxes. Because of the outstanding obligation of the
federal Government, the Keewatin Tribal Council was
trying to make some arrangement where they would
pay grants in lieu of taxes because they received some
service for the building and the roads and all that. For
the education of students, | think that is where the
argument comes forward. | think if we had your support
in terms of trying to clarify that situation, it would be
a welcome opportunity.

Mr. Chairman: Ms. Leslie, did you want to comment
on that?

Ms. Leslie: Justthat!|am surethatMr.Harperis aware
that a lot of the Indian band schools are under federal
jurisdiction, not provincial public school jurisdiction.

Mr. Harper: Yes, what | was trying to say was since
itis a federal obligation, | think the bands would direct
the federal Government and make them pay on their
behalf to the provincial Government, since one level
of Government cannot tax another level of Government.
Bands are not officially recognized as a level of
Government yet, but hopefully the responsibility would
rast with the federal Government.

Ms. Leslie: Thank you.

Mr. Roch: ! just want to make a comment. There is
no doubt the Department of Education and Training
could have passed on your request to the Department
of Rural Development. You mentioned that you were
able to put this brief together, | suppose, in three
working days. | guess it is very short, but how much
time do you feel you would have needed to put together
a proper brief, or to properly research, analyze the Bil,
and get your concerns out? Do you feei that you have
been able to in this short time span?

Ms. Leslie: | can assure you, Mr. Roch, we have a very
competent staff at the MAST office. | think given a few
more days, we could have had the data and the
information that you have requested this morning,
certainly.

Mr. Roch: Do you feel that if it was so desired in the
requests that were made, information could be brought
to us prior to the goal of the Government to have this
Bill passed which is before the 15th?

Ms. Leslie: We would certainly attempt to provide you
with any information thatyou require in order to review
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or amend the legislation that now is being proposed.
You simply have to make a request to our office on
Provencher, and we will certainly do our best to provide
that information for you as quickly as possible.

Mr. Roch: Do you feel, as some presenters have stated,
that there is a great urgency to have this Bill passed
as soon as possible?

Ms. Leslie: | am sorry. Did you ask, do | agree with
that?

Mr. Roch: Right.

Ms. Leslie: | think it is indeed important that this
legislation be passed as quickly as possible. We have
a Minister of Education and Training (Mr. Derkach) who
is required to make funding announcements by the
15th of January, and without that information that is
going to be a very difficult thing to do. School divisions
require that information in order to financially plan.

Mr. Plohman: Just on that, | know | do not want to
prolong this, but it has been a very interesting discussion
and informative. | just wanted to ask whether the school
boards have ever received that information later than
the 15th of January? If so, what are some examples,
if Ms. Leslie could give us that and also whether in
fact there could be a delay? Did | get your name right,
it is Ms. Leslie?

Ms. Leslie: Brenda Leslie.

Mr. Plohman: Brenda Leslie, okay. Sorry. Whether there
is another date that you have discussed as a possibility?
It is physically impossible now, at this time, to get that
information out according to the legislative requirements
of January 15.

Ms. Leslie: You are questioning whether the
announcement has been later than January 15. To my
knowledge over the last numbers of years, the
announcement has been around the 15th of January,
and the Government | think has worked very hard in
order to do that. | think the trustees are always willing
to co-operate with the Government for the best interests
of both of us. | think certainly if the Minister of Education
and Training (Mr. Derkach) found some difficulty in
making that announcement by the 15th of January, that
in consultation with trustees, | am certain we could
work out some variance in that announcement.

* (1250)

It certainly is an announcement that does need to
be made within the very near future in order for us to
plan and budget and decide on our special levies by
the 15th of March.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Are there any other
questions? Thank you very much, Ms. Leslie, for your
presentation.

Ms. Leslie: Thank you. Enjoy your lunch.

Mr. Chairman: Before we adjourn, is it the will of the
committee that we return at 1:30 or at—
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another municipality whereby the council does not
phase in the new assessments. Thus the phase-in option
becomes questionable.

Bill No. 79 will eliminate ad hoc programs which have
been introduced by the provincial Government in the
past few years in order to provide a form of drought
assistance to farmers. While these ad hoc programs
were appreciated by the farming community, they were
never guaranteed, nor were they a consistent policy.
Farmers were at the mercy of the Government and it
was never known whether these programs would be
in existence from one year to the next.

In closing, | would like to say that we, the Council
of the Rural Municipality of Montcalm, support passage
of this Bill, and aside from minor changes we urge the
Legislative Assembly of the Province of Manitoba to
pass Bill No. 79. Quick passage is essential as over
200 municipalities are waiting to prepare their budgeted
estimates and thus set their mill rates for 1990. We
are now entering the ‘90’s, we have been studying
assessment reform for the past decade, let us not delay
these tax reforms for another decade. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Jutras. Are there any
questions for the presenter? Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Just briefly, Mr. Chairman, | thank the
presenter, Mr. Jutras, for his presentation. | wanted to
just ask you very briefly, do you assume from the
comments that you haveread in the media about this
Bill that the Opposition has been attempting to stall
this Bill for stalling sake, or do you feel that there is
some meritto concerns that have beenbrought forward
and that should be addressed before the Bill is passed?

Mr. Jutras: The one comment | would like to make on
that is, there is nothing wrong with these committee
meetings, especially like | was saying about the phase-
in program, which | think could be amended, because
that | can use my own farm as an example, where we
own farm land in one municipality with no buildings at
all on it, and in the other municipality we own land with
the buildings on it. {f the municipality where we have
no buildings phases in the assessments, then our tax
would be going down relatively in that RM, whereas in
the other one they would be going up because of the
buildings and the land without the phase-in. Therefore,
it is like | said, the municipalities would definitely have
to co-operate to either phase it in or do not phase it
in, but do not make it optional for any municipality.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate hearing that
specific comment on that one issue which is one of
those that we have identified as perhaps need for
amendment in this Bill so there would be some
consistency and some safety net for some individuals
who rnay not be able to get consideration by their local
councils or be treated differently than others in the
area.

Another of course is the issue of the two-value system
or assessment system for farm land that is under
development pressure. Do you have any comments on
that? Does it not affect your municipality? Whether it
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does or not, do you have any feelings about whether
we should be implementing the Weir Commission on
that issue, which is as discussed this morning, if you
were able to be here this morning, a dual system which
is based on agricultural value of the land and another
system which is basic industrial potential for the land?
The price that could be received in market value and
assessed at the lower level as long as it was used for
agricultural purposes, until such time as it sold, and
then retroactively applying the taxation at a higher rate
for the previous, say, five years, as Weir recommended,
do you feel that change would be a good one?

Mr. Jutras: As far as the two-value system, | cannot
see—I think it is a fairly good point, but as you say,
as long as it is in agricultural use to be taxed as
agricultural land, but being maybe retroactive five years
might be a little tough to swallow for the guy who is
buying the property, maybe three years would be
enough. Our municipality is not at that point right now,
that we would have to worry about that. That is just
my personal opinion.

Mr. Plohman: Did you also feel, Mr. Jutras, that there
is a problem with this Bill insofar as a lack of definition
of value?

*

(1400)

Mr. Jutras: The market value thing could create a
problem | am sure at one time or the other because
at times of, let us say, in a drought year, if you just
happen to be on the year when they are using that
assessment, assessing on that year, maybe the market
value, there has to be another formula maybe that could
be thrown in there also with the market value. The long-
term potential capacity of that certain property maybe
should be thrown in there also.

Mr. Plohman: | was just talking about the lack of
definition of market value or value in the Bill, whereas
the pamphlets and information that have been put out
talk about market value. You are on a different point,
and | recognize the position you have taken on that
issue. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Jutras, do you want to answer that?
Are there any other questions? Mrs. Charles.

Mrs.Charles: Yes. Mr. Jutras, you mentioned that your
council reluctantly sits as a Board of Revision. Do you
feel it is appropriate that the council does sit as a
Board of Revision, or do you feel that another body
perhaps should be sitting on that behalf?

Mr. Jutras: | cannot see anything wrong with the council
sitting as a board. | did not say that we sat reluctantly.
| said we made reluctant decisions. That is what | meant.

Mr. Findlay: | would just like to clarify what is meant
in the phase-in question here. Do | understand you to
say that you would like to see it a mandatory phase-
in of three years, or some other period of time?

Mr. Jutras: Either/or, either a mandatory phase-in or
no phase-in, one of the two, but not option for any
municipality.
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Mr. Taylor: Thank you for that opening. Mr.
Chairperson, that is the very question that is being
asked. When | talk to a farm family, they say well, we
know that we have to pay our fair share, and everybody
has been very consistent in echoing that sort of a
philosophy. But what does it really mean when | have
not had outbuildings taxed? | have not had the main
barn, | have not had the granaries, | have not had any
other buildings that are now being classified as
buildings—for example the grain dryer among other
things—but many, many things that were just never
taxed before are now being taxed, in addition of course
to the farmhouse.

What will that mean in real dollars, and will that farm
family be able to continue as a farm family, or will more
of its members have to take on additional jobs on the
side in the local area or actually in the local town, and
start taking town jobs? That is the sort of question
that is out there. | wonder if you have not had some
of those same questions in your own community.

Mr. Jake Schroeder: Mr. Chairman, | do not believe
that this is a perfect Bill. ! do not think that you can
have amendments to make a perfect Bill before you
find out what it is all going to do. | believe, if it would
be passed in its present form, we would find out what
it would do, and changes could be made.

* (1410)

Going back to the question before, if this is enough
time, | believe that Governments before have indicated
that 1990 was a target date that this new Assessment
Act should be implemented. So that is why | am saying
itis now before the Legislature, and | believe it is time
for it to be passed.

#r. Taylor: | was wondering if the reeve is aware of
the fact that notwithstanding we have had for over a
decade the findings of the Weir Commission, the Bill
before us that we are reviewing and having public
delegations on now is not entirely a new piece of
legislation. In fact, huge portions of it are lifted out of
the existing legislation to the point where the English
contained within many, many sections is nothing short
of archaic. | am talking about the English usage, never
mind what it is they are trying to convey. Therefore it
is in so many ways not a new piece of legislation, not
a reform but, if you will, a cobbling together of much
of what we have had dating back as far as 1916.

Mr. Jake Schroeder: My understanding in the Bill is
that it will be a fair taxation. | certainly realize that
there might be some bugs in there, but they could be
could be straightened out later on.

Mr. Taylor: Reeve Schroeder, what sort of an analysis
was done on the legislation by the R.M. of Rhineland?
How did you people go at pulling it apart and looking
at it and seeing what impacts might be on your
jurisdiction?

Mr. Jake Schroeder: The way | understand is that a
certain amount of money can be needed. That amount
of money will be applied to that municipality. The way
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| understand it is that this assessment reform will be
a more fair way of collecting taxes than it has ever
been because we have people that are not paying any
taxes at all. We have livestock operations—the people
are not farmers, they live in Winnipeg and there are
no taxes on their operation. We feel that in our case
this will eliminate some of that.

Mr. Taylor: Was the Bill made the subject of special
sessions of your council so that people could come
forward and talk to you, talk to the group of councils
of which you are the reeve so that there could be a
determination as to what individual ratepayers’ impacts
would be? Were there discussion sessions amongst the
councillors and the administration of the R.M.? Was
there a special briefing done by the provincial municipal
assessor’s staff, or were there outside professionals
or consultants brought in? What was the method that
the R.M. of Rhineland used to determine its position
of being strongly in favour of the Bill as it is without
amendment?

Mr. Jake Schroeder: This was done only within council.
| think you have heard before that there would probably
be only a few people that would understand the
Assessment Act. | do not even know if all councillors
understand it, and | am not professing that |, you know,
understand it completely. However, what our discussion
has been, and with our problems in our municipality,
we feel that this is a Bill that needs to be passed. Like
| said before, the amendments could be done later to
make them correctly.

Mr. Taylor: Well, notwithstanding the statement by the
reeve that he and many of the other councillors do not
fully understand the Bill; notwithstanding the fact that
there were no public meetings, and notwithstanding
the factit would appear that there were no consultants
or advisors, be they specialists in the municipal tax
field, lawyers or whatever, brought in there, we still
have before us a very, very strong recommendation for
support to this piece of legislation and without
amendment. | am rather left wondering about that
conclusion, Reeve.

Mr. Findlay: Mr. Chairman, before | ask the question,
| would just like to put it on the record that | think it
highly inappropriate of Mr. Taylor to question the
sincerity of a representation made by a reeve who is
elected in his municipality and has a council that is
elected. So | think that should be taken into account.

*kkkk

Mr. Taylor: On a point of order, Mr. Chairperson.
Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor, on a point of order.

Mr. Taylor: | take exception to the comments by the
Member for Virden (Mr. Findlay). What | did question
was how their conclusion was brought to this table,
and | think that is a legitimate question. For you to
suggest otherwise suggests that maybe you have not
been through enough of these hearing processes, or
something lacking in your own experience that you
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| understand is that farm land around the city is selling
for a higher price, and because of that what | am saying
is it should be assessed at a higher value, because
they are close to a market.

When | load a load of pigs at my place it costs me
$50 to come to Winnipeg. When a hog operation 10
miles from Winnipeg loads up a load of hogs, it may
cost him $10, and that is why | am saying we are so
far removed from the market that the value of land
closer to the city should be higher. | am not talking
about the industrial development. | have my feelings
about industrial development, yes.

Mr. Plohman: Okay, so for clarification then what you
are saying is that the geographic location of the land
should be considered when determining the value of
agricultural land. | think that is something that the
assessor’s department already does and will do.

What we are talking about is where there is another
pressure on the land, and that is the industrial pressure
or residential or subdivision, should there be a recapture
of the taxation at a higher level for a period back? If
that land is rezoned, say, now, but it is not actually
used for another purpose for, say, 10 years, should at
the time that the use changes, should there be a
retroactive taxation at the higher level of that land?

Mr. Jake Schroeder: According to my knowledge |
did not know that you could subdivide 10 years ahead
of time and then leave it as dormant.

Mr. Plohman: In some cases people have.

Mr. Jake Schroeder: | did not know about that. In our
case we always deal with it within a couple of years.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, you would agree then
that there could be a higher taxation level at that point
once the land’s use is changed, would you?

Mr. Jake Schroeder: Yes, Mr.Chairman, | am not living
close to Winnipeg. | do not know what is going on with
the developers, so | would not want to comment on
that. | hope you see my point, because | do not know
how long ahead of time a developer will purchase this
land and keep it in farming and develop it later. In our
case this does not happen.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | just want to make the
impression that it is not just around Winnipeg, although
that is where the problem is most severe. There are
many cases around towns and villages, that there may
be development pressures that would drive up that
land, but as long as it is being used for agricultural
purposes, what we are saying is that it should be
assessed at a lower level.

Once the use changes there should be a retroactive
recovery at the higher level in all cases where there is
a two-value system in place, where there in fact would
be a market value for other purposes than agriculture
that is higher than the agricultural value of that land,
wherever it might be. That is just what we are looking
at, and | just wondered whether you had some
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comments, because you did say that land around
Winnipeg should be assessed somewhat higher, but
without qualifying it, as what you meant. | think we
have agreed on that now that it is assessed somewhat
higher because of its location. Now dealing with this
other issue, would you support that kind of position?

