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On 1st January 2011, Canada will join the more
than 100 countries, including Australia, the
European Union, Hong Kong and New Zealand,
that have adopted the International Financial
Reporting Standards [IFRS].  This marks a
departure for Canada: previously it had been
moving its Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP) towards the American GAAP.
Instead the United States has started the process
of moving American GAAP towards IFRS and is
expected to be compliant, in as much as it effects
the treatment of real estate, by 2014. The
financial crisis of 2008 and its aftermath has
provided ammunition to those in favour of
retaining GAAP, and the proponents of IFRS.
The train however has already left the station,
IFRS  promises more transparency and
compatibility of financial statements worldwide.
The replacement of Canadian GAAP by the IFRS
will be mandatory for all of the country’s 4,500
Publicly Accountable Enterprises [PAE] (publicly
traded companies, credit unions, insurance
companies, trusts, REITS). Privately held
companies can opt to adopt the IFRS but having
done so cannot easily revert back again.
Government Business Enterprises [GBE] i.e. self
revenue generating bodies such as Canada Post,
CMHC, public utilities, et al, have been directed
by the Public Sector Accounting Board [PSAB]
to adopt IFRS on 1st January 2011 but have been
fighting a rear guard action.  Government
Business Type Organisations [GBTO] that rely on
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government subsidy (housing commissions,
some First Nation corporations) are also
resisting PSAB’s directive to adopt the IFRS.
Organisations that adopt the [FRS will require
comparative (2010) financial statements: the
starter’s pistol has been fired, the race is
underway.  The major difference between
GAAP and the IFRS is the option to replace
historic cost with Fair Value, i.e. “mark to
market”, for assets such as real estate. Given
that the country has rather a lot of the latter, this
promises to be a monumental task. There is a
plethora of information on the Canadian move
to the IFRS, Google will reward your enquiry
with almost 600,000 articles. We commenced
our research eight months ago and it is apparent
that the migration from GAAP to IFRS is a
moving target. However given recent requests
from clients for Year 2010 IFRS compliant
valuations, and the resultant challenges that
have surfaced, we deem it worthwhile to
commit to print. The transition to IFRS is
dominated by the accounting profession and
naturally focuses on their sphere of concern. It
is a world replete with acronyms ... and not a
little confusion. The move from historic cost to
“mark to market” is a valuation problem and
here the devil is in the details. Although the
European Union only moved to the IFRS in
2005, the United Kingdom moved to “mark to
market” in 1972. The Royal Institution of
Chartered Surveyors’ Valuation Standards
(RICS Red Book) has a pedigree dating back to
1976. It incorporates the International
Valuation Standards (IVS) published by the
International Valuation Standards Committee
(IVSC), the Board of which includes
representatives of the RICS, the Appraisal
Institutes of Canada and America and well as
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similar bodies in Australia, China,
Germany, Hong Kong, Holland,
Malaysia, New Zealand, Romania and
Russia.

In October 2003, the International,
Canadian and American Standards
Boards met in Toronto together with
representatives of the North American
appraisal and valuation professions.
Following that meeting, the latter
(RICS, American Society of
Appraisers, Appraisal Institutes of
Canada and America, Centre for
Advanced Property Economics, The
Appraisal Foundation) agreed to co-
ordinate their efforts to expedite the
convergence of financial reporting
standards and affirmed their support of
the International Valuation Standards
Committee (IVSC). Since the RICS
Red Book already incorporates the
International Valuation Standards (IVS)
and is based on thirty five (35) years
experience of marking to market it
provides an excellent reference source
on the subject. We have utilised it and
the International Valuation Standards
Eighth Edition 2007 for the real estate
valuation aspects of IFRS in this article.
Brace yourself; this is exciting.

