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Role of the Board of Revision

[1] The Board of Revision (Board) is an Appeal board that rules on the assessment
valuations for both land and buildings that are under Appeal. The basic principle to be
applied by the Board in all cases is set out in The Cities Act, which states the dominant
and controlling factor in the assessment of property is equity. The Board's priority is to
ensure that all parties to an Appeal receive a fair hearing and that the rules of natural
justice come into play.

[2] The Board may also hear Appeals pertaining to the tax classification of property or the
tax status of property (exempt or taxable). This does not mean the Board can hear issues
relating to the taxes owed on property.

[3] Upon hearing an Appeal the Board is empowered to:
(a) confirm the assessment; or,
(b) change the assessment and direct a revision of the assessment roll by:

a. increasing or decreasing the assessment;
b. changing the liability to taxation or the classification of the subject; or,
c. changing both the assessment and the liability to taxation and the

classification of the subject.

Legislation

[4] Property assessments in Saskatchewan are governed by The Cities Act, The Cities
Act Regulations and/or by board order of the Saskatchewan Assessment Management
Agency (SAMA).

[5] The dominant and controlling factor in assessment is equity. {The Cities Act, 165(3))

[6] Equity is achieved by applying the market valuation standard. {The Cities Act, 165(5))

[7] The market valuation standard is achieved when the assessed value of property:
(a) is prepared using mass appraisal;
(b) is an estimate of the market value of the estate in fee simple in the property;
(c) reflects typical market conditions for similar properties; and,
(d) meets quality assurance standards established by order of the agency.

(The Cities Act, 163(f. 1))

[8] Mass appraisal means preparing assessments for a group of properties as of the base
date using standard appraisal methods, employing common data and allowing for
statistical testing. {The Cities Act, 163(f.3))
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Preliminary Matters

[9] With respect to the Board's Internal process, this hearing will be recorded for use of
the Board only in rendering its decision.

[10] The Agent requested that Appeal 2024-06 considered a Lead Appeal and all
evidence and testimony from both parties for this Appeal be carried forward and applied
to Appeals 2024-07, 2024-08 and 2024-09. The Respondent agreed.

[11] The Board ruled Appeal 2024-06 to be the Lead Appeal and all evidence and
testimony from the Agent and Respondent will be carried forward and applied to Appeals
2024-07, 2024-08 and 2024-09 (automotive). The Board will render a decision on the
Lead Appeal and apply that decision to the appeals as noted above.

[12] The Respondent indicated a preliminary issue of moving forward the Effective Age
and Economic Life argument heard in Appeal No. 2024-06 to all other 2024 appeals heard
from this Agent, namely, 2024-07, 2024-08, 2024-09 (automotive): 2024-10, 2024-11,
2024-12 (warehouse); 2024-13, 2024-14, 2024-15, 2024-16, 2024-17 (office); 2024-75,
2024-76 (medical office); 2024-18, 2024-19, 2024-20, 2024-21 (restaurant); 2024-22,
2024-23, 2024-24, 2024-26, 2024-27, 2024-28, 2024-30, 2024-32, 2024-34 (retail); and
2024-25, 2024-29, 2024-31 and 2024-33 (large retail). Agent agreed with the condition
that a few statements be recorded for the record concerning Retail Outside Downtown.

[13] The Board ruled Appeal 2024-06 to be the Lead Appeal and all evidence and
testimony from the Agent and Respondent will be carried forward and applied to namely,
2024-07, 2024-08, 2024-09 (automotive), 2024-10, 2024-11, 2024-12 (warehouse);
2024-13, 2024-14, 2024-15, 2024-16, 2024-17 (office); 2024-75, 2024-76 (medical
office); 2024-18, 2024-19, 2024-20, 2024-21 (restaurant); 2024-22, 2024-23, 2024-24,
2024-26, 2024-27, 2024-28, 2024-30, 2024-32, 2024-34 (retail); and 2024-25, 2024-29,
2024-31 and 2024-33 (large retail). Additionally, the Board ruled that information
concerning Retail Outside the Downtown would be accepted. The Board will render a
decision on the Lead Appeal and apply that decision to the appeals as noted above.

[14] The Assessor indicated a preliminary issue indicating that the Grounds 1 and 2 noted
on the Notice of Appeal did not indicate an error. Ground 1: "The assessment is too high."
is not a ground for appeal. Ground 2: "The assessment fails to achieve the market
valuation standard as required by The Cities Act." is not a ground for appeal.

[15] The Agent agreed to dismiss Ground 1 and 2 of Notice of Appeal and would argue
Ground 4, calculation of the Market Adjustment Factor (MAP) is the sole ground under
appeal.