Mr. Jake Schroeder: M:. Chairman, could you maybe
enlighten me on—What you are asking is: let us say
a farmer would sell to a developer for $15,000 an acre.
Are you asking that that land should be assessed at
$15,000 an acre or are you asking that that land should
be assessed at farm market value? is that—

Mr. Plohman: What we are saying is: the Weir
Commission said, Mr. Chairman, that there would be
a two-value system. Cne, for example, if a piece of
land sold for that, it means that land in the surrounding
area would all beunder pressure to increase in value—
artificially, of its agricultural vatue. Therefore the higher
cost then would form the new assessment base and
the person might be paying something like $75 an acre
for his taxes on there, even though he is still using it
for agricultural purposes.

What we are suggesting is that once the land is sold
for other purposes and the use changes, then there
would be a retroactive recovery of the taxation at that
higher level, but as long as it stays in farming, it would
be at the lower agricultural level.

Mr. Jake Schroeder: Mr. Chairman, | feel that if there
is a farmer that sells for a big price, should start paying
taxes on that land because it has been sold for a big
price and somebody has to pay. There should not be
a windfall. There should be a tax on that windfall.
Mr. Plohman: | will leave it at that, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Findlay: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. |
would like to express my appreciation for both the
previous presenters for having taken the time to discuss
with us their views on this Bill and also for the expressed
support of this Bill. | think it is an indication that we
have for a long time waited for some other way of
assessing properties and thereby applying a far more
equitable way to applying taxations at the municipal
as well as school division, level.

| want to indicate to you, Mr. Reeve, that although
we indicated clearly to all Opposition Members that
our department would be available to brief them at
any time on the Bill, there was only one Member from
one of the Opposition Parties and two Members of
another Opposition Party that took advantage of that
opportunity to be fully briefed on the contents of the
Bill. Maybe some of the indications as to the questioning
on this Bill indicate to you that was the case. So, again,
thank you very much for coming.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much. Mr. Plohman,
have you a question?

Mr. Plohman: No. | have a statement like the Minister
has. | do not think it is fair to this committee and to
the public to be arguing about what the process was
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of consultation. We have asked for information from
this Minister and have not received it yet on the impacts
on the City of Winnipeg and on rural areas and—

Mr. Chairman: Order. Are there any more questions
for the presenter?
An Honourable Member: There are none.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr. Schroeder.
Thank you very much.

Our next presenter is Mr. John Giesbrecht from the
Rural Municipality of La Broquerie. Have you a written
presentation, Mr—?

Mr. John Giesbrecht (Reeve, Rural Municipality of La
Broquerie): No. | do not. Sorry about that.

Mr. Chairman: You will just present. Okay.

Mr. Giesbrecht: Thank you for the opportunity to make
this presentation to the committee. As you know, and
has been said before this afternoon and | will not repeat
everything that has been said, we have been studying
reassessment for the past 10 years or more and it is
high time we continue to and do something about it.

Both the present Government and the Government
beforeit, realized that farm land was carrying too large
a tax load and both Governments have seen fit to
implement some kind of compensation—once at 25
percent and then at 35 percent. | would like to commend
the Government for taking those steps and realizing
that farm land was being taxed too highly.

* (1430)

There is a lot of talk about market value and how
you would reach market value. | know it is not an easy
thing to reach, but | think we have to realize with this
new Bill that we are really only concerned about the
market value of the land within your school division.
If the land in a different school division is a different
value, it would not really affect us that much.

We are also moving to taxing farm buildings which
has not been done in the past. | come from southeastern
Manitoba where there are a lot of farm buildings
compared to other parts of Manitoba, and | can give
you some figures, roughly. In our municipality we have
$2.2 million assessment in land and $2.5 million
assessment in exempt farm buildings. That would hold
true in our school division, approximately.

Now if we are going to raise the same number of
dollars in special levy in 1990 as we did in 1989, the
only switch we would have would be from farm land
to farm buildings. If the farmer had as much assessment
in farm land as he had in farm buildings, his taxes
would not change. He would save some money on farm
land and he would pay it on farm buildings. The only
place where we would see a big change is where the
farmer had no land, or a very small piece of land, let
us say 15 or 20 acres, and a large amount of buildings.
He would then pay more tax, but in the past he has
paid no tax at all on that. We would also see a switch
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if the farmer had a lot of land, let us say he farmed
two sections of land, and very few buildings. He would
save some money. Both Governments have agreed in
the past that the grain farmer was paying an excess
in taxes.

| do not think we can solve all our problems with
the Assessment Bill. We are trying to solve far too many
problems with one Bill. | think it is time we passed a
Bill even in its present form or with minor changes,
see how it works out next year and the year after, and
then make amendments to it. | am sure that no matter
how long we wait with passing this Bill, there will be
amendments to be made. It will not be perfect.

| have one concern, and that is the phasing-in part.
| can live with that. | think we can handle that; we will
be okay. The empty farm buildings do cause me some
concern. | wish we had a mechanism there where we
could—I do not know how, but | can understand if a
dairy farmer retires and sells his cows, and his son is
going to school and maybe in three years wants to
come back and pick up that dairy farm, this retired
farmer will be paying a high tax on empty dairy barn.
There is a problem there. | am not sure how to solve
that problem, but | realize there is one.

Again, | am going back and saying that the present
systemis worse than that one would be. We are making
an improvement in this system, so do not delay the
Bill because all the kinks are not worked out of it; they
never will be. So | think we should pass the Bill with
minor changes and take a look at it in the next few
years, and improve on it. The old Bill was such a Bilt
we could not improve on anymore.

| can also give you examples of people who have to
take off-farm jobs and work at a not very high wage
in rural Manitoba, a fair wage | would say, and pay tax
on their house. | will pick the chicken operator who,
because he was supply-management and can pass his
costs on to a point, will pay a fraction of the taxes that
his neighbour across the road will pay just because he
drives a school bus. Or if a farmer retires when he
reaches the age of 65, in many cases his house today
becomes taxable. Last year it was not. Now he is 65
and we put a tax on his house. That old Bill did not
make any sense at all. | think it is time we change it,
that we pass a new one with minor changes to it and
get on with the job from there on. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Giesbrecht. Mr. Roch.

Mr. Roch: | just want to ciarify a little more on the
taxing of outbuildings. Are you saying that you would
want to leave it as is for now and see what can be
done in the future, or do you suggest some ways of
improving or changing the current situation?

Mr. Giesbrecht: No, i do not think we should leave it
as is. If we could make changes to it to somehow ciear
that area up, | would be happy; but if not, | would like
to see the Bill being passed this way and work on it
in the coming year.

Mr. Roch: Do you have any specific recommendations
as to how the outbuildings should be treated before
this Bill is passed?
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Mr. Giesbrecht: | can give you ideas, you know, but
| have not researched them very far. You can probably
shoot holes through them and you probably will. But,
if a barn was empty, we will say for two years, for
example, maybe we should then drop the assessment
on it to 50 percent or 35 percent or 60 percent, | do
not know. But leave it empty for two years and, instead
of the guy tearing it down or moving it away, drop the
assessment on it to 50 percent of what it was before
until he uses it again.

We in the rural area, the councillors, know their
neighbours very weil. There would not be a barn that
was standing empty one year and being used the next
year, and his neighbour would not notice it. it would
be noticeable and be picked up very, very quickly.

Mr. Roch:
actually.

! think that is an excellent suggestion,

On a different subject, in the area of phasing in, do
you feel it should be left to each individual municipality
or should it be compulsory across the province, the
same all over the place?

Mr. Giesbrecht: ! think it should be left to the individual
municipality. In the past we have had—the section is
changed, but if | say Section 888—triple eight, most
of us know what { am talking about. We in La Broquerie
have had 15 mills on farm buildings for the past five
or six years, and the nearer municipalities had a different
rate. So there has been difference between
municipalities in the past, and if there was for the next
three years a little bit of difference, it would not be
that bad either.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | would like to ask Reeve
Giesbrecht how he would, in fact, implement a phasing
in, in his municipality? Has he discussed this with the
council? Would he phase in all the increases over a
certain percentage, or do it on a case by case basis,
or how would he apply that?

Mr. Giesbrecht: You could not do it on a case by case
basis. It would have to be over the whole municipality.
The way | look at the Bill now, in our municipality, | do
not think | would use the phasing at all. Seeing that
our assessment on buildings and land is about equal,
there would not be much switch there.

Mr. Plohman: Well, what if there was a 50 percent
increase for a livestock producer in the area? We have
to make these hypothetical because we do not have
the portioning, we do not have the figures, so | have
to ask the question on the basis of a hypothetical case.
| believe that there will be many cases like this
throughout the province, where there are substantial
increases, and there will be a shock felt by that individual
with the major increase impacting in one year. What
would you expect would be a fair way to deal with that?

Mr. CGiesbrecht: Well, | would prefer to give him the
shock, to tell you the truth, because he has got away
with a very low tax bill in the past number of years. |
can give you an example. My son-in-law is a chicken
operator. He has a broiler/breeder flock, and he pays
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a tax bill of about $50 a year. | think if he, next year,
would pay a tax bill of $450 to $600, | would not even
feel sorry for him. That is close to home.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | guess that is one of the
things that makes me a little bit afraid about this
phasing, left in the hands of each individual municipality,
where there will be different treatment. Some will have
the view that you do, that they got away with this long
enough and, by gosh, we are going to get them. Others
are going to say, well, yes, we want to move towards
fairness and justice, and everyone paying their fair
share, but we do not believe ws have 1o correct all the
evils of the world in one night, in cne day. We want to
work towards that, so we belisve that these increases
should be phased in over a period of time so that there
is no major shock rate increase.

That is why | asked the question as io how you would
do it. From what you have said, you wouid be pretty
hard-nosed about it and basically iet the people absorb
the increase. That might present some problems for
some people, in concert with all of the other increases
that they face in the drought, and low commodity prices,
and just the cost-price squeeze that farmers have on
them at the present time. Do you not think that the
Government should look at some kind of & maximum,
where phasing would be required above z certain
number—percentage and dollar figure?

Mr. Giesbrecht: You are still taking the same amount
of dollars out of the farm community. You are just taking
a switch from one farmer to the other.

Mr. Plohman: Oh yes, that is pretty important.

Mr. Giesbrecht: Yeah, but see, you are still taking the
same many dollars. So you are saying to me that the
grain farmer today can afford the taxes better than the
livestock producer. | think they are both in the same
boat. | do not think either one can afford too many
taxes, but if | had to make a choice right now—I am
not a grain farmer, okay, | am a cow/calf operator—
but | would say the grain farmer needs a break.

* (1440)

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | am not saying that they
can afford it, | am saying no one can afford it right
now. It is very difficult in the rural areas for farmers,
| agree with the reeve. The problem that we have is
the impact as we change, we go from one system to
another. All | am trying to say is that burden, that
transition period, should be as gentle as reasonably
possible rather than hitting an individual with a major
increase. That is the proposal that | think would be fair
and | wanted to get your reaction to it. | guess | have.

Mr. Giesbrecht: | would not argue with the phase-in
period either. We waited 10 years, we phased in for
three years. | would not come back here tomorrow and
argue that is not fair, you know. | would accept a two
or three year phase-in period, no problem.

Mr. Pankratz: | would like to thank Mr. Giesbrecht for
his presentation, and | appreciated the comments that
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he indicated that the Bill was not something that was
perfect, but possibly we could live with it now and
improve it over time.

You indicated your empty dairy buildings should have
sort of a reduction in assessment. | would just like to
ask you, how do you feel about that, let us say in an
instance wherepossibly a farmer cannot afford to farm
his land anymore? Would you feel that it should be
done the same on the land as well?

Mr. Giesbrecht: It is not quite the same. It is not quite
the same for the reason that your land does not
depreciate when it is not being used; it would probably
improve. It is just not quite a fair comparison. The
farmer, if he did not want to farm his land, wanted to
keep it for his son to farm in three years, he may rent
it out. To rent a dairy barn out, or to rent a chicken
barn or a hog barn is more difficult. It is easier to
receive some value off a farm land if you are not using
it, than it is a empty barn. Some barns you could rent
out, but few.

Mr. Pankratz: The fact also remains that a dairy barn,
for whatever length of usage you have had it, you can
depreciate it, whereas land, the value of the land and
your initial cost, you have no depreciation on it
whatsoever.

| was just wondering, because | think in your
municipality as well as some of the other municipalities
in the southeast, there is quite a bit of marginal land,
and the way we saw some of the prices and some of
thedroughtthe last couple of years, then | would venture
to say that some people might have been better off
not to seed. | was just going to say, that would have
been putting them in the very same category as possibly
a barn without a milk quota. | was just wondering,
but—

Mr. Giesbrecht: | agree with what you are saying, to
a point, but | did not want to have a farmer sell his
dairy barn, and then three years later finding out that
maybe he should have kept it for his son or for his
daughter, and that piece of land does not get moved
away. It might get sold, but it can always be bought
back. When your barn is torn down or sold or moved
away, it is a little more difficult. Moving land is pretty
hard.

Mr. Penner: | would very briefly like to thank the
Honourable Member, reeve, for the presentation. | think
some of the comments he has made indicate clearly
the difficulty that we have had in drafting the Bill. He
has demonstrated again, by his knowledge on the
complexity of the Bill—and regarding farm, especially
the agricultural area and how you deal with buildings—

| very much appreciated the comments that you made
in regard to the empty buildings, although | wouid
suggest to you that maybe the same sort of concerns
can be raised by some urban mayors and/or business
people, when businesses stand empty, and how you
deal with the assessment and the values of those
properties. Again, thank you very much for the
presentation.
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Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Giesbrecht.

Our next presenter is Mr. Bill Martens from the Rural
Municipality of Morris. Do you have a—

Mr. Bill Martens (Rural Municipality of Morris): | have
a written brief, and | believe it has been distributed.

Mr. Chairman: You may start, Mr. Martens.

Mr. Martens: | would like to thank the Chairman and
this committee for the opportunity of making a
presentation on behalf of the R.M. of Morris.

| would like to start with the brief as such. We realize
that since the start of assessing land and buildings for
the purposes of collecting property taxes, the basic
policy of what is taxable and exempt from taxation has
remained virtually unchanged since it was first installed.

* (1450)

For many years the cities, towns, villages and rural
municipalities of the Province of Manitoba have been
requesting a change in the assessment system, whereby
the tax assessment structure would allow a more
equitable distribution of the tax burden. The provincial
Government has proposed a change in the assessment
system. Through these changes the farm buildings
would now be taxed, but the provincial Education Levy
would be removed from the farm land. It has always
been stated that all residences should be taxed,
because it is the fact of there being a residence that
directly reflects the costs, services and educationa!
needs required for a community and throughout the
province.

Therefore, shifting a portion of the education tax
burden from the farm land to the buildings and
residences is what has been demanded for many years.
Bill 79 proposes to have land and buildings at market
value assessment, which would address the economic
disparities in the various areas of the province, thereby
reflecting the ability to pay their respective property
taxes.

The Rural Municipality of Morris supports the
initiatives and direction that this Government is
proposing in the changes to the assessment Act and
that delays, in implementing this Bill at this time, wouid
possibly reflect a degree of irresponsibility. We feel that
Bill 79 is directed in theright direction and that it should
be allowed to start and to function.

We fully realize that no new program by any
Government is ever flawless, and that this Bili may
uncover minor alteration needs for some administrative
purposes once the program is operating. However,
delays will not likely realize these needs until the systen:
is operating.