Real Estate Assets

Broadly speaking real property falls
into one of the following, mutually
exclusive, International Accounting
Standard (IAS) categories:

(1) Investment Property [IAS 40] -
Property (land or building, or a part of
a building, or both) held (by the owner
or by the lessee under a finance lease)
to earn rentals, or for capital
appreciation, or both. It excludes
owner-occupied property used for the
production or supply of goods or
services, or for administrative purposes,
and also property held for sale in the
ordinary course of  business.
Investment property is real estate that is
not owner-occupied. If part of the
property is occupied by the owner the
entire property has to be categorised
instead as “Property, Plant and
Equipment” [TAS 16] unless the portion
occupied by the owner is: (a)
Insignificant e.g. an office building
leased to tenants, a small portion of
which is occupied by the building
owner for its business or for the
building property management office.
(“Insignificant” is not defined by the
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IFRS but is probably < 2% of the total
rentable area) or (b) Could be sold off
separately from the rest of the property
(e.g. an owner occupied hotel built over
a shopping centre which is also owned
by the same party, both the hotel and
shopping centre being separately
registered condominiums).

(2) Property Plant and Equipment
[TAS 16] - Operational assets the
organisation owns, occupies and uses to
conduct its business. IAS 16 defines
them as tangible items that are held for
use in the production or supply of goods
or services, for rental to others, or for
administrative  purposes and are
expected to be used for more than one
year.

Mark to Market

The TFRS gives owners the option of
booking their assets at cost (as per
GAAP) or Fair Value (basically Market
Value) but there are a few twists:

(1) Investment Property [IAS 40]

At the initial or first time adoption of
the IFRS, the property owner may
choose to continue with the (historic)
Cost Model (per GAAP) or utilise the
Fair Value (Market) Model. If they
choose the Fair Value Model they
cannot easily switch back to the
(historic) Cost Model. If they choose
the Cost Model they must also disclose
the current Fair Value in their financial
statements. The IVSC considers that
Fair Value is best represented by
Market value i.e. “the estimated amount
Jfor which a property should exchange
on the date of valuation between a
willing buyer and a willing seller in an
arm’s-length transaction after proper
marketing wherein the parties had each
acted knowledgeably, prudently and
without compulsion”. Presumably the
value is free and clear of any financing.

A Leasehold Interest will be treated as a
finance lease, and an investment
property to the Lessee, where
substantially all of the risks and rewards
are transferred to the Lessee. Generally
if > 90% of the value of the fee simple
interest has been transferred to the
lessee, the Leasehold Interest will be a
finance lease.

Prior experience with countries that
have adopted the IFRS suggests that
most (86%) organisations opt for the

Fair Value Model.

(2) Property Plant and Equipment
[IAS 16]
On the initial or first time adoption of
the IFRS, the property’s owner may, on
a one time basis, revalue their assets to
Fair (Market) Value and use this figure
as their “deemed cost”. Thereafter the
owner may elect to adopt either the Cost
or Revaluation Model. However the
entity must restate all assets in the same
class if it adopts the Revaluation Model.
IAS 16 Paragraph 31 describes the
“revalued amount” as “its fair value at
the date of revaluation less any
subsequent accumulated depreciation

and subsequent accumulated
impairment losses”. However IVSC
suggests that “Fair Value” s

synonymous with “Market Value” and
that this is the figure to be shown on the
balance sheet. The key question is what
assumption should underlie Market
Value:  Highest and Best Use or
Existing Use Value? Take for example,
a single storey industrial property now
located, because of changes in the road
network, in a neighbourhood of
burgeoning car dealerships and other
commercial uses. The property is fully
utilised for industrial production and
has an Existing Use Market Value of
$1.5 million. As a redevelopment site,
its Highest and Best Use Market Value
is $5.5 million. Which value should be
recorded on the balance sheet? The
Highest and Best Use Market Value is
more properly indicative of the asset
value but would overstate the total asset
value unless the firm’s relocation costs
were deducted. The RICS Red Book
advocates the use of Existing Use Value
(a term alluded to but not used by IVS)
unless management intends to liquidate
the entity or cease trading, to avoid
double counting [IAS 1. Para. 23].
This is contrary to appraisal practice in
North  America  which  currently
advocates valuing all land under the
Highest and Best Use assumption. The
RICS Red Book [IVS 6.3] requires that
the Market Value under the Highest and
Best Use (Alternative Use Value) has
also to be computed and disclosed so
that the entity can choose the most
appropriate Market Value to declare as
its “Fair Value”. Where the property
owner takes advantage of the first time
adoption of the IFRS to adjust their cost
base it will be necessary to allocate
“cost” between the land and the
building. The question again arises as
to the basis for valuing the land,
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Existing Use or Highest and Best Use?
If the building is more than twenty
year’s old, there will probably be a
significant value differential between
the two assumptions. In our view
Existing Use Value would be the more
logical assumption.

Surplus property: non-current assets
held for sale, and discontinued
operations, have to be identified [[FRS
5] and ultimately recorded at Fair
(Market) Value less selling costs.
Presumably this would only apply if the
surplus property comprises a legal
entity, separate and distinct from the
operational or investment asset.

Property under development has to be
valued at Market Value taking into
account  existing and  potential
development entitlements and controls.
If the property is intended to be utilised
as an Investment Asset, it should be re-
categorised when ready for occupation.
Specialised Property is defined as “a
property that is rarely if ever sold in the
market, expect by way of a sale of the
business or entity of which it is part, due
to  uniqueness, arising from its
specialised nature and design, its
configuration,  size, location  or
otherwise”. Atlantic Canada is replete
with specialised properties: fish plants,
saw mills, refineries, power stations,
docks, feed mills, public facilities,
churches, etc. The RICS Red Book
mandates [IVS 6.4, IAS 16] the use of
the Depreciated Cost and/or Income
Approaches to determine Fair (Market)
Value depending on the presence or
absence of market data. In the absence
of other potential purchasers for the
business the Market Value thus derived
implies that the present owner is a
potential purchaser. (The RICS Red
Book embodies a “value to the business
model” for the United Kingdom FRS.
The concept has not yet made it into the
IFRS). Our own policy with respect to
Specialised Property is to convert the
Market Value into an annual rental,
which can then be benchmarked against
the entity’s “ability to pay” to test the
value. If the entity cannot afford to pay
the rent, the Market Value is reduced
until the rental payments can be borne
by the business.

Prior experience with countries that
have adopted the IFRS suggests that a
minority (20%) of organisations opt
initially to revalue their assets to Fair
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Value, to take advantage of the
enhanced cost base. Thereafter only
5% of the total adopt the Revaluation
Model for all their PP&E.

Frequency of Valuations

Investment Property [IAS 40] has to be
revalued every year because the Fair
(Market) Value has to be disclosed in
the financial statements regardless of
whether the (historic) Cost Model or the
Fair Value (Market) Model is used.

Property Plant and Equipment [[AS 16]
has only to be revalued each year if the
Revaluation Model is adopted.

There is no requirement to utilise an
External Valuer i.e. a professional with
no material links to the property owner,
the owner’s agent or the subject of the
assignment. An Internal Valuer can be
utilised so long as they comply with the
IFRS. However the entity is required to
disclose in its financial statements the
extent to which the Fair Value of
investment property is based on a
valuation by an Independent Valuer (i.e.
External Valuer) who holds a
recognised and relevant professional
qualification and who has recent
experience in the location and category
of the investment property being
valued. The entity must also disclose
the valuation methodology employed to
calculate the Fair Value [IAS 40] and
the amount of market evidence
available. Prior experience with
countries that have adopted the IFRS
suggests that 98% of entities use
External Valuers to support their Fair
Value. 86% of properties are valued
annually (or more frequently) using
external valuations. 76% of entitles
disclose the name of their External
Valuer in their financial statements:
22% include the External Valuer’s
report in their annual statement.

Other Changes

Although private companies are
excluded from the IFRS, they are not
forgotten. Effective January 1st, 2011,
the Canadian Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP) are
expected to be amended to reduce
disclosure requirements. Companies
will also be allowed, on a one time
basis, to revalue their assets to Fair
(Market) Value and use this figure as
their “deemed cost”. Thereafter the
assets will be treated as per the Cost
Model. This is an accounting change

only and will not impact the company’s
taxable position ... though it should make
them more valuable in the eyes of their
banker.