Therefore, the Rural Municipality of Morris
encourages the impiementation of Bili 79, which affects
our assessment system, and that any delays to the
program be very short in duration, and that the 1980
taxation year will still see the start of this program.

| thank you very much.
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Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Martens. Are there any
questions to the presenter? Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Thank you, Reeve Martens. You are not
the reeve, | guess—a councillor.

Mr. Martens: No, | am a councillor.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Martens, have you determined the
general redistribution of taxation within your

municipality from this Bill as a result of the proposals
that the Government is making with this Bill?

Mr. Martens: We have not done any calculations as
such. However, we feel that the building-assessment
is much more minor as compared to the agricultural
land base assessment, so we feel that the burden being
passed on to the dwelling owners or the additional
taxpayers would be a minor reflection in our
municipality.

Mr. Plohman: By minor, Mr. Martens, would you say
that 20 percent of the people will face a substantial
increase, or have you no way of estimating that in terms
of their buildings now being subject to taxation—and
there would be a shift within the agricultural
classification, obviously, from land to buildings? There
has to be building-intensive farms in your municipality.
These may be on large tracts of land, so there would
be an offsetting reduction and there may be no major
increase, but there may be others that are on small
tracts of land and will have a rather major increase.
Do you have any idea how many of those out there
are in your municipality?

Mr. Martens: Yes, we would have very few in numbers
of that nature, and | would have to hazard a guess.
We have not done an accurate study, but | would have
to hazard a guess that there would be less than 10 in
our municipality.

Mr. Plohman: Ten individuals. Would that, Mr.
Chairman, warrant phasing in that increase for those
10 individuals—suppose there were 10?

Mr. Martens: Mr. Plohman, we have given that some
consideration, and after discussion we felt that if there
was a phase-in program at all, we would like to see a
major portion of the shift, probably as high as 50
percent, instituted in the first year, and 25 percent of
the shift instituted in the following two years. We would
definitely like to see the major shift initially.

Mr. Plohman: Yes, when you are saying percentages
here, you are talking percentages of the increase, as
opposed to percentages of the existing base?

Mr. Martens: That is correct.

Mr. Plohman: Would you also, Mr. Chairman, look at
a minimum dollar value before phasing would take
place, say over a $100, or would that be something
that you would not consider?

Mr. Martens: We were given the impression that the
top 30 percent of change in assessment would be
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forwarded to the municipalities, and we were quite
prepared to work with that top 30 percent of change.
In other words, if you have a major shift in taxes, the
uppermost 30 percent of that shift would be forwarded
to the municipalities by this Government and we would
address that list that was forwarded to us.

Mr. Plohman: { do not know how that would impact
on individuals because you are talking about the upper
30 percent, it really does not say anything. If there was
a change of say $500 in the individual’s taxes as a
result of this shift, in other words an increase of say
$500 and that represented a 50 percent increase in
the taxation, would you see that being something that
should be phased in? If it was less than $100, would
you say there is something that should be phased in
no matter how high the percentage?

Mr. Martens: If the Government chose—and | have
to agree with some of the previous presenters that
either there be an overall phase-in period or there be
none at all. | would like to see a uniform policy
implemented in this area. If a phase-in were chosen
by this Government, | would have to tend to agree. If
there was a $500 shift in taxes, then it should be
addressed, but | think something as minor as $100
need not even be looked at.

Mr. Plohman: So $100 is looked at as insignificant by
you for an individual in your municipality not sufficient
to want to phase over a couple of years, but $500
would be. Anywhere in betweenyou are not sure where
the threshold should be.

Mr. Martens: | guess we would look at some direction
from Government in this respect and our own feeling
is that a $100 shift is very minor and that we would
not even want to address it. | think we would probably
cause as many disparities by addressing those minor
changes as we would by neglecting the larger ones.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Any other questions? Mr. Minister.

Mr. Penner: | would again like to thank you very much
Councillor Martens for coming to make your views
known. Again, they concur with many of the other things
that have been said around this table and | appreciate
the support that you are suggesting that we move the
Bill rather quickly and implement it. It has been a long
time. Thanks.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Martens. Our next
presenter is Reeve Francis Benoit from the Rural
Municipality of Ste. Anne. Do you have a written
presentation with you?

Mr. Francis Benoit (Reeve, Rural Municipality of Ste.
Anne): No, | just found out about this meeting here
| think on Friday or Friday evening. We went out for
three or four days and that happened so | did not have
one. | just wrote one out.

Mr. Chairperson and board Members, | have
something here | want to present to you. It is regarding
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the Municipality of Ste. Anne, a release in the press,
and | am going to pass it around to each Member,
because there are reasons for it that there are other
municipalities named in it. | do not want to name other
municipalities in this press release. Is that all right with
you?

Mr. Chairman: | wonder if you could pass that to the
clerk and she would be glad to distribute it, Mr. Benoit—
Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: | do not know whether the reeve is saying
that he does not want this to be public or he does by
distributing it to us. | did not quite understand what
he meant by not distributing the names of others and
| just want him to know that when it is distributed, it
is a public document.

Mr. Benoit: Yes, | will tell you. First read it and then
| will read it out to the public that want it. You read it
and yougive me your—shouldit be read to the public?
There are other municipalities named in this
presentation on prices of land and this is your
prerogative. If the board says read it, | will read it out.

Mr. Plohman: Well, just on the point of order or
information for the presenter, | just want him to know
that once he has distributed it, it is public information
and it will become public and he should know that. He
should know that, it is now public.

Mr. Benoit: | know that, | am quite aware of that.
Mr. Chairman: It is already public, Mr. Plohman, so—

Mr. Benoit: | do not want to mention other people’s
names, probably out of our jurisdiction. You can read
it first. | can proceed. | will come back to it further
back if you want to read it first.

Mr. Chairman: Just carry on then, Mr. Benoit.
* (1500)

Mr. Benoit: As reeve of the R.M. of Ste. Anne, the
municipality, we believe that in 1990 we are going to
proceed with the assessment reform that has been
hanging over our heads for the last 10 or 12 years. |
have been on council and reeve commencing my 10th
year. The first meeting that | ever attended outside of
councilwas the Assessment Review Committeein 1981
and many others since. | consider the R.M. of Ste. Anne
a municipal corporation with growth. With $9.5 million
of actual assessment and with $6 million of exempt
assessment, for a total of $15.5 million assessment
under the present system, $6 million worth of
assessment are not paying their fair share of taxes.
These represent mostly intensive livestock productions.

Land prices of $1,213 per acre, it makes no difference
whether $500 an acre or $200 to the municipality. The
municipality requires a certain amount of dollars. The
price has no bearing on the price of land. | believe that
we have, in that release of statement, probably the
highest priced land in the Province of Manitoba outside
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of the City of Winnipeg. We are not attached to the
City of Winnipeg. These are agricultural land prices in
the Municipality of Ste. Anne.

| hope you have read all the statement. The only
difference that comes into play are school taxes which
are totally out of our jurisdiction. If there is going to
be any subsidization of school taxes, they should be
school taxes, not municipal. The amendment belongs
to the upper levels of Government. Remember, we are
only the collectors of school taxes.

The Municipality of Ste. Anne is a highly intensive
livestock operation. It is understandable that there is
going to be quite an adjustment on municipal
assessment. We also have to realize that the municipa!
and school taxes are considered a provincial and federal
expense. Reform has been brought up every year at
municipal conventions and district meetings. Finally,
we have objections, last minute, last hour. Let us hope
that in the near future we can proceed with this very
important legislation. | thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Benoit. Are there any
questions to Mr. Benoit? Thank you very much for your
presentation. | would now like to call Reeve Fern Berard
from the Rural Municipality of De Salaberry. We have
a copy of your presentation. While the Clerk distributes
them you may start, Mr. Berard.

Mr. Fern Berard (Reeve, Rural Municipality of De
Salaberry): Mr. Chairman, Honourable Ministers,
Members of the Committee, as Reeve of the Rura!l
Municipality of De Salaberry | am here to address this
body today to support the passage of Bill No. 79, dealing
with assessment reform in Manitoba.

Changes to The Assessment Act have been a long-
standing issue with our rural municipality and | am sure
with most others, too.

The proposed new legislation we feel is an honest
attempt to address some of the inequities which have
existed in the way properties have been subjected to
or not subjected to taxation in the past. With all the
diverse new properties and property uses which have
been created over time, a 60-year-old system has to
be changed.

We believe that all Manitobans are willing to pay their
fair share of property taxes. The introduction of
uniformity in the assessment process throughout the
province, the updating of current market values for
properties and the elimination of certain exemptions
we hope will provide more equitable distribution of
property taxes among all Manitobans.

We understand that the timetable for the
implementation of these assessment reforms in the 1990
taxation year is crucial to passage of this important
Bill without undue delay. We as municipal officials have
a responsibility toward our ratepayers of our
municipalities, budgets have to be prepared,
assessment and tax notices have to be mailed, and
other new administrative changes will be necessary as
a result of these proposed changes.

We urge, therefore, that all political Parties will co-
operatein bringing about this legislation for the benefit
of all Manitoba property taxpayers.
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Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Berard. Are there any
questions to Mr. Berard? If not, thank you very much
for your presentation.

Okay, we will go back to the top of the page and
start with Mr. William Manchulenko. Is he here? if he
is not here, we will continue.

Mr. Philip Fontaine from the Assembly of Manitoba
Chiefs. Is Mr. Fontaine here? He is not here either.
Okay.

Mr. Kenneth Emberley.

Mr. Kenneth Emberley {Private Citizen): ! would like
to make my presentation, Sir, as soon as | get my copy
back from the gentieman at the photocopy machine.

Mr. Chairman: Okay. is it the wili of the commitice
that we go onto the next one and then come back to
him? Okay.

Mr. Charles Chappell. Do you have a written
presentation, Mr. Chappell?

Mr. Charles Chappell (Private Citizen}: | am sorry.
| do not have a written presentation, Mr. Chairperson.

Mr. Chairman: Okay.

Mr. Chappell: | would like to start out by saying it is
my position that | support the legislation as contained
in Bill No. 79 and would urge the Legislature to adopt
the Bill in amended form.

With respect to assessment, | would advise you that
my understanding of assessment is very simple. It is
a means by which a statutory officer attempts to do
equity as between property holdings so that money
realized on the tax base is apportioned and paid for
in an equitable system. This is a very simple concept
and it works.

With this Bill, | suggest most respectfully, aside from
Sections 22, 23 and 68, we have a complete piece of
equity. | will comment later on those three sections,
but | would point out to your committee that not only
the Province of Manitoba but other jurisdictions are
grappling and wrestling with the whole question of
assessment reform. It is not a simple matter and that
perhaps explains why it has taken so long to have this
draft legislation in Bill form come before you and why
in some respects it is criticized and there are various
concerns raised.

At this time, | would indicate to you that | commend
the Minister of Rural Development (Mr. Penner) for
bringing forth the legislation at this time, after six
months in office. | also congratulate his predecessor,
the Deputy Premier (Mr. Cummings), for having the
foresight to change Cabinet portfolios prior to the
legislation coming forth.

Mr. Chairperson, at this time | would like to comment
on certain provisions of the Bill before you. | said in
a somewhat facetious form that Sections 22, 23 and
68 were the sections which interfered with equity.
Basically the point | am making is that the Bill as it

220

stands, aside from those three sections in my view,
and it is respectful, does equity. Then the politics start.

* (1510)

The politics start with Sections 22 and 23 where we
get into the exemptions from liability as to assessment
and the resulting taxation. There is no question that
is a political issue and far be it for me to comment on
upon it aside from drawing it to your committee’s
attention, Sir, that the Weir Report also had certain
comments to make with respect to exemptions. They
were—and | am paraphrasing, Mr. Chairperson—that
for each exemption you grant, all you are doing is
transferring the burden to other taxpayers.

It is difficult to argue against exemption for schools,
for hospitals and for other charitable foundations and
works, churches, but | stili point out, ic have a true
equitable system there ought to be no exemptions.
Everybody ought to pay their fair share and the system
would work. As a principle matter, | would state simply
that | find the exemption section offensive, but |
recognize the politicail realities.

The next point, Mr. Chairperson, is Section 68. That
is the phasing in provision under the years 1990, 1991
and 1992. The phase-in, if you are going to have a
phase-in, | agree with the wording of the section. it is
permissive. Each municipal corporation in consultation
with their administrative officers and other consultants
can determine whether the phase-in is necessary or is
not necessary. It will minimize or reduce the impact on
those who would be hit hardest by the reforms.

Another way of saying it of course, Mr. Chairperson,
is this: we are just making legal that which has been
inequitable for many years. In any event, if it is necessary
to phase in, | agree with the wording of Section 68. |
would draw the comparison as to what happened with
the City of Winnipeg when they finally conducted their
long-awaited reassessment and found it was necessary
to run to the Government to obtain a classification
system, so that they could ensure they had not only
the phase-in, but also to perpetuate the previous
inequities which had existed for some 27 years.

In simple form, Mr. Chairperson, | say if the legislation
is to pass, then it is up to us, the public, to ensure
that every three years the triennial assessment is
completed. If we fail in that and we become the eight
to 10 years that the provincial municipal assessor
operates under, or the 27 years that the City of Winnipeg
has previously operated under, it does not matter what
Bill constitutes The Assessment Act, with all due respect
it will not work, and it will not be equitable. That is the
cornerstone of the reform legislation before you.

The second aspect that | would like to comment upon,
Mr. Chairperson, is the term ‘‘value” as it exists in the
Act. The courts, and particularly the Court of Appeal,
in a fairly recent decision have determined by definition
the term ‘‘value’” as meaning current market value. It
is not defined in this Bill, and it would be my respectful
submission to your committee that you report out a
definition.

The definition that | feel may be available to you—
and | give you two alternatives. The first alternative is
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that contained within the Weir Report, but that definition
is different than the definition given by the Court of
Appeal. | believe that the most commonly accepted
definition would be found in The Expropriation Act as
to what means market value. The section in The
Expropriation Act refers to a willing buyer and a willing
seller having regard to the property being available to
the market for a reasonable period of time and having
regard to highest and best use.

Should we adopt that position, Mr. Chairperson, there
in my view is an immediate difficulty. How do we address
in particular the farm lands or agricultural use of lands
within thoseareas which may be subject to development
pressures? There has been advocated a two-value
system. With all due respect, | am not sure that may
be the easiest or best way in which to approach the
problem.

My respectful suggestion to your committee is this:
who are we trying to protect if we say even though
your land is very valuable, we want you to continue
farming it. | suggest to you, it is the farmer we are
trying to protect, not a developer who is in a 20-year
or 25-year hold, but the actual farmer, the person whose
family and himself have farmed that land for many years.

| would respectfully suggest that an assessor is able
to determine in a reasonable way the market value of
any holding at least within a range. The components
of that market value, Mr. Chairperson, dealing with
agricultural land, may be twofold. Its inherent
agricultural value which comes from its productive
capacity over a long period of time, | call that the
agricultural value. In addition, it has a developmental
value. The highest and best use may be something
other than agriculture. Those two components together,
| suggest to you, would make up the total of the market
value.

It seems to me that the easiest way to protect that
concern would be to simply again interfere with equity.
That would involve not an amendment to your legislation
or your draft Bill, but simply the Government proceeding
by regulation to further define a farmer as defined under
The Land Transfer Tax Act, as defined under the
farmlands protection Act, and that farmer and his
holdings would be subject to a mill rate application on
the assessed value of the agricultural component alone,
not the developmental component of the land value.