The final Word

The International Accounting Standards
Board (IASB) decrees that “the objective
of financial reporting is to provide
information about the financial position,
performance, and changes in financial
position of an entity that is useful to a
wide range of users in making economic
decisions.” The Canadian Institute of
Chartered Accountant’s (CICA)
definition is more comprehensive: “the
objective of gemeral purpose financial
statements is to communicate meaningful
information to investors, members,
contributors, creditors, lenders and
others in making a series of decisions
about  allocating  limited resources,
acquiring or replacing assets, collateral
value, and management direction or
stewardship.” Clearly the IFRS are more
closely aligned with these objectives than
is GAAP, because they are more:

(1) Relevant - they focus on the
balance sheet part of the financial
statements, not just the income statement.

(2) Accurate - assets can now be
reported at their Fair (Market) Value,
rather than historic cost.

(3) Comparable - financial statements
are prepared to a common standard that
transcends national borders ... and
provided that they are prepared on the
basis of Fair Value, it will be possible to
compare balance sheets between entities.

(4) Transparent - since the entity is
obliged to report on the methodology
employed to arrive at the Fair Value,
whether an Independent (External)
Valuer was utilized and if so their
involvement (% of assets so valued), and
the market data available, the reader will
be able to render a qualitative judgement
on their accuracy.

IFRS is a big step forward. Will it
accomplish the TASB/CICA objective in
so far as the real estate assets are
concerned? In our opinion no, not yet!
The transition from GAAP to IFRS
has largely been co-opted by the
accounting community, but successful
implementation will rely on many parties
including the appraisal profession. In
fact, entities whose balance sheets largely

(Continued on page 4)
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comprise investment property, such as Real Estate
Investment Trusts (REITs), will be highly dependent on
external appraisals. To be accurate, these estimates of
Fair (Market) Value will have to be undertaken by
external appraisers who are capable, honest,
independent, and endowed with the resources to
undertake the assignment. How does a reader of an
entity’s financial statements make the qualitative
judgement that the foregoing attributes were present in
the External Valuer? Experience abroad indicates that
76% of entities disclose the name of their External
Valuer in their financial statements, and 22% include
the External Valuer’s report in their annual statement.
This is obviously a good start, especially if the
individual’s name is disclosed rather than just that of
the appraisal firm: however the Canadian financial
statements prepared to the IFRS that we have seen so
far, disclose neither the name of the individual nor the
appraisal company. We suggest that the foregoing is
critical since the name of the appraisal company may
be irrelevant. Some appraisal companies exist as
“companies within companies”, effectively “renting”
the brand name so the impression that the assignment is
being undertaken by a large organisation is misleading.
Even if this is not the case, there is the question as to
whether the size of the organisation is useful in making
the type of qualitative judgement required: the late
Arthur Andersen, infamous for its role as auditors for
Enron, WorldCom et al, was one of the largest five
accounting firms in the world, with 85,000 employees,
when the Enron scandal broke. There is the question
too of the appraisal standards employed, the
enforcement of those standards, and the accountability
and independence of the appraiser. The events of the
past thirty five years have eroded our confidence that
the foregoing will pass muster ... or that this situation
will change. It is true that there are now International
Valuation Standards (IVS) but of themselves they mean
little. The devil is in the details. Our best hope is the
United States as they journey towards IFRS in 2014.
Whilst we learnt little, if anything, from the collapse of
our Trust Companies in the early 1990s, the Americans
responded to their earlier (late 1980s), and similar,
Savings and Loans crisis by implementing the
Financial Institutions Reform  Recovery and
Enforcement Act (FIRREA) in August 1989. Amongst
other things it rendered illegal the practice of accepting
appraisals commissioned by the mortgagor, as evidence
on which Federally regulated institutions could advance
a loan. Despite the obvious potential for fraud, this
practice is still encouraged in Canada; indeed it is the
norm. The U.S. Congress responded to the collapse,
due to fraud, of Enron, WorldCom, Global Crossing,
Tyco and others at the dawn of this century by passing
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) in July 2002. That Act
legislated changes to financial practice and corporate
governance “fo protect investors by improving the
accuracy and veliability of corporate disclosures
pursuant fo the securities laws.” It focused, amongst
other things, on auditor independence and resulted in
the audit accounting firms divesting themselves of their
consulting operations, the fees from which were
thought to subsume auditor independence. Congress
are now responding to the Sub-prime Crisis with
legislation making it a criminal offence to attempt to
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influence appraisers on the quantum of a property’s
value: pressures that Canadian appraisers face, and in
many cases probably succumb to, daily. In Canada
meanwhile we still debate the necessity for a National
Securities Regulator to replace the thirteen (13)
provincial and territorial regulators. (At the time of the
Trust Company meltdown in the early 1990s, we wrote
to the Office of the Superintendent of Financial
Institutions suggesting that the crisis could have been
avoided if he required federally incorporated
institutions to commission their own appraisals, rather
than require that they be provided by the mortgagor.
He responded that it was outside his remit because
appraisers were a provincial responsibility. So we
wrote to the provincial regulators with the same
suggestion. To a man [they were all men] they
responded that financial institutions were a federal
responsibility and the matter was therefore outside
their control).

What do we suggest? Put a woman in charge! All of
the crooks appear to be men (Kenneth Lay - Enron;
Bernie Ebbers - WorldCom; Bernie Madoff, Charles
Ponzi ... ) so there is little point in putting a (male) fox
to guard the chickens. Appoint a (female) National
Securities Regulator and pass legislation, (1) making it
a criminal offence to pressure appraisers, (2) requiring
all federally incorporated financial institutions to
commission their own appraisals, and (3) order all
entities to name both the External Valuer and the
appraisal firm in their financial statements. Get tough
on white collar crime. At present the maximum
sentence in Canada is ten years in prison ... reduced to
eighteen months in an open prison on evidence of good
behaviour. Not so in the United States. Bernie Ebbers
(WorldCom) is currently serving a twenty-five year
prison term in the Oakdale Federal Correctional
Complex in Louisiana; Kenneth Lay (Enron) died
before being sentenced for a probable similar term;
Bernie Madoff recently started his 150 year prison
term. Jail appraisers, auditors and company executives
for a long, long, time if they engage in illegal activity.
Insist on real appraisal standards: the RICS Red Book
married to the American USPAP standard would be a
good start. Insist that appraisal firms implement a
recognised quality standard such as ISO 9001:2008 to
ensure consistency, and require audits several times a
year to ensure compliance. Ensure that the professional
appraisal institutes live up to their claims of protecting
the public by making them jointly and financially liable
for criminal and/or reckless behaviour by any of their
members. Insist that appraisers carry errors and
omissions insurance through a third party and do not
allow them to practice unless they can get it. (Some
appraisal institutes have their own insurance program
compulsory for, and available to, all members
including repeat offenders. This results both in a moral
hazard problem, and the tendency to focus on avoiding
claims at the organisations’ “standards” seminars).

(®For more information on our Valuation Division visit
our web site www.turnerdrake.com and watch the video
(Splash Page — Valuation & Appraisal). For specific
information on property valuation under IFRS call Mike

Turner toll iree at [-800-567-3033 (429-1811 in I IRM:.
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PROPERTY TAX DIVISION

Nova Scotia

© estock Photo
National Retailer, Nova Scotia
($3.7 million in tax savings)

The Year 2010 assessment appeal period commenced
on January 18th. You have just 21 days in which to get
your Appeal Notice to the provincial assessment
authority, the Property Valuation Services Corporation
(PVSC). The latter is now “owned” by the province’s
municipalities and reports to a Board composed of their
representatives. Its function used to be performed by
the provincial assessment department but such is not
now the case: PVSC is a tool of the municipalities.
However as part of your tax bill, you do pay PVSC for
the privilege of being assessed for tax purposes ... to
the tune of over $15 million per annum. In the past we
have suggested that this cost could be eliminated, the
political interference removed (e.g. capping of
residential assessments) and more accurate, and
therefore more equitable assessments achieved, by
requiring property owners to determine their own
assessments. This type of self assessment is the
foundation for other types of taxation, for example
Income Tax, H.S.T. and Capital Gains Tax. In the
latter cases the taxpayer is required to determine their
tax liability within the parameters set by the Canada
Revenue Agency, subject of course to an audit to
discourage cheaters. Our property self assessment
paradigm would dove tail nicely too with the “mark to
market” contemplated by the change in Canada’s
accounting regulations. As indicated in “The f Word”
article in this Newsletter, the change will be mandatory
for publically traded companies, and certain
government bodies, on January 1lst 2011. Private
companies will have the option to do so on a one time
basis. Pension funds already assess their property’s
market value on an annual basis. Private individuals
generally have a good idea of the worth of their
residence and other assets. We have yet to receive a
response to our suggestion: PVSC are probably awed
by its brilliance, we expect our telephone to tinkle
momentarily.