With respect, Mr. Chairperson, | think it is necessary
that we have, as | have indicated, a reassessment
conducted on the triannual basis, but that is not good
enough. As the system is developed, | believe that the
Minister’s representatives will indicate that they can in
due course and in time improve upon the triannual
system, they can do it on an annual basis, and that is
the goal to which the assessors ought to strive, whether
it be the City of Winnipeg assessor or the provincial
municipal assessor. Again the reform legislation
provides that the provincial municipal assessor may
give certain direction in that regard. | support that
initiative and endeavour.

There is an additional matter | wish to comment upon,
Mr. Chairperson. It is not dealt within the draft Bill, and
that is this: if you are a municipal council and if | may
| will use an example of the Town of The Pas.
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* (1520)

The Town of The Pas has a tax base and within that
tax base, aside from the residential, commerical, and
industrial components is the big assessment which is
taxable from The Pas Forestry Complex. Let us make
an assumption that is a significant number of the total
assessment of the corporation, the municipal
corporation, as much perhaps as 40 or 50 percent,
and that assessment in its classification is appealed,
they are complained against by the corporate owner.
Lawyers being what they are, the system being what
it is, the complaint is filed. Everybody asked for more
information, and time goes by. We have then in 1990
a complaint filed. It is finally adjudicated upon at some
future period of time by the Board of Revision.

The Board of Revision generally is able to deal with
the matter in a fairly expeditious manner. However, the
matter is then appealed further as to liability to the
courts, as to quantum to the Municipal Board.

Time goes on. In 1994-1995 the company at The Pas
has gone into bankruptcy. Its operation is redundant.
The market has changed. A decision is made by the
Municipal Board. The assessment is too great it ought
to be reduced, it is halved.

Five years later, four years later, how is the municipal
corporation able to function given that circumstance?
They have an immediate requirement for perhaps
double the mill rate in one given year, because of a
shortfall as a result of assessment matters. Surely, time
must be of the essence in dealing with the complaint
provisions.

My respectful submission to you, Mr. Chairperson,
is twofold, that there be a time period for the Board
of Revision, within each assessment year, to complete
the revision of the roll, to render its decision and |
would suggest most respectfully by June 30 of the
assessment year in question. Secondly, should there
be a further appeal to either the courts or to the
Municipal Board there be a further time period and |
suggest December 31.

In order to ensure that everyone has a full hearing
| would suggest that the courts or the Municipal Board
are entitled to extend in specified circumstances at
their discretion the December 31 deadline. The object
would be to have an expeditious hearing and conclusion
of the matter.

The legislation is silent on that point, Mr. Chairperson.
| suggest that is something that may be considered by
the Government and your committee.

The question of a panel deciding the issue—1 strongly
support the view that whatever panel at the Board of
Revision or at the Municipal Board, it is that panel that
ought to make the decision not some person or persons
who have not heard the evidence or the submissions.
| think it is the people sitting there, who have dealt
with the issues, that ought to be determining the merit
or success of any complaint against the assessment.

The last item | would like to address is the comptaint
provisions, the appeal against the assessment imposed.
In the newspaper there is reference to certain concerns
with respect to these complaints.
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| obviously have misread the draft Bill, as | see it,
because | have some difficulty in understanding the
concern. My understanding of the complaint provision,
Mr. Chairperson, is this. An assessment is struck. There
is a year which is defined in the Bill. That year, the
reference year, forms the basis for determining the
equity as between various properties or classes of
properties within the assessment base.

If it is fair and just with other properties or similar
properties and classes the assessment ought not to
be interfered with, that is equity. If, on the other hand,
it is unjust it ought to be made to be equitable to other
properties. That is year one.

Year two, you go and rezone the property from
agricultural to C-2 use, commercial uses. Cf course
there is an increment in value. In that year iwo, the
assessor ought to be in a position to say, i am increasing
that assessment as a result of changes internal to the
property. | do not think anybody sees any probiem with
that. Alternatively, they may down-zone the property
from C-2 to agriculture. Again there should be a
downward turn in the value. That again is something
that can be complained against. It is a change.

The one comment | would leave with you, Mr.
Chairperson, is this, that under Section 13(1) of the
draft Bill you have the provision for changes internally
within the property. However, | note that there is no
reference to any external changes to the property and
it would be my respectful suggestion that this section
be amended to provide for a right of review or complaint
as a result of actions or circumstances which arise to
property external to your own property, the
complainant’s property.

| can give you numerous examples of that situation,
Mr. Chairperson, but suffice it to say that if my next
door neighbour was running a brothel that happened
to be legalized or was running a group home for escaped
convicts or whatever, that would go to the property
value of my property. It is external to my property, but
| suggest would have a marketinfluence in my property
within the three-year triannual period. | ought to have
the right to come forward and say, please review my
assessment and the quantum thereof because of
changes external to my property limits.

The example of the PCBs has been used and there
are all kinds of other examples that ought to be
considered. Therefore, | would suggest that
amendment.

Lastly, Mr. Chairperson, | would like to express my
view with respect to the Bill in a very general form.
This is reform legislation. There are dramatic changes.
We have not had any changes for many years, we are
finally up to the point where we can consider something.
| appreciate it is a difficult matter, and | do not say
this facetiously, but perhaps a minority Government
may be the best way to deal with legislation of this
kind. There are political risks and it requires some
consensus, so in that respect it may be advantageous
for us in considering this legislation, but the legislation
is not perfect, and with all due respect, it is not going
to be perfect when it is reported out of this committee,
and with all due respect, when it is finally enacted it
probably will receive significant amendments.
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Assessment is like legislative draftmanship; it is an
art, not a science. This Bill, in my respectful submission
to you, Mr. Chairperson, permits reform to go on as
beneficial to the inhabitants of Manitoba. Therefore, |
would urge that it be reported out and adopted by
your Legislature. Thank you, Sir.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you Mr. Chappeli. Mr. Plohman.
Mr. Plohman: Thank you, Mr. Chappell, for your
excellent presentation. You do not mind, do you work

in this field as a lawyer, or what do you—

Mr. Chappeli:
Chairman.

| am soiry, | am kind ©f deaf, Mr.

Mr. Plohman: What do you do, Mr. Chappell, for a
living?

Mr. Chappeil: | am a lawyer, Mr. Chairperson.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | just asked that because
| gather from your comments that you are familiar with
the processes that are involved in appeals and in
assessment and that you have obviously been working
in this area in the past.

Mr. Chappell: | have a slight working knowledge of
municipal matters.

* (1530)

Mr. Plohman: | noted that you dealt with a lot of the
concerns that were reported publicly, and | think that
you haveread it right insofar as the appeal procedures.
The only concerns that we have there deal with the
external forces, the change in value that might happen
as a result of something unforeseen, or has nothing
to do with the property itself, that is, a physical change
or whatever, zoning change. | was pleased to see you
mention that there should be an amendment that would
provide for greater latitude in appeal because of
external forces.

The section dealing with value, not defined, was a
section that | believe we have to deal with as well, the
one dealing with a panel recommendation the same
as the board. Would you agree though, in the case
where a panel makes a recommendation to the board
and itis overturned, as long as that processis in place—
providing the board gives notice to the appellant that
they are going to reverse the decision and give that
appellant the opportunity to be heard in front of the
board, would that be sufficient due process as opposed
to simply saying the panel’s decision will be the
decision?

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, it could be, in principle,
though it concerns me, because those people hearing
the evidence, hearing the submission, ought to be the
people making the decision, and that is a general
principle. A mechanism can be set up for
recommendation from the panel to the whole board,
or tribunal, as it may be, and if they then do not accept
the recommendation, notice can be given and you
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rehear the evidence, reargue the case, or resubmit what
is necessary.

Mr. Plohman: You made an interesting proposal for
deadlines for appeals and it is one that | think the
Government should consider. You also suggested that
the two-value system for land may not be the way to
go as recommended by the Weir Commission for farm
land.

My question to you would be, under your proposal,
land under development pressure, if the farm operator
who is renting the land is not the owner of that land—
it may be some developer who is not ready to develop
it and therefore has it rented out for agriculture
purposes—how would you ensure, under your scenario,
that the farm operator would get the benefits of your
proposal of the lower assessment? If you are going to
start defining farmer, and | would take it from that,
then the farmer has to own that land under your
proposal. If he is renting it—

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, that is correct. The
basis upon my making that submission to you is my
limited knowledge—of people in the rural areas, and
particularly in the farming community—leads me to
believe that they are astute business people. They know
what the market values are for rental, or the annual
rental value is. They know what they are prepared to
pay, and they are not going to pay any more than that.

Some of that component for annual rental value is
unquestionably municipal taxation, but | do not believe
that people in the agricultural community are going to
pay any more rent simply because the rent is higher
in one place than another. It is a market rent that they
pay for. In good years, | agree, the rent is higher. In
bad years the cash rent goes down, or, alternatively,
in a share crop basis. | do not intend, by my submission,
that there should be any direct benefit given to the
farmer other than lands owned by the farmer.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, it would seem that if one
of our objectives is not only to help the farmer, but to
encourage land to be kept in agricultural use, that this
would act as a deterrent. Obviously no farmer would
want to rent it because of the prohibitive costs of the
taxation—from what we are hearing, tenfold times the
costs of surrounding agricultural land. So it could
become a very significant factor in the rent, and
obviously the owner would want to pass that on to the
person renting it. Therefore, it would be a deterrent
to using it for agricultural purposes.

Mr. Chappell: My response to that, again, is just a
market consideration. | would respond by saying most
of the land that we are talking about is now subject,
in my respectful submission, to development plan and
zoning by-laws as a result of the planning process since
‘75. That land may have a higher and better use than
agriculture, but it has an instant use as agriculture and
the value of that land is not going to change. Is it going
to be used for some agricultural pursuit, lay empty?
1t is still going to attract the same rate of taxation.

In my respectful submission, | do not think that the
farmer is going to pay more money to the owner than
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that which the farm can produce. He knows his
economics. He knows what the market rents in the
community or area are, and they are not going to pay
any more. They are just going to pay what is market
rent. | agree there is going to be a spread, but it is
going to be the owner who takes it, not the farmer.

Mr. Plohman: Yes, | would suggest that perhaps it
would be somewhat of a deterrent to have that land
used for agricultural purposes. In any event, what do
you see wrong with the two-value system and the
retroactive recovery as proposed by Weir on a five-
year basis for land that changes use or retroactively,
or for land that is zoned perhaps prematurely or
speculatively and the use does not change for a number
of years, a 10-year retroactive recovery? Do you see
anything wrong with that system and equity in that
system?

Mr. Chappell: | am not sure, Mr. Chairman, | see
anything wrong with the two-value system as advocated,
but | see administratively some probiems with it in terms
of administering the whole program. Secondly, collecting
the revenue, who is going to be responsible for remitting
the revenue? Thirdly, a municipal corporation and a
school division finance their whole structure on an
annual basis, as does the province | hope. | think this
deferred income, if | can use that term, or windfall at
the end of five years or some other period is not
necessary. If all we aretrying to do is protect the farmer
and to encourage the farm land, then | do not think
we need the retroactivity. We can build it in just with
the taxation on the use of the land, and if you are not
using the land as a farmer and it is a hold, then you
pay the full shot.

Mr. Plohman: | just have another question, Mr.
Chairman. From your experience in working in this field,
would you say that the current system of assessment
provides for equity, and would you define equity by
people paying the same percentage for taxation on
their property throughout the city, for example, in the
City of Winnipeg?

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, we are dealing with
two different concepts. The concept of assessment |
believe creates equity. If the assessors are doing their
job properly and are given, with all due respect, the
money, the staff, to do a proper job, then | think they
can come very close to achieving equity, and certainly
our amendment system does create equity or gives you
an opportunity to seek that equity. So, if | start from
the assumption that the assessment is equitable and
then | go to the next stage, | will give you an example
now and | can give you all kinds of examples.

We now have equity in our assessment, but we have
the mill rate differential through the classification of
property. That is social engineering, that is ali it is. You
have created equity and you have gone to a iot of
trouble to do it, then the governmenta! levels come i
and say, how are we going to raise the money and
what is politically acceptable. Then we get into that.
Then we have our Section 68 phasing, and then we
have the condominium situation in the City of Winnipeg,
and we are going to have business in the City of
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Winnipeg paying 45 or 47 percent of the operating costs
of the city. That is how we are going to structure it.

* (1540)

If this is Government policy or the civic policy and
it is permitted by iaw then, yes, that is how you raise
your money, that is your taxation structure. if you ask
me if it is equitable, my answer to you is no. That is
not historically what we intended on doing when we
set up the structure. It is not equitable that farm lands
pay for education, but that is one of the factors or
features from Government. Because of our thirst for
additional public dollars, we have to make ire trade
offs.

Mr. Plohman: | just wanted to ask then about your
definition of equity based first on assessment. Is the
marketvalue assessment, as it is alleged to be for 1985
under this Act, would that reflect market values to
market values accurately throughout the city, or would
it be something that would have been developed in
your belief, in your experience, your views on this, from
a formula being applied to old figures?

Mr. Chapgpell: | think that, Mr. Chairperson, the previous
system was just totally inadequate in terms of coming
back to the ‘49-50 value factored up to 1955, and here
is a magic figure. It is ludicrous. Time did that and the
lack of political will to create equity in the assessment
did that. | think that we can strive to attain a current,
and when | say current, there may be a one- or two-
year gap, but a reasonably current market value, a
system of assessment that, subject to reviews, will
create equity.

In Manitoba, quite frankly, it is very simple to do
because fortunately we do not have the large swings
in the market as southern Ontario had, or British
Columbia, a few years ago. We seem to have a nice
stable market, and we can make the necessary
adjustments. So from that point of view, | think we are
quite fortunate in saying, yes, we can create an equitable
assessment, and then it depends how we engineer our
mill rates.

Mr. Plohman: Well, Mr. Chairman, | agree, and | think
that is what we all want out of this. However, the
Government did not have a definition in the Bill. They
now said that the Minister has indicated he will provide
one as has been asked by a number of peopleincluding
yourself for a definition of value in this Bill. On that
fact that it is absent, do you have any thoughts on
whether all the property has been assessed based on
market value, or has it been assessed on the application
of some formula to 1975 values? Is it possible from
your experience that they would have assessed the
whole city based on 1985 market values realistically?

Mr. Chappell: |think, Mr. Chairperson, the easiest way
to answer that is, if you are going to conduct an
assessment, you have to go and inspect the property,
find out what the property is comprised of. In the
assessment conducted by the City of Winnipeg
Assessment Department, or the city assessor, the
statutory officer, he did not have available to him the
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staff resources or the financing necessary to do that.
So we ended up with guite frankly a patched-in system
so that he was able to comply with the court order to
conduct the assessmeni for 1987.

Hopefully, the city fathers or the provincial
Government, whoever has the biggest purse, will make
the necessary peopie and manpower available to both
the provincial municipal asssssor and the city assessor
so that they can do a proper job. Cnce that framework
is in place, it is easy to maintain.

Mr. Plohman: Very quickly, Mr. Chairman, what | am
asking, and from what you have said, is that the 1985
values then will not give us ihe equity that we are all
striving for and that you referred to, because in fact
there is not a system in place as of 1837 that would
have ensured that these were true market values for
all of the properties as in 1885.

Mr. Chappell: That is correct, but the cioser we can
come, Mr. Chairperson, the more equitzble it will be.

Mr. Plohman: So there will be, Mr. Chairman, a
distortion yet, and would you say then that the goal
would be, based on market value the assessment would
be, and then the taxation would be, equity would be
defined by having an equal percentage of taxation of
the value of the home right across the city, the same
percentage applied?

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, that is my view, dollar
for dollar of equity if you strive for it, but of course
the Legislature has its own view, City Council has its
own view, and obviously the municipal councils under
the provisions of Section 68 will have their own view,
but | would prefer to see a completely equitable system.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, just in closing, this
particular line of question, | just wanted to get this
clarified from an expert in the field insofar as the true
equity that we can expect from this Bill at this time.
It has been said, | think, alleged widely, that this was
going to provide that kind of equity, and in fact citizens
should know that there will still be significant inequities
in the system, and much higher percentages perhaps
paid in certain areas of the cities than in other areas.

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, that is quite possibly
true. If the political will of those having jurisdiction is
such that they determine certain classes of property
shall pay a much higher rate of taxation or of the total
revenue required than other classes of property, then
you are not going to have equity under Bill No. 79 as
amended or under any other piece of legislation. This
is a question of the political element, and it is a question
of taxation and not assessment.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | want to clarify just the
last point because | am not talking among
classifications. | was talking within, say, a residential
classification where a home in one area of the city
would be taxed a much higher rate, percentage of its
assessment, than a home in another area of the city.
| was trying to get from you whether you would define
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equity as having the same percentage within that
residential classification throughout the city.

Mr. Chappell: Mr. Chairperson, | believe that within
the confines of the assessment on the residential tax
base of the City of Winnipeg, there is equity in the
assessment because of the phase-in that the City of
Winnipeg Council saw fit to introduce, so that it is a
staggered phase-in.

At the end of | think it is five years there will be
equity because everybody will be paying in accordance
with the equitable assessment. At the moment there
is inequity because of a direct decision made by the
City of Winnipeg Council, the same way as there will
be an inequity because of a decision made by a
municipal council under Section 68. This seems to be,
with all due respect, a phase-in situation as an accepted
means of Government acting, not just in Manitoba but
in other jurisdictions. | was down in Toronto last week,
and they are looking at it over a large period of time.

Mr. Pankratz: Mr. Chappell, did | understand you
correctly before that you indicated land that was being
rented should have a different value than land that was
owned by a farmer? Could you clarify that for me,
please?

Mr. Chappell: Yes, | will try, Mr. Chairperson. What |
was advocating is this: that a person who owned land,
and was a farmer by definition, either under the farm
lands protection Act or the land transfer tax Act should
be taxed on his holding only at the value of the
agricultural component, not the development
component. If that same farmer makes a contract with
me, a non-farmer, to rent my quarter section, which |
am entitled to own under the farm lands protection
Act, he would do so at market considerations. | would
try and get from him as much rent as | could, and he
would try and pay as little rent as he could. Whatever
that contract was, was between myself and the farmer,
but my property would be assessed at its full value,
and its value would be its market value. | would not
get any tax break whatsoever.

Mr. Pankratz: Are you suggesting that the quarter of
land that you were referring to that you would be owning
if it is zoned agriculture it should have a different
assessed value on it than the farmer that is adjacent
to that quarter and is farming it?

* (1550)

Mr. Chappell: No, it would have, Mr. Chairperson,
probably the same assessment assumingitis essentially
the same land. It would have the same assessment but
if, for the sake of argument, my quarter section had
an assessment of $100,000 of which $40,000
represented the agricultural value and $60,000 the
development value; you were the farmer next door and
your assessment was $100,000 as well. On the same
$40,000-$60,000 breakdown, you would pay taxes on
a mill rate, for the sake of argument, of 100 mills on
a $40,000 evaluation or assessment. | would pay taxes
on the basis of $100,000 of value on the 100 mill rate.
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Notwithstanding that you own one piece and rent one
piece from the other, |, as the owner would be subject
to the taxes.

Mr. Pankratz: Mr. Chappell, and zoning, you would not
imply zoning? You would not consider the zoning on
that at any stage, is that correct?

Mr. Chappell: The zoning could be the same as
agriculture, but the difficulty would be, suppose it was
treated as zoning as agriculture and as a residential
hold area under a development plan but still zoned
agriculture, but there happened to be a sewer pipe
running down the mile road. Someday that land is going
to be more valuable and that is why we have the
$40,000-$60,000 valuation.

Mr. Chairman: Any other questions for Mr. Chappell?
If not, thank you very much for your presentation this
afternoon. ’

Mr. Chappell: Thank you very much, appreciate it, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Our next presenter will be Mr. Kenneth
Emberley. We have a copy here and she is distributing
it right now.

Mr. Emberley: Mr. Chairman, | want to make just a
couple of introductory remarks and comment on other
briefs very briefly. The idea of public hearings
presentation involving the public, to me is very seriously
inadequate in that you have not provided cable-
television broadcasting of your hearings here today.
This is a dismal failure in the year 1989.

Wehave had things like this going on for some years
and almost all the main hearings that are being
conducted at the present time, there is a deliberate
effort to keep the public from being informed. This is
claimed to be an important issue, important to the
people of Manitoba. There is no better educational
process that you could obtain or you could conceive
of, that people like heads of school trustees and people
like the mayor of Brandon who drive in here and bring
a professional presentation and then have an involved
discussion with intellectuals of a serious matter, and
then to limit it to a audience of 17.5 people sitting in
the room beside the committee is a dismal failure
dealing in the 1990s. This is supposed to be 1990 and
we are using 1975 technology.

The fact that you deliberately prevent 10,800 or
15,000 people or 5,000 people in Manitoba from seeing
this on their cable television, and getting it taken out
to the distant hinterland in places like Brandon and
Selkirk to be broadcast again on television is not
adequate.

Three tiny things, how has assessment and the tax
process in general affected Winnipeg during the last
20 years? What is the location and the mix of
commercial/residential property and its density and the
transportation in the city, the effectiveness of the
transportation system, the effectiveness of using ihe
services available in the city most economically, houses



Wednesday, January 3, 1990

that have been zffected by the tax rate and the
assessment process?

| do not know or have not heard of any group that
have thought that was a requirement that should have
been prepared, a background paper that should have
been made availabie io this. How have assessment and
taxes affected the percentage of iow income, middle
income, and high income and peopie who are supplied
affordable housing in Manitoba? That is a thing that
the City Council has deliberately excluded from ail its
statistics. They never want to prepare a list each year
of the number of apartments destroyed, and the number
of apartments buiit, the number of houses buiit, the
number of houses destroyed, and the mixture ofincome
of houses provided.

Another brief item, how is the assessment and tax
system operated, by the province and the city together,
worked to provide the city adequate tax revenue to
maintain the city infrastructure on a sound financial
and physical structure basis, as a part of a strong,
stable province. We all know, ! myself know, in my City
of St. James, that the repair of sewers and streets and
roads is in some cases 10 or 15 years further behind
schedule than it was 25 or 30 years ago. You may not
know—some peopie—thatin the book, Profits Without
Production, it lists in the City of Boston and some parts
of New York, they are repairing roads and sewers and
water pipes on the basis of every 75 or 85 years, when
they last 45 or 50.

* (1600)

So these are things that should have been considered
as background items, and | know of no studies like
that which were prepared.

Now, my brief presentation. You will know | am not
a professional lawyer or real estate developer, from my
background, but | have taken part in these hearings
for a long time, for approximately 38 years in the City
of Winnipeg and in Manitoba. i commend the committee
on this, one of a series of major revisions of the Act,
long overdue.

From the two briefs | heard and read this morning,
and personal observations of 40 years as a victim of
Winnipeg city tax and assessment policy, | praise you
for the good things in the Act, but respectfully submit
some constructive criticism of the process and some
of the Act itself.

i believe the Act is very likely to reduce the citizens’
rights to use the jaw to correct unfair and possibly
illegal activities of the Winnipeg councii and the
assessment process. Now you may feel that | have a
slightly suspicious nature, nobody couid have who had
personal experience with the wonderful Governments
we have had in Manitoba and Winnipeg. ! say that in
quotation marks.

For the last period of years, in the ‘70s, citizens’
rights, legally and environmentally, took a little bit of
a step forward under the USA EPA and Freedom of
information Acis, and the Canadian Constitutional Act
and Freedom of information Act. This brief aberration
seems to have been corrected since 1984 in Canada,
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as all our traditional institutions, many of them created
over generations of struggle, are being systematically
dismantied.

| am deeply involved since 1970 in the environment
movement, the peace movement, the social justice
movement, taking an active ¢ » the United Nations
Association, in all my political levels of Government.
As | wrote to Wr. Trudeau in 1982, and | have written
to Mr. Mulroney recently, | see a striking similarity
between 1935, 1936, 1937 in the menial attitude of
Government and business to the psasant population.

The time allowed for study of the Act before this
meeting was totally inadequate. Tha background
information provided is totally inadequate and it is
unacceptable to be called 2 truly democratic process,
to come back three days afier Christmas, when right
up to Christmastime we were involved i a2l kinds of
hearings on assessments and activities, and over
Christmas we were assaulted by Georgs Bush and his
military operations, to come back three days after the
New Year and have to rush into this process with totally
inadequate background information—i feei this should
not be considered acceptable.

As a student for 40 years of the process, | think |
know the system. | want to ask you these questions,
respectfully and as a constructive measure, believe me.
Where is there a convenient iist ©f the main changes
of the Act in previous revisions? Is there a convenient
source for the main briefs that were presented during
the previous sessions when committees similar to this,
20 and 40 and 10 years ago, prepared revisions and
people came, like these people here, to give you an
environment impact assessment of the iiksly effects of
your legislation? How well did they guess, and how well
did you guess, in the legislation that was prepared?
What corrective procedures—you see, { believe that in
legislation the most important thing is not that you
would prepare a piece of legislation and pass it, but
how you make legal provisions so that aii the omissions
and injustices in the new piece ¢f legisiation have a
system of being corrected promptiy and effectively.

B i
RIS,

We have new Environment federa!l and
provincial, and they are barely adeguate for 1975. They
are certainly no good for the ysar they were passed
in 1987 or ‘88. They are cerfainly iotaliy inadequate
for 1990. There is no provision for repairing them until
10 or 12 years, and | humbly suggest that for the people
who voted for those Acts there should be an assessment
of their ability to pass legisiziion and whether they
should be able and qualified t¢c draw their full salaries.
That may hint a bit of disrespesi and guestioning of
the system, but | know there are peopie in this room
who have dared to question the system from both sides
of the House over the last 20 years. Some people call
them, | think the word is, Her Majesty’s Most Loyal
Opposition. Whether they are the good guys or the bad
guys, they apply that term to them, and it is supposed
to be true. | speak from that point of view.

Was any funding provided for & professional report
by the Institute of Urban Studies or an impartial group
like WIN of the 75-year history of this law and its fairness
to the prosperous community i#aders and its fairness
to the general public? Why is this not a complete
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are aware of that. That was a facetious remark | inserted
on page 2 for which | apologize but not apoiogize.

This is the thing that does not come out tc the public,
and | would like the public to have known about all
these things that came out in this distinguished
gathering today. This is why ! want to tell you as | toid
Mr. Jack Penner when he was running around the
provincelast year having public chat s¢ssions, that he
was very careful to make sure that they were not
broadcast on television so people could hear what
people are saying. | know it is a dreadful thing to say,
but democracy means that some of the ordinary citizens
obtain some control over their Government no matter
how wise the people are in the Government. Sc thank
you very much for that item.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Emberley. Mr. Minister.

Mr. Penner: Mr. Emberley, | certainly appreciate the
comments that you make and also the reference you
made to my little chat sessions last year during the
land and water strategy meetings.

Maybe that is one of the reasons why we had up to
300 people attend some of those chat sessions. Maybe
the reason is that they were interested not only in their
environment, their water and their land, but maybe it
is because they were not televised. Maybeitis because
they had the ability or the need to come out and express
their opinions personally at some of these meetings
that we had such a large number of presenters during
that course of meetings. | believe we had some very
close to 50 sessions, workshops, and public meetings
in that area, and had close to 3,000 presenters.

It indicates to me, fairly clearly, that there is
sometimes an ability, if people so desire, to come out
and express their views even though we do not televise.
Maybe that way we get a better feedback. | am quite
pleased at the presentations that have been made here
today, and the number of people who have appeared
here today to express their views. Maybe if television
had been present here, only half of them would have
come.

Mr. Emberley: Did you know, Sir, how many of the
people were informed before your meetings or before
this meeting that they would not be heard on television?
How many people were informed and knew that they
would not appear on television, so that was the reason
they appeared personally, or was it just because of the
people’s sheer gratitude for the Government coming
out to them, and distinguished people that really cared
coming out to the meeting and sitting through hours
and hours of discussion like you and your colleagues
did?

| think the people responded only because they were
just so amazed and thrilled to have Government leaders
come out and say we want to talk to you, we want to
listen to you. | think the whole thing is you failed to
educate the public in these general issues with the
experts in the field who were the iocal population. Thank
you very much.

Mr.Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Emberley. Just a minute,
Mr. Emberley. Mr. Taylor you have a question, yes.
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#ir. Taylor: Yes, | do, Mr. Chairperson. To the delegation,
Wr. Emberley you made reference to a lack of a
background or document which you or anybody else
could, who is interested, take advantage of and | gather
get some basic knowledg# of the proposed Act. What
sort of things were you rezally looking for there? It would
seem that there is nothing guite like that, but what sort
of things would you have wanted to see specifically in
that, and when do vou think it should have come out?

Mr. Emberley: | believe | tried to list a fewitems, Mr.
Chairman. | tried to list a few items here in my
questioning by my concept of the preparation of
legisiation and the taking part of the general public.
You see | am part of the—! will be brief, ! promise you.
i will be less than four minutes and that is pretty good
for this Session.

| have been a part of the sustainable development
movement in the province here and in Canada since
1982. Now that may shock you, because our Premier
has just explained that the word sustainable
development was invented in 1984 by Mrs. Brundtland,
but we used the word quite commonly in 1982 in
publications as the Canadian Environmental Network
tried to start in 1982 a five-year process to prepare
sustainable development studies.

Sustainable development was conceived as an
alternative to the disastrous developments, mega
projects—basic we call them—of Government and
business which always seemed to destroy the ordinary
people in the community and wreck the economy and
wreck the environment. Aside from that, they are pretty
good.

Now sustainable development involves the people,
the people taking part, and empowering the people.
This was a unique and revolutionary concept, but there
is a movement going on all over the worid for ordinary
people to try and be empowered to do things, because
we do not need nuclear power and the iast thing we
need is another stupid hydro mega project.

* (1620)

A hydro mega project is a project that goes into the
hinterland and destroys the local peopie’s land, and
every project that we have taken in hydro, any profit
that would ever be realized, iz owed io the northern
people. Since 30 years later we stili have not paid any
of our real obligations yet to the northern peoples, any
project we make in any hydro development in the next
30 years, any profit up to a biliion, $2 tiliion, $5 billion
is all owed to the northern peoptes for the destruction
of their land.

They are doing the very same thing in the Lubicon
area. They took $5 billion out of the Lubicon area in
the last 20 years. Not one cent of royalty was ever paid
to the local Indians and the Lubicon Band. One or two
of those Lubicon Indians are being killed every year in
starvation disease because they cannot get enough
food, but $5 bilion was made by the oit companies
with approval of the Governmeni and the population.