The purported basis for your 2010 assessment is the
market value of your property on the January 1st 2008
base date. This then is the first test: ask yourself not
what you would accept if you were asked to sell your
property, but what a knowledgeable purchaser would

pay. Notice the delay: the “base date” for assessment
purposes is January lst 2008, two years prior to the
current assessment year. The result of this anomaly is
that property assessments rise during a recession, but
rarely fall after it. Other provinces do it better: New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island have concurrent
assessment and base date years. However if it was
apparent that a recession was imminent on the base
date, its effect can be reflected in the assessed value.
Given that by the end of 2007 the wheels had started to
fall off the financial sector, there is, we believe, a
strong case for evaluating your property’s worth on the
evidence of sales transactions that have taken place
during the current recession, rather than before it.
PVSC will attempt to utilise sales data six months
either side of the January 1st 2008 basec date. However
only, and all, sales that were agreed post December
31st 2007 are relevant. For all commercial properties,
this really means transactions whose change in
ownership occurred after June 30th 2008. In all
likelihood there may be few comparable sales: the lack
of transactional activity is typical and indicative of a
falling market. Based on our experience with 1990
recession, this subtlety will be lost on PVSC.

If your property’s market value exceeds its assessed
value, it may still be overassessed. The provincial
Assessment Act contains a “uniformity” provision to
prevent PVSC from deliberately under assessing
property to deprive owners of their right of appeal. The
assessment of commercial properties has to be
undertaken in a uniform manner. In practice the Courts
have interpreted this clause in the context of the
“General Level of Assessment” for all commercial
properties in the municipality. So if the aggregate
assessments of those properties that sold at the January
Ist 2008 base date was 80% of their aggregate sale
price, all properties assessed at more than 80% of their
market value will be over-assessed. How do you get
the General Level of Assessment? That’s a little
trickier. PVSC discloses it but rarely; a matter of no
great consequence because it may well be wrong. On
the one occasion that we were able to wring the
calculations from them, they were a nonsense. The
Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board concurred
(Homco Realty Fund [20] Limited February 2005). In
that case, Service Nova Scotia, as PVSC was known in
its former life, calculated the General Level of
Assessment by excluding all investment property sales
whose sale price was determined by using a discounted
cash flow. Since all major investment type properties
are valued on this basis, virtually all were excluded
from the calculation! The Board determined that the
decision to exclude these sales was based on (1)
administrative convenience, and (2) a misinterpretation
of a previous court decision and observed that as a
result “the assessments of many large and expensive
commercial properties in HRM have been set at values
lower than they should have been.” The collorary of
course, is that the other properties have had to pick up
this  substantial tax  shortfall. Despite  the
admonishment Service Nova Scotia, and its
reincarnation PVSC, have made no attempt to rectify

(Continued on page 6)
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the error. PVSC may state their General
Level of Assessment is 95% to 98%. It
would be unwise to take this claim
seriously. As a rough rule of thumb, we
believe you should use 70% to 80% as
the General Level of Assessment. We
suggest therefore that you utilize the
following decision rule: if Assessed
Value > Market Value x General Level
of Assessment (70% - 80%) = Property is
Over-assessed.

Be careful not to restrict your grounds of
appeal. We suggest that you utilize the
following wording:

“The Assessment is excessive, unfair, not
uniform with other assessments, and any
other grounds that may appear. Praise
the Lord and pass the ammunition.”

If you would like to discuss your property
assessment with us before you file an
appeal, or if you would like us to file
your appeal, please call our Nova Scotia
Tax Team Giselle Kakamousias or Mark
Turner at 1-800-567-3033 (429-1811 in

HRM).