Now to me, Mr. Chairman, or dMr. Taylor, a background
study would involve many of the ordinary citizens in
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carrying out a year-long study. Since itis 23 years since
the city did a proper reassessment, we had lots of time,
one, two or four years ago to startand prepare serious
studies, and having a series of public meetings and
public hearings, and having the broadcasts on
television, and then getting response and finally ending
up with a whole list of questions that were not answered
properly and then preparing them for use of the ordinary
public, for the use of the City Council, for the use of
the distinguished people in the Legislature, who are
studying it. That was my conception, Harold. Mr.
Chairman, Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr. Emberley.
Thank you for your—oh, Mr. Patterson, you have a
question?

Mr. Patterson: Thank you, Mr. Chairperson. | have just
a comment. Mr. Emberley, you referred during your
presentation to some monitoring or calling to account
of the legislators that do these things. Would you not
agree that we are called to account, in our case, at
the maximum every five years and the city councillors
every three years?

Mr. Emberley: This is a very delicate subject to discuss,
Sir. Because it concerns our basic concept of
democracy. | used to understand, 20 or 30 years ago,
that a true democracy is to elect a rich man to rule
you for five years. That is sort of the ideal. This is a
system they have perfected in the United States to a
fine degree. | think, according to scientific studies, just
about everything in the whole country has been going
to hell for 20 years under that system; aside from that,
it is pretty good.

What we want to do, Sir, is to have you understand
that you are our leaders. You are leaders but you are
not our rulers and so when legislation is prepared, we
take part in preparing that legislation. As an
environmentalist, when the provincial Government, the
last administration, prepared environment legislation,
they produced the most hateful, rotten document | have
ever seen in my lifetime, making war on the Manitoba
Environment Council and the Clean Environment
Commission, the two most constructive and potential
institutions they had. We wasted a year fighting them
on it and then when they brought in the legislation,
they brought in a really third-rate Act, barely adequate
for 1980; certainly not adequate for 1988. That was
because the people who were trying to save the land
were deliberately excluded by the Government and the
businessmen who were busy destroying the land. You
cannot conceive of that unless you have looked at it
from our point of view.

| belong to six organizations. | have been studying
within them for up to 20 years and you cannot conceive
of the collapse in our social and economic and
environmental system that is going on apace unless
you talk personally to David Suzuki, like | did recently,
unless you are deeply involved in the system. We are
very close to being a basket case, very similar to parts
of eastern Europe. Almost all the bad words that were
said laughingly and jokingly about eastern Europe in
the last two years apply very much to our own economy
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if you looked at it with open eyes, into the case of our
own environment and to the case of the actual
effectiveness of our democratic institutions. Now that
may come as a real shock to you, Sir, and | thank you
for your thoughtfulness in asking that question.

That we ask to be included and participate and share
and this is why | ask you to broadcast these hearings
in the future and allow the people to share and allow
the people to learn and take part and then more people
will come down and sit in a larger hall. Thank you very
much for your thoughtful question.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Our next presenter is Mr.
Tony Dalmant from the Manitoba Homebuilders’
Association. Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | do not have an up-to-
date list. How many more are there on the list?

Mr. Chairman: | have two more, | believe. Mr. Dalmant
and Mr. Grant, plus the two on the top of the list whi
were not here before when we called their names, so
we will call them at the end. Mr. Dalmyn, we distributed
your brief to the members here, so you may start.

Mr. Tony Dalmyn (Manitoba Home Builders
Association): To begin, the Manitoba Home Builders
Association is a multidisciplinary association. It includes
developers who have been given a black eye by some
of the previous presenters, home builders, contractors,
and professionals involved in home building.

Partly because of the diverse membership, we have
decided to use a professional presenter. | am a lawyer.
| have appeared before the Board of Revision for the
City of Winnipeg. | have appeared in the courts on
assessment questions. We decided to use a lawyer to
try to bring some expertise, such as it is, to bear on
the issues here, and to try to represent our diverse
membership objectively.

| do not purport to have the expertise that some of
the presenters, who appeared previously, such as Mr.
Chappel, an acknowledged expert on municipal law,
or Mr. Mercury, who appeared before Law Amendments
at previous sessions, who has appeared in some of the
leading cases in our courts on this subject, or Mr. Ross
Nugent—Irecognize their submissions, my association
recognizes their submissions, and we do not wish to
duplicate or add to them. We wish to express our
concern over this legislation in a very simple and
straightforward way. We share in the praise for this
legislation. Reform of assessment law is important. it
is overdue. It should be done. We share in some of
the criticisms of the legislation.

One of the points that { have made in the brief is
that property taxes end up being paid by the consumer.
My association would like to speak on behalf of itself--
we have no objection to paying less taxes—but also
on behalf of our clients and customers, the uitimate
buyers of houses.

If you take a developer, whether professional
developer or a land development comparny, that hoids
land and rents it to a farmer and pays taxes year after



Wednesday, January 3, 1990

year, or a farmer who decides to go into a development
hold himself—the farmer who holds onto the land as
long as possible until he gets the best possible deal—
such as the gentleman who sold his farm to the City
of Winnipeg in the middle of Lindenwoods last vear—
someone is going to make a profit on the sale of land
that is going to be used for housing.

That individual is paying taxes over the years. The
higher the taxes, the higher the price that individual
or that company is going to want, the higher the price
to the ultimate consumer. The ultimate consumer takes
his land price and puts it into a mortgage, and pays
compound interest on it year after year afier year. So
lowering taxes is significant.

The old system of assessment did not work. The City
of Winnipeg, | have to say with great respect, had to
be dragged through the courts kicking and screaming
to reassess land in 1987 which led, for the first time,
to a sizeable number of appeals to the Board of
Revision. The Board of Revision has had its problems.
Appeals filed in the months of January and February
of 1987 have only recently been heard. The Board of
Revisions’ decisions have been inconsistent.

To some extent, the Board of Revision has done good
things. The Board of Revision, as members of this
committee may not know, ordered a reassessment of
lands outside the urbanlimitline. The Board of Revision
caught the city assessor in a serious error. The city
assessor took land lying outside the urban limit line of
the City of Winnipeg, and had overassessed it. Why?
Perhaps in the feeling that the developers or the farmer
developers would eventually catch up and pay their
fair shot. The Board of Revision caught and corrected
a serious error.

* (1630)

However, the appeal process, from complaint to
hearing in the Board of Revision, or further appeal to
the Municipal Board, is fraught with difficulty. You go
there and you are in a never-never land. You are
supposed to be determining value, but you end up
going back to a reference year. There are comparisons
thrown around, comparable sales in the reference year,
comparable sales in other years. Did you or did your
client ever offer this property for sale? How much did
you try to get for it? Well, maybe the urban limit line
might be lifted in St. James so your client probably
should pay the taxes anyway. It is an unsatisfactory
process. Appeal rights are important. They should be
accessible.

However, the most important consideration is that
the assessment system itself should be equitable,
understandable, comprehensible. In that fashion you
do not have to appeai. You do not need to go to the
Board of Revision yourself or you do not need to hire
a lawyer to represent you. With that in mind, the Home
Builders Association supports recommendations made
by other presenters. It is important to define value either
in the definition section or in Section 17 where it
commands the assessor to assess at vaiue and the
value should be a market value.

It would be preferable, far preferable to have the
assessment done at current value. You are going to
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have to have a cutoff. !t should be an annual cutoff.
The concept of reference year in this legislation leads
to a problem. The reference vear, except for 1990, is
two years before. So, for 1990, by virtue of Section
17(2), we are using 1985. You arefive years out of date.
For 1993, you will be roliing back two years to 1991
and that may be in force untii 1996. You are going to
be anywhere from iwo to five years out of date.

An earlier presenter to the Law Amendments
Committee, Mr. MNugent, alsc pointed out that this
iegislation as drafied will effectively freeze the citizen’s
right of appeal as much as two o five years. We
respectiully agree with Mr. Nugent's presentation and
his proposed amendments on that subject. We have
looked at the appeal provisions from compiaint through
the Board of Revision. We ses some significant
innovations. The previous Municipal Assessment Act
puts the onus of proof on the assessor at the Board
of Revision and at the Municipal Board stage. It says
to the municipal assessor, the city assessor, the
provincial assessor: Support your assessment, prove
it by reference to objective and recognized factors.

This legislation provides for a reverse onus. It provides
for a reverse onus in the board’s discretion, provides
for a reverse onus based on non-cooperation by the
taxpayer. Now we get into an interesting area under
Section 16 of this proposed Act. The assessor can ask
the taxpayer to start producing documents. That is
familiar to me as a lawyer. It is called discovery, and
discovery, as you probably haveheard if you have heard
about the problems in the Canadian and American
courts, is one of the reasons why the courts are so
slow and backlogged. The municipal assessors, the
provincial assessor, the city assessor would like
discovery. They would like to go to someone and say,
what offers have you had, why have you held out, what
have you got in mind as the value of your property. If
you are going to have discovery, you are going to
prolong the assessment process.

This should be a straightforwar& and simpie process.
You should not need discovery. You should not need
lawyers, particularly at the Board ¢f Revision. Someone
should be able to go to the Board of Revision, make
a submission without going to the expense of a lawyer,
and say: My property has been assessed too high, |
want it reduced by 5 or 10 percent t¢ be in line with
my neighbour or someone across the street who sold
their property for this or that, their house is similar to
mine. This will result in a very small saving that year
or the following year in taxes. It does not warrant hiring
a lawyer. It does not warrant discovery or fishing
expeditions for documents.

Within the Home Builders Association we have a
concern for individual taxpayers who have to go through
this process or for our members who own land for one,
or two, or three, or twenty years, who have to present
appeals by themselves. So we would suggest a serious
reconsideration of the discovery provisions of Section
16 or the reverse onus. | have itemized the section
numbers which | have been able to see as being affected
in my brief and | do not have to read them to you
aloud.

| have read submissions of others to the Law
Amendments or to this committee and | know that the
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City of Winnipeg was putting in a pitch to award costs.
| have to say to you, with the greatest of respect to
Mayor Norrie and the Executive Policy Committee, you
should not go with that suggestion. Awarding costs
against taxpayers trying to get a fair shake on their
assessment is not the way to go.

The final subject that | have to address | was alerted
to by some of the questions put to Mr. Chappell earlier.
That is, how do you treat a developer and how do you
treat a farmer who owns land immediately around the
City of Winnipeg? Mr. Chappell put forward a very
fascinating suggestion. If the owner is a farmer, then
he gets assessed on a fictitious basis of his usable
value as a farmer. Once the owner is no longer a farmer,
the person pays the full shot.

It is an interesting idea. My association respectfully
suggests that if farm land is going to get a break, it
does not matter who owns it. You cannot give a farmer
a break, or he is going to get a windfall. Perhaps the
Weir Commission is the best way to go. Perhaps leaving
it in the hands of the municipal councils and the City
Council, in their good judgment, giving them discretion
to classify or reclassify, is the way to go.

My association is going to put in a plug in its own
self-interest and in the interests of its clients and
consumers. You cannot paint developers as different
than farmers, the farmers being good and developers
being bad. The farmers are developers too. The farmer
who is holding onto his property is looking for the best
price in the long run. The developer who is using his
property renting it to a farmer at marketrentis in the
same situation as regards his cash flow and his present
ability to pay. Higher taxes mean nothing more than
higher prices for the consumer in the long run.

The committee, in our submission, will have to treat
everyone the same. The committee’s recommendation
to the Legislature, | suggest, should be, simply, actual
value—giving the municipalities and the city the
discretion to classify, and leaving that decision to be
made by elected representatives on a year-by-year
basis by way of deciding what is going to be the mill
rate for any particular classification, and what
classifications are going to be permitted. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Dalmyn. Are there any
questions to the presenter? Mr. Plohman.

Mr. Plohman: Yes, | understand, Sir, that you said that
you agree with or recognize the presentations of Mr.
Chappell, Mr. Nugent and Mr. Mercury. | did not get
from that, that you necessarily endorsed all of their
suggestions. You have identified some where you did
endorse them since that time. Would that be a correct
assessment of your position on their briefs, that you
did not mean you endorse or support precisely what
they recommended?

Mr. Dalmyn: | have seen a single sheet summary of
Mr. Nugent’s recommendations, and our association
endorses those, and, in fact, goes beyond on some
points. We largely endorse what Mr. Mercury had to
say. Mr. Chappell raised some significant concerns as
well, some of which we agree with and some of which
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we do not. We do not agree with his idea that somehow
you are going to achieve equity or you are going to
achieve justice and fairness by treating farmers
differently than so-called developers.

He raised one interesting suggestion that | did not
deal with in the written brief and that is under our
present system in the City of Winnipeg— you have a
Board of Revision of 30 odd members, sitting in panels
of three or four, and panels’ recommendations being
potentially overturned or overruled by the whole board.

Wehaveseenin my experience, and in the experience
of people appearing before the board, different results
from different panels at different times. Overall, it is
probably preferable to have the decision made by the
people that you are speaking to rather than have a
round-table discussion among 20 or 30 people, and
presentations which the taxpayer and the city assessor
are in no position to answer. It is probably better to
go with that, and that is a suggestion he made verbzally
that | would endorse.

Mr. Plohman: On that point, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mercury,
| believe, suggested that, if boards were going to
overrule decisions of panels, there should be an
opportunity for the appellant to appear again. Which
position do you prefer, insofar as the two
recommendations?

Mr. Dalmyn: Mr. Chappell’s. Mr. Mercury’s position,
to me, presents problems because the board, first of
all, has to tentatively make up its mind and identify an
appeal in which it has already decided to disagree with
a panel. Some people are being singled out f{or special
treatment. Everyone who appears before a panel should
be treated similarly.

* (1640)

You should not, secondly, have pre-identified a panel
recommendation, and put someone, whether it is the
taxpayer or the assessor, behind an eight ball when
he comes to argue in front of 20 people. The process
being what it is, the meetings of the Board of Revision
being what they are, you are going to get pretty
summary justice, a pretty impatient hearing, if you have
to go back to the full board. So better take the panel,
that is my suggestion.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, under the appea!
provision, thenyou are of the opinion that there shouid
be a provision for an appeal based on external reasons
other than just what is mentioned in Section 13{1} at
any time during the intervening period between
assessments.

Mr. Dalmyn: Yes, Sir.

Mr. Plohman: You would recommend an amendment
that would provide for that kind of a broad appeai
provision?

Mr. Dalmyn: Yes, Mr. Nugent suggested a way simply
of avoiding the so-called freeze provisions. | d¢ not
think technically ! could do better than his suggestior:.
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Mr. Plchman: You mentioned also under Section 16(1}
that there was a reverse onus that gave the assaessor
some access to information that | understood you to
say they do not currently have. In fact, instead of the
onus being placed on the assesscr to demonstrate that
the assessment is fair and equitable and that in fact
it now placed some of the burden on the taxpaysr o
provide information, it proves that it is not equitable.

Mr. Dalmyn: | am sorry if | was confusing on that point.
There are two interrelated considerations there, Mr.
Chairperson, Members. Section 16 gives the assessor
a new right to demand information frem a taxpayer,
16(1) and 16(2). | think 16(3), going to the Land Titles
Office, is something the assessor can do anyway. Then
we get into the onus provisions for the appeal legislation
directing your attention to 53. 53(1) applies to 2 Board
of Revision hearing and it says generally before @ board
the burden of proof is on the assessor. That is the law
as it stands now. 53(2) and 53(3) provide for a reverse
or shifting of onus. This is new. 53(3), the title, burden
of proof for non-co-operation, that refers back to non-
co-operation under Section 16, a taxpayer who is
accused by the assessor of being unco-operative. The
assessor searches for information under Section 16
stands to face a reverse onus.

In the same fashion as the reverse onus at the
Municipal Board stage and | would refer the committee
to Section 59 which governs procedure before the
Municipal board. The burden of proof on appeals, 59(5),
the general burden is as under existing law on the
assessor; then we go to 59(6), providing a reverse
burden for non-co-operation. Now that may or may
not be justified. | wish to point out that it is a change
in the law, not an insignificant one, and it relates back
primarily to Section 16, to the new power to demand
information. The main vice of demanding information
is that it tends to judicialize the assessment process
and it prolongs it.

| pointed out earlier that we are still dealing with 1987
and 1988 appeals that have not been heard as of 1990.
| do not want to sound critical necessarily of the Board
of Revision, but we have the Board of Revision refusing
to schedule appeals in the City of Winnipeg because
the city assessor’s office is saying, well, we do not have
the personnel or people are working on something else,
we are not ready to go. It would be probably desirable
if we are attacking this legislation afresh to put some
penalty on the assessor for not being able to pursue
and prosecute the appeal process properly. That is a
significant consideration.

Mr. Plohman: That is another issue, we are dealing
here with the authority of the assessor to demand
information. The way ~ou understand this will be that
this could take place at the time the assessor is making
his assessment. He could demand this information
before making a final assessment if for any reason he
does not have enough documentation to make it
through other sources.

Mr. Dalmyn: Yes, it would apply at the time of the
assessment, but as | read it and being perhaps cynical
| would suspect it would come into play after a taxpayer

232

files an appeal in most instances. It would be used as
a discovery tool and | say that has some advantages.
it may lead to more accuracy in the appeal process,
but if the taxpayer who appeals is the only taxpayer
who is going to be subjected to this type of demand,
{ am wondering if | you are getting into, as | said earlier,
judicializing the process or perhaps penalizing the
taxpayer who dares 1o appeal. ’

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | wouid like clarification
from the department, from the Minister, as to whether
this is in fact the intent, and whether an amendment
might have to be made. Wouid you agras then—perhaps
before the Minister might want to make some comments
on that, if it is acceptable to the committee—that this
could apply at the time of the initial assessment but
should not apply for an appeal? Would ti:at deal with
the concerns that you are raising so that it would not
be, in fact, a process of discovery: it couid only apply
at the time of the assessment?

Mr. Dalmyn: That would be a constructive amendment,
because it would prevent a Section 16 demand for
information being used to delay an appeal hearing.
Previous speakers have said that it is desirable that
the appeal move quickly so that the municipality or the
city can finalize its tax base, and it is desirable to let
the taxpayer know where he stands. So if you could
avoid delay and avoid penalizing or singling out
individual taxpayers, yes, it is very constructive.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, would that then mean
that Section 59(6) and the other section dealing with
appeals that you mentioned—I cannot remember which
one it was—would be redundant?

Mr. Dalmyn: | would prefer to see those declared
redundant. | can see a stronger logic for keeping those
sections if the amendment you proposed earlier to
Section 16 was to go. It would be less cnerous, less,
perhaps, discriminatory toward an individual taxpayer
involved in an individual assessment appeal.

Mr. Plohman: Just for further clarification, 59{6), Burden
of proof for non co-operation, perhaps couid be retained
for (a), which is to give an assessor a reasonable
opportunity to inspect the property, bu¢ not for (b),
which is to comply with Section 16.

Mr. Dalmyn: Yes.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, i think there are some
valid points here and perhaps the Minister is indicating
that he may have some clarification on this area, at
this particular time, which might be useful.

Mr. Penner: Mr. Chairman, if it is your wish, | would
indicate that under Section 21(1) of the old Act, it
indicates persons to furnish information and statements,
and that section of the old Act reads this way, ‘“‘Every
person shall furnish to the assessor any information in
his possession necessary to enable the assessor to
perform his duties; and a persor: having property liable
to assessment, if so required, shall deliver to the
assessor a statement in writing signed by him, or if he
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is absent, by his agent, containing all or any of the
particulars required to be entered in the assessment
roll respecting the property.” It is staff’s interpretation—
and the intent of the new Bill would be to comply with
that section, or be a similar section of the new Bill that
would indicate that the assessor had the same authority
to request information if and when required.

Mr. Plohman: s that through the appeal process? Mr.
Chairman, | think the key factor here is whether this
is a request under the old Act that could be made at
the time of an appeal, or at any time, or just when the
initial assessment is taking place?

| know it is not proper procedure to be directing
questions to the Minister now, but | think that is a
relevant point insofar as the presenter’s point here.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Plohman. Mr. Minister.

Mr. Penner: My information is that under the old Act,
the assessor has the same right under the appeal to
request further information that the assessor is given
under Section 21(1) of the old Act, which pertains to
the initial assessment. So the assessor, in fact, does
have the right to ask for further information under
Section 21(1) during the appeal process.

Mr. Plohman: | would ask the presenter whether it is
in fact his understanding, and whether, also, the key
point here is the burden of proof shift that is being
presented in this Act?

* (1650)

Mr. Dalmyn: The Minister has pointed out correctly,
Mr. Chairperson, that there was similar legislation to
Section 16 in the existing Act. | would suggest there
are wording changes and it has been broadened, and
as Mr. Plohman’s question indicates, the most
significant innovation of Bill 79 is the reverse onus in
an appeal due to alleged non-co-operation. Whether
that signals an intent by the assessors to demand
information more routinely, | do not know, but | point
out primarily the consequences of that to the appeal
process and the potential unfairness to people
appearing before Boards of Revision particularly without
counsel.

Mr. Laurie Evans: | would just like to pursue this
concept of the comments you made regarding the
assessment and the taxation of land around the
periphery of the city or around the periphery of other
urban developments, because | think today we have
heard the complete range from your own, where you
say that regardless of who the owner is, the land should
be taxed the same all the way through to those who
are talking in terms of a retroactive windfall type of an
approach to it, which may go as far back as eight or
10 years.

| have a little difficulty with the concept of having a
developer treated as though he were a farmer and being
taxed that way, in terms of the implication that this
would have on speculative purchases of land around
the periphery of the city, knowing full well that it is stil!
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subject to zoning and other regulations. It would seem
to me that we could be moving, if we were to adopt
what you have suggested, to a situation where al! land
within a considerable radius of the city would be owned
by speculators because there would be no reason why
they would not purchase that land, because they would
betreated as though they were farmers and they would
be paying tax on it simply as agricultural producers
despite the fact that the land would be operated by
renters for the most part.

My experience would indicate that on land that is
owned for speculative purposes and being rented out,
there is a tendency to mine that land, in other words
to minimize the inputs and attempt to maximize—take
as much out of it as you can in a hurry, and eventualily
you get that land to the point where it has very little
agricultural value anyway.

| would like your interpretation as to why you feel
that there should not be some consideration given to
the protection of farmers who own their land and are
attempting to maintain that in agricultural production
for a particular period of time knowing full well that
they may at some time look upon that land as their
pension plan, because certainly there are farmers who
own land around the periphery of the city or who are
anticipating selling it either themselves or their
benefactors will sell it at a later date for some
advantage. | certainly cannot agree with the concept
that if you as a developer go out and buy a section
of land on the periphery of the city that you should be
treated similar to a farm owner in terms of the taxation
level on that.

Mr. Dalmyn: A developer who buys farm land and
rents it out should probably have the same incentive
to keep that land in good agricultural production as a
farmer, whether you wish to categorize it as using the
land as his pension or as | have categorized it earlier,
as a farmer developer. There are difficulties, the
experience around the City of Winnipeg has shown that
assessing all farm land, regardless of whether it is
owned by a so-called developer or by a farmer leads
to a fairly high level of taxation or a fairly high
assessment which had to be alleviated against by a
special classification leading to a lower level of taxation.

It was found, as | pointed out earlier, that the city
assessor tended to treat all farmers as potential
developers and that the assessment was high. The
adjustment however did not come close, | think, to
offsetting the taxes that would have had to have been
paid if the land were not reclassified. Our association
has come to the conclusion that the best way to go is
to treat everyone the same, whether they are called
farmer deveioper, farmer with an eye on a pension,
developer renting to a farmer and to try to emphasize
the importance of good farm inputs and good farm
practices while the land is being used as farm tand.

Otherwise you are going to get into a terrible swamg.
You are going to see deveiopers buying land anyway
but putting it under option and using trusis or other
devices to try to avoid being shown as the cwner ic
avoid taxation. It probably has to be left to classification
and in the hands of the councils to determine o a
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iocal basis who is abusing the fand and who is using
the land properly. | do not see, the association |
represent does not see having a two-track definition
of vajue, one for farmers and one for non-farmer
developers in the iegisiation iiself. The legisiation
permits classification according to regulations which
is a more flexible and appropriate method of dealing
with the situation.

Mr. Laurie Evans: Well, | still have difficuity with the
concept, because earlier on you had made the
statement that theland values were going to be higher
if the developer was paying a higher taxation level. in
other words, you are indicating to me that the taxation
they pay over a period of years that they have held
that land is simply going to be put into the overall vaiue
of that land, and that in the end you or i, as a home
owner, are simply going to cover that through the size
of our mortgage.

| would react to that and say that | would doubt very
much whether the price of the land that the developer
would be charging would vary at all. | think that it would
still be based on what the market would bear at that
particular time, and that the differential in taxes over
a 10 year period would not be reflected whatsoever in
the price of the land that the developer would be
charging if | went out to buy a lot in one of those new
areas.

Mr. Dalmyn: In reply, Sir, | would not wish to sell farmers
short. Your farmer knows what your developer is
charging for land, and your farmer who has enjoyed
a tax holiday is going to try to get as much of his
pension plan as he can and all power to him. The farm
economy being what it is, he should perhaps get a
break at some stage, but if it is to be a break, let it
be understood as a break for that purpose. Let it be
understood that that farmer is at some stage going to
reap a benefit which he has not paid tax on, which
means that his neighbours elsewhere in the municipality
have paid extra taxes.

Mr. l.aurie Evans: | think you have missed my point.
As | understand it, if you are going to treat the owner
the same way regardless of whether he is a farmer or
a developer, then there is no disincentive for the
developer not to go out and purchase land far in
advance of what he would normally do if he knew his
taxation was going to be much higher because he was
not going to be identified as a farmer.

So | can visualize—and maybe | am way off base
here because | have not had a lot of time to think about
this and because the concepts have just come up today.
it would seem to me that we could look at a situation
where if now—and | am just using this as a
hypothetical—every*ii:g within a certain radius of the
city is now owned by uevelopers. | would think that if
the developer is treated as if he were a farmer you
would find the radius around the city which was in the
hands of developers and speculators would expand
very rapidly because there would be no disincentive
for them going out and purchasing at the best price
they can, knowing the period of time that they would
speculate is of littie significance because they are not
going to be punished through the taxation system.
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Mr. Dalmyn: He stili has to find a willing buyer and
he still has to dig into his pocket or go to his bank to
get the money. if you are talking about a larger radius—
the jarger the radius, you are also talking about a larger
area. Every kilometer that you go out you have a larger
and larger area, and you are getting into some either
very rich or very brave speculators.

| understand the Honourabie Member’s point very,
very well. As | said, my pitch is simply, do not try to
single out developers because davaiopars have their
customers and clients. The farmer is going to—whether
he gets a break or not—go and in: his own legitimate
seli-interest try to charge the same price to the public.
The value of the land is the same and it should be
treated the same, subject, | suggest again, to
classification, subject to the judgment of the local
Governments or the autherity charged with making
regulations under The Municipai Assessment Act as to
classification.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, just on that point. | just
ask whether you would agree with my assessment that
the disincentive would be one step back, that in fact
the farmer who sells would have to pay retroactive
taxation—five years or 10 years, depending—on what
provision applied at that particular case. So in fact the
farmers themselves would have that disincentive to sell
that land to someoneelse and that would be the check
and balance in the system as | see it. Would you agree
with that?

* (1700)

Mr. Dalmyn: That would be an interesting check. As
far as the interests of the association | represent | would
suggest that farmers and farm land, farm land is farm
land, and a farmer—you should not have a definition
of farmer. You should treat the owner of usable farm
land the same whether it is a developer or a farmer
who cashes in. As long as everyone is treated equally,
no one can complain. Otherwise, vou ars going to see
a terrible mess with deals under the table, secret deals,
secret trusts, options, you name i. You are going to
get into an enforcement nightmare. { do not know who
is supposed to enforce this, the province or the
municipalities, but | see a terrible mess ahead.

Mr. Plohman: | just want to indicate that | am certainly
not in the position or do not want to be in the position
of defending developers in this instance as some
arguments are being made, not insofar s my position,
but in terms of treating developers liike farmers. Our
position is basically based on the iand use. If the land
is being used for agricultural purposes, that should be
the criterion to determine the amount of taxes they are
paying.

| believe from what you said you probably concur to
a certain extent that by having a retroactive provision
to ensure that whoever it is that, as you put it, cashes
in has to pay the taxes which should have been paid
on that land for a number of years back. In fact, it
tends to buffer that windfall which would be there.

Mr. Dalmyn: It buffers the windfall and it sees to it
that the taxes are paid when the cash is there. Your
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say, i one of the presenters or two is not here ioday
ithat they have forfelied their chance to make a
presentation forever.

Mr. Chairman: Okay, is that the will of the commitiee?
Agreed. Mr. Cummings.

#ir. Cummings: | would like z little clarification on the
implications of what the Member for Dauphin {iir.
Plohman) was just expounding. Is he saying that if
another presenter shows up that they will be heard,
when?

Mr. Plohman: Clearly, what | said was that those who
are on the list that were not able to be heretoday that
we would hear them at the next sitting of the committee,
those who are on the list but did not comea. That is
what | said.

Now, if there are other presenters that show up on
Monday at three o’clock, when we are starting our
clause by clause, | think the committee has to decide
at that point, yes or no, whether they want to hear the
public at that point in time. It is a difficult thing. If
people come forward, however, we should decide then.

| was not suggesting that we make a decision that
those would be heard at this time. What | was
suggesting, Mr. Chairman, is that those on the list would
not be forfeiting their chances to make their
presentation simply because they did not arrive today.

Mr. Chairman: The rules of the committee are if we
have called the names twice and if they are not here,
they are dropped from the list. In the case of Mr.
Manchulenko and Mr. Fontaine, they were already called
twice, so they were not here. | understand they are not
here again. Are Mr. William Manchulenko or Mr. Philip
Fontaine here? No, they are not here.

Mr. Plohman, on a point of order?

Mr. Plohman: Well, just recognize me whatever way
you wish.

Mr. Chairman:
Plohman?

Do you have a point of order, Mr.

Mr. Plohman: No, | have a comment.
Mr. Chairman: Okay.

Mz Plohman: Because | know you are going to say
| did not have a point of order.

| just want to bring to the committee’s attention that
my colleague, the Member for Rupertsland (Mr. Harper),
has endeavoured to :.ntact Mr. Fontaine to determine
why they have not been able to be here today or whether
they are still coming. | would ask the indulgence of the
committee for him to return from his phone call to try
to shed some light on that. It seems to me that the
committee couid decide at any time to hear a member
of the public, regardiess of what the rules are about
calling twice. The committee can determine that if they
wish, so we should leave that open, | would think, Mr.
Chairman.
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#Mr. Chairman: Al the present time we havetwo people
left on the list here, 2 Mr. Garry Grant, then possibly
a Mr. John Petrinka. is that right?