New Brunswick

Inverness Ave., Saint John, NB
($8,655/annum - 24% in tax savings)

Although the thirty day property tax
appeal period does not start until March
Ist, the day the Year 2010 assessments
will be published, you should prepare for
it now. We are doing so. Our Saint John
office, located in the uptown’s Red Rose
Tea Building opened this year to better
serve clients in the province. (You can
still reach us though through our central
switch board at 1-800-567-3033). The
basis for your 2010 assessment is your
property’s market value on January 1st
2010. Given that the recession
gracelessly refuses to go, your
assessment should be lower this year,
than last. Commercial property values
have declined because of reduced
demand for goods and services
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domestically and from abroad, especially
our major market, the United States. The
latter situation has been, and continues to
be exacerbated by the strong Canadian
dollar. Typically the first symptom of
declining values is a lack of property
sales: owners withhold their property
from the market in the hope that it will
recover. Civil servants buffered from the
impact of a declining economy by their
secure government job, frequently fail to
recognise the pain suffered by the troops
in the trenches. During the earlier, 1990
recession, assessment authorities such as
Service New Brunswick were slow to
accept that property values had declined,
because “proof” was lacking in the form
of lower sale prices. Assessors will
generally disregard distressed sales, for
example mortgage foreclosures, on the
grounds that they are not transactions
between a willing seller and a willing
buyer ... the commonly accepted
definition of an open market sale price.
Yet these types of sales are “markers”,
they indicate that prices are falling, and
that willing vendors recognise this is
happening and are not prepared to sell
unless they are forced to do so. We
suspect that history will repeat itself and
Service New Brunswick will attempt to
hold to the 2009 assessments, rather than
reduce them substantially in 2010 as
mandated by the Assessment Act. We
have been successful in securing
assessment reductions, even when there
has been no confirmatory sales data,
where there is clear, documented
evidence that manufacturing production
levels have fallen; hotel/motel occupancy
rates have declined; paid attendance has
dropped (theatres, golf courses); rental
levels have decreased and/or vacancy
rates have increased (shopping centres,
office buildings, industrial premises,
apartment buildings); unit sales have
declined (auto dealers).  Automobile
dealers have been uniquely impacted by
the collapse of Chrysler and General
Motors. Even when the franchise is
intact, the loss of market share and
brands has rendered some premises
obsolete: they were built for larger sales
and servicing demand and are “super
adequate”.

Join us in early March for one of our free
Property Tax Breakfasts. We’ll send you
on your way with a satisfied stomach and
a mind veplete with strategies for
reducing your tax load. Email Patti at
tdp@turnerdrake.com and request an
invitation for Moncton or Saint John.

LASERCAD DIVISION

Egg Head

Mark Turner B. Comm.,
BBRE, AACI

We are pleased to announce that Mark
Turner, the Vice President of our
Lasercad Division, has graduated from
the University of British Columbia’s
Sauder School of Business with a
Bachelor of Business in Real Estate
degree (BBRE). Eight members of our
professional staff are currently enrolled
in the BBRE by distance learning, easily
the toughest way to earn a degree. We
started using UBC as the educational part
of our three leg training program, 16
years ago. The other two legs are our 24
training modules comprising 370 hours
of study; and 6 years of structured “on
the job” training. Initially our trainees
graduated with UBC’s Diploma in Urban
Land Economics (DULE), typically a 3
year programme. About 6 years ago
UBC expanded DULE into the BBRE
and since then all of our new trainees
have enrolled in both programmes. We
are very proud of our professional staff;
our training programme is, we believe,
the best in North America. Each trainee
joins us on, or shortly after, entering the
workforce, with an undergraduate degree,
usually in Commerce. They then plunge
right into DULE and the BBRE; and
frequently achieve the highest marks in
their course countywide, earning our Egg
Head Award. Matt Whittleton and Nigel
Turner were our most recent winners, last
Spring. Mark has won the Award several
times. Way to go guys!

Please notify us by snail mail, email,
fax, telephone or foot if you would like
to be removed from, or added to, our
mailing list.