An Honourable Member: And then Mr. Lasko.

#r. Chairman: Those three we will deal with after, but
we have first two who are on the list, Mr., Garry Grant
and Mr. .John Peirinka, who would like to make
presentations, | undersiand.

RERRE

Mr. Taylor: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman: Point of order, Mr. Taylor.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Lasko came before this committee one
evening before Christmas and said he wouid be coming
back. Is he not on the list before these people? | thought
he was.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor, | am sorry, you do not have
a point of order.

EX 2 X 2

Mr. Chairman: We have a statement about the three
who did attend the hearings and actually did make
presentations. They were Mr. Taras Lasko, Mr. John
Kuzminski and Mr. Peter Meyer. They were all in the
same position, and they spoke at the hearings already
that we had.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, Mr. Lasko did not make
a presentation whatsoever. He came forward and said—

Mr. Chairman: Yes, he did, Mr. Taylor. | am sorry.

Mr. Taylor: | am sorry, | was at tha: session, Mr.
Chairperson. He said: | am not greparad, | just was
made aware of it, | was out of the country and | would
like to come back at a time when { am: prepared. That
is about the extent of his comments. The committee
agreed we would like to hear you agair when you are
prepared, whether that is orally, or orally and in writing.
He did not make a presentation, so the suggestion by
the staff to that effect is in error.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor, | am going i correct you.
On December 21, Mr. Taras Lasko, who is a private
citizen, spoke for four minutes and forty-three seconds
and was asked questions by Mr. Penner and Mr. Ashton
for eight minutes and three seconds. He had no written
presentation.

Mr. Taylor: No written presentation whatsoever.
Mr. Chairman: He did have a presentation, | am sorry.

Mr. Taylor: Then you are suggesting, Mr. Chairperson,
the basis of that is this man has made a presentation.

Mr. Chairman: |If these people had written
presentations, we were willing to accept them, were
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Mr. Grant: That would be getting into the whole area
of municipal financing | suppose. There are already
provisions for added taxation when a building goesinto
production within part of a year and becomes kind of
a windfall-revenue sort of thing. | would think that there
would have to be some provision for buffering, a reserve
or whatever it is. | still place before you as an unfair
situation where, say they do pull that plant out of
production and renovate it, their taxes continue.

Right across the way from them is someone else
putting up a new plant. They do not have taxation until
they are into production. That is the unfairness. | am
concerned about the taxpayers’ end of it, you see. |
know that from the administrative thing there can be
problems, and at the municipal office there could be
problems, and provisions would have to be made for
it, but in fairness to the taxpayer | think it needs looking
at.

Mr. Taylor: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairperson. To the
delegation, you say you were an active assessor as
part of your career?

Mr. Grant: As active as assessors get, yes.

Mr. Taylor: All right. What did you do when you went
in and assessed a house which had replacement
plumbing and replacement electrical, potentially a
furnace, new shingles, that sort of thing? We are not
talking about particularly a qualitative upgrading, but
we are talking about replacement of basic features of
the house because they have worn out. What was the
reaction that you, as an assessor, took when you saw
a house that had been changed in that fashion?

Mr. Grant: Speaking specifically of a house or any
other building, | suppose its value was enhanced.
Therefore, it seemed fair to up the assessed value of
it, taking into consideration how much realistically it
was improved.

There are formulas of sorts, but in effect, if the
building is improved, you have to attempt to gauge
how much improvement it was. You could spend
$50,000, but you may have only improved the building
$20,000 in the assessor’s mind or in the owner’s mind
or a new owner’s mind or whatever. That is quite
possible for a person to have happened.

Mr. Taylor: Yes, | am not talking about a situation where
all sorts of new outlets are added or where fancy lighting
fixtures or Jacuzzi or whirlpool baths or any of these
other nice plumbing things are added in, but we are
just talking about replacing the basic electrical lines,
replacing the basic plumbing service within the home,
that sort of thing.

That then, in your view as an assessor, was not a
case of keeping the home going, because it was
becoming non-functional because of problems with the
wiring, such as shorts and old cast-iron pipes springing
leaks. In your view, it did not matter that was just a
case of keeping the home going; it was still viewed as
a qualitative improvement, just replacing those basic
things?
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Mr. Grant: | guess the picture | was getting maybe
was a bit above what you are saying. | am talking about
somebody that has really said, | am improving the
property. But maintenance, in the long run—if you want
to call it maintenance sort of thing—does enhance and
keep the building from, you might say, being demolished
in time.

So | do not know how else the assessor would handle
the situation, in that this sort of maintenance in some
way or other does keep the value up—or whatever you
call it—and if you do not do maintenance, then it
becomes a loss of value faster, | suppose. | think, over
time, it must be recognized by the assessors.

Mr. Taylor: In the time you were in the service, were
there discussions held in the department in regard to
the concept of tax holiday for those who did those
basic things—to keep up older housing stock—and
tax on truly qualitative improvements, such as nice
added features, additions, fancier windows and
plumbing facilities, in contrast to the basic replacement
aspect of features such as plumbing, electrical, roof,
that sort of thing? Did this sort of thing ever come out?

Mr. Grant: | am sure, as a working, administrative
person that—I| cannot just recall a specific example,
but | am sure we had, you might say, professional
discussions about evaluations of property which would
cover this sort of thing. | know if we consider what
happened in other jurisdictions, if it came up there,
certainly it was a matter of discussion, but we operated
within the law, of course.

Mr. Taylor: | wonder if you are aware that in some
jurisdictions in Canada there is up to a five-year tax
holiday for that sort of basic upgrading of older housing
stock. Have you ever come across that in any of your
readings or professional meetings or anything like that?

Mr. Grant: Well, it is about 10 years since | was an
assessor. So | am a little forgetful of just whether | had
or not, but | cannot specifically remember reading the
details of how that was administered. No, | do not know.
The concept | can understand and most likely hearc
it, but not in depth.

Mr. Taylor: Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Are there any other
questions for the presenter? {f not, thank you very much,
Mr. Grant, for your presentation.

Mr. Grant: Thank you.
* (1740)

Mr. Chairman: | have one iast presenter, M. John
Petrinka. Do you have a copy of your presentation Mr.
Petrinka?

Mr. John Petrinka {Private Citizen}: No, ! see this
leaves the door open for me. Mister—whai was his
name—Lasko who was here once before did esight?
minutes but no formal presentation. | think that is going
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io aliow me to do maybe a 30 or 40 page presentation
at some future date.

My comments are few. | would like 1o first of all
suggest that the Goverpment should be commended
for having the guts to pass through this legislation. The
market value approach is going to, whether you realize
it or not, simplify the process. in fact, you may be able
to do away with haif your assessors becauss you will
be gaining approximately 3,000 new assessors; every
real estate agent is going to become an assessor now
with the’85 values.

What { would like to comment on is ocwnership of
land. | sat here aii afternoon and, as areal estate byoker,
| have heard many comments on how {arnd should be
assessed inside the urban limit line, outside the urban
limit line, whether you be a farmer or a deveisper. The
concept in marketing is four Ps, price, product, place
and promotion. In assessment there are three Ps,
present and permitted use and no assessment on
potential. Potential is only assessed at the time that
the so-called given gain kicks in. When you take a ook
at the number of statements thathavebeen made here
this afternoon, we have a situation where they talked
about ownership. Really, it matters not whether a
developer or a farmer owns the land, it is in the present
and permitted use. What the economic gains from the
land are is the only configuration that enters into the
final economic evaluation of the land.

The other side of the valuation that happened outside
the urban limit line—we had the City of Winnipeg pass
a thing called ““Plan Winnipeg” in 1986, and as of 1981,
if you take a look at land sales outside the urban limit
line, they are non-existent. The Assessment Department
literally set its assessed values at your ‘75 level, based
on sales from 1974 through 1978. There was a lot of
speculation; speculation was rampant at that time.
Those values could be anywhere as high as $4,000,
$5,000 an acre, but that land in essence, in April of
‘86, was frozen for 20 years.

There is no deveiopment outside the urban limit line
for 20 years. it makes no difference what your race,
colour or creed is, whether you are & farmer or a
developer, that land is wort: what the present and
permitted use is, which is farming. We know what
farmers have been going through over the last couple
of years. Where land was worth $2,000, $3,000 an acre
in your prime agricuitural areas of the province around
Carman and so forth, they are having trouble getting
$500, $600, $700 an acre today. You are having the
same particular situation happen here outside the urban
limit line.

if you have z piece of land on one side of the
Perimeter, outside the urban limit line, on one side of
the Perimeter it is worth $750 and on the inside of the
Perimeter it is worth $2,500.00. You teii ma what the
difference in the preduction value of that land is? There
are none, but yet the assessment is thal much of a2
difference.

So what you have here is not a matter of who owns
the land. | am inclined to agree possibly with Mrn
Plohman’s approach in recapiure, but then that has a
little bit of a problem with me too. | think 1 was
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mentioned again whether or not it was the farmer that
sold the land or whether the developer sold the land,
but who is {0 say that the land may not be worth market
vailue at thal time, the time that the sale ocours which
may not be, according to the latest legislation, until
‘88 and 20 vears. That is 2008.

So it all comes down 10 whal market value is all
about, and | think we had a good definition from Mr.
Chappell on markei vaiue. | think the legisiation, while
it has a coupie of technical things thal | would like to
address, | think | am just going 1o stick with the fact
that the two comments are enough for tonight. We will
let you ail go home for dinner.

Mr. Chairman:
Petrinka?

Are there any questions for Mr.

Just a minute, Mr. Petrinka. Mr. Minister, did you
have a question?

Mr. Penner: Nota question, just a very brief comment.
For somebody who did not spend a great deal of time
putting a presentation down on paper, i am impressed
with the depth at which you have addressed the issue
in the way you have done, and | appreciate very much
the presentation that you have made.

Mr. Patrinka: Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Petrinka. Are there any
other presenters here? If not that concludes our list
of presentations.- (interjection)- Well, it is up to the
committee. We musthave unanimous consent, but these
people have already given their presentations. We must
have unanimous consent to give them the right to let
them present.

An Honourable Member: How many wouid there be?

Mr. Chairman: There would be three, &ir. Meyer, Mr.
Kuzminski, and Mr. Lasko.
An Honourable Member: Are they ail here at the
present?

Mr. Chairman: Two are here. Mr. Kuzminski was here
earlier today and he was quite satisfied to give his
written brief to us and | believe his written presentation
was distributed. The same with the other two members,
as far as | know. They have a written presentation. It
is not circulated? | am sorry, it is not circulated, but
it is here.

An Honourable Member: So we will be getting it?
Mz Chairmamn: Yes.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Meyer gave a copy of his presentation
to some of us. | know | have a copy of it.

Mr. Chairman: The only one we do not have a written
presentation from is Mr. Lasko.- (interjection)- You have
a written presentation? -(interjection}- Well, he has
already.- (interjection)- Is it the will of the committee
that we give Mr. Lasko unanimous consent to give his
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Education Support Levy and should not be used by
municipalities, looking at Section 23(2), maybe the
Minister or somebody can clarify—farm property. Is
that strictly reai estate? Is that strictly land? Does that
include outbuildings? ‘It does not appear to be clear
in the definitions.

Mr. Chairman: Who is your question for, Mr. Roch?

Mr. Roch: Mr. Penner or the staff. In Section 23(2),
and | bring up the question because of that latter part
here, where it states that assessment and taxation of
farm buildings is only for the Education Support Levy
and shall not be used by municipalities.

Mr. Penner: Under—

Mr. Roch: Under 23(2), Farm Property Exemption:
Farm Property is exempt from liability for payment of
the Education Support Levy under The Public Schools
Act.

Mr. Penner: The 23(2) refers to farm property and
speaks to the exemption for payment of the Education
Support Levy under The Public Schools Act and refers
to, specifically, farm properties such as land and
outbuildings.

Mr. Roch: The question then, to Mr. Lasko, is that, if
I understand you correctly, you are saying that the
outbuildings here should be used only for the ESL, not
for general municipal taxation.

Mr. Lasko: Or provincial support levy, and not be used
for any other purposes.

Mr. Roch: Okay, thank you.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Lasko, you made reference to uses of
greenhouses, some that are operating on a year-round
basis and others that are only for two or three months.
What was the main function of those that are going to
beused for only two or three months? Are these starter
plants?

Mr. Lasko: These are plants that | use myself. | raise
these plants for March and April. Then in May they go
out into the garden. They are for my own use.

Mr. Taylor: They are not being used as seasonal
greenhouses for flowering plants or anything like that?

* (1800)

Mr. Lasko: No, they are just used for vegetables for
myself in my own garden. What | meant was this: if
you have a chicken barn or a hog barn or, say, a garage
or whatever that is used year-round, thereis an income
from those buildings year-round, but from a greenhouse
or a grain bin—it is only used for a couple of months.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, | understand that
vegetable growing is your main role. Do you have
refrigerated, heated, chilled buildings of any sort for
vegetable storage after the crop is in?
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Mr. Lasko: One shed.

Mr. Taylor: Could you describe what sort of a building
that is? Is that an insulated building with a temperature
control, or what is the nature of that building?

Mr. Lasko: It is just a plain building. It is not insulated
or—it is just a plain building. The way'| market garden
is that by November my crops are all sold and | have
nothing for storage for the winter.

Mr. Taylor: Would you say, Mr. Lasko, that would be
a normal pattern then for a market gardener, that there
is not retention of crop on the property, and that it is
gone by the time winter has arrived?

Mr. Lasko: | believe there are different classes of
market gardening. There are the root crop growers
which store vegetables like potatoes and other stuff
pretty well all winter. | do not grow any root crops. My
crops are mostly on top, like cabbage, peppers, and
stuff like that.

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairman, | just wanted to ask Mr.
Lasko whether he has any specific proposals for the
provision of assessment of bush land or wildlife habitat.
Should it be assessed at a certain percentage of
agricultural land or do you leave that up to us but feel
that it should be lower than agricultural land?

Mr. Lasko: | am not an assessor or anything. | believe
that it should be dealt with within the committee.

Mr. Plohman: What you are saying though is that you
feel there is a need to provide an incentive to retain
this land in its natural state for environmental reasons?

Mr. Lasko: Right. We have been asking for this for the
last 20 years. That land could be used for agricultural
purposes, but it is there and we have left that land
there for that one reason because it is flood prone. It
is very bad for erosion, so that is why it is staying in
its natural state. The only thing it is good for is if a
person builds a house in there, and that is about it.
The rest will stay in bush; that is about all it is good
for.

Mr. Plohman: Not only should the land be assessed
at a lower value because it is bush land—as | believe
the current assessment would reflect—but it should
also be taxed at a lower percentage than a farmer.

Mr. Lasko: Right. | am not asking that we do not pay
any tax at all. | just say that it should be assessed and
taxed lower, either one or the other.

Mr. Laurie Evans: Mr. Chairperson, my questions relate
to the comments you make regarding the flood
proneness of land, and | know where you are south of
the floodway there. Has that area which is subject to
excess flooding as a result of the floodway—and | was
unfortunate enough to live in that vicinity at one time,
and no one will ever convince me that the floodway
has not exaggerated the flooding problems south of
it, it obviously has. Has that differential ever been