[16] Ground 3 Regional Shopping Centre costing is incorrect and the Appellant and the
Agent both agreed to the adjustment. Ground 3 will not be pursued. Costing of the
building will be updated to reflect the change and applied to the 2025 assessment roll.
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[17] The Board accepted the dismissal of Ground 1 and 2 in the Notice of Appeal and
accepted the agreement to adjust for Ground 3. The focus of this Appeal will be on Ground
4 of the Notice of Appeal.

Exhibits

[18] The following material was filed with the Secretary of the Board of Revision:

a. Exhibit A-1 - Notice of Appeal received February 27, 2024
b. Exhibit A-2 - Appellant's Response to Notice to Perfect which includes Receipt

dated March 14, 2024

c. Exhibit A-3 - Appellant's 20 day written submission received April 30, 2024,
which includes Supplementary Information

d. Exhibit A-4 - Appellant's 5 day written rebuttal received May 16, 2024
e. Exhibit B-1 - Acknowledgement Letter & Notice to Perfect Letter dated March

12, 2024

f. Exhibit B-2 - Notice of Hearing Letter dated April 4, 2024
g. Exhibit R-1 - Respondents 10 day written submission received May 13, 2024

Appeal

[19] Pursuant to The Cities Act, section 197(1), an Appeal has been filed against the
property valuation of the subject property. The Lead Appeal property is a non-regulated
property with a total land size of 68,694 sq. ft with a one storey building size of 9,813 sq.ft.
**The Property of 19-2024 Lead Appeal for Restaurant Stratification and is a
nonregulated 350 Restaurant of 5,337 sq.ft. on a land size of 32,394 sq.ft.

[20] The Appellant's grounds state:

1. The assessed value is too high.

2. The assessment fails to achieve the market valuation standard as required by
paragraph 163(f.1) of The Cities Act, based on the following grounds:

a. The assessment does not reflect typical market conditions for similar properties
and is therefore not an estimate of the market value of the subject property, as
required by subparagraphs 163(f. 1 )(ii) and (iii) of The Cities Act, for the reasons
below.

b. The assessment violates the requirements of equity prescribed by subsections
165(3) and (5) of The Cities Act, as it does not bear a fair and just proportion
to the market value of similar properties, for the reasons below.

c. The assessment fails to meet the requirements of "mass appraisal" as required
by subparagraph 163(f.1)(i) and as defined in paragraph 163(f.3) of The Cities
Act, as the assessor did not use "common data" from properties sufficiently
similar to the subject property for the purposes of statistical testing.
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3. The Prince Albert assessment department has incorrectly assessed the main floor
of the master condo (300000850) with 36% of the property assessed as a Regional
Shopping Centre. The building is a medial building and the use of the space does
not meet the requirements under M&S for a 414 Regional Shopping Centre.
4. The Prince Albert assessment department has made the following errors in
calculating the Market Adjustment Factor ("MAP") for Automotive properties:

•  Effective Age and Economic Life: According to SAMA 2019 Cost Guide
there are two methods that can be used to adjust for physical deterioration.
The Lifetime Method which is used for certain commercial buildings and
structures and allows for a maximum depreciation of 40% and the Age life
method where the Effective Age of a building is calculated. MNP has
determined that the City has errored in the following ways:

•  The City has assessed the following properties with too much
depreciation, at the time of sale, as they have not accurately
calculated the remaining Economic Life of the property due to
failing to consider the Effective Age of the property or the
remaining Economic Life due to renovations done:

. 1998 Central Ave.

i. 1201 2 Ave. W.

ii. 3220 2 Ave. W.

Agent for the Appellant

[21] In the Agent's written submission and testimony to the Board, the Agent states:

1. SAMA's depreciation guide outlines the steps taken when calculating assessments
using the Cost Approach.
1.1. Estimate land value as if vacant.

1.2. Estimate the total reproduction or replacement cost new of improvements as
of base date.

1.3. Estimate total amount of depreciation, remembering to include physical
deterioration, functional obsolescence, and external obsolescence.

1.4. Deduct depreciation from reproduction or replacement cost.
1.5. Add the depreciated reproduction or replacement costs to the market value

based on assessment of land to determine the market value assessment of

the property.

2. In addition, the City applies a MAP the calculation for such is outlined in SAMA's
2019 cost guide and SAMA's depreciation guide.

3. MAP'S are calculated as follows:

3.1. Identify improved properties with comparable buildings that are sales.
3.2. Determine the market ratio for each improved property sale:
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■  Determine the improved property sale price.
■  Determine the assessed value of the land.

■  Determine the replacement cost new less physical deterioration and
functional obsolescence of building or structures.

■  Calculate the residual building value by subtracting the assessed
value of the land from the improved property sale price.

■  Calculate market ratio by dividing the residual building value by the
replacement cost new less physical deterioration and functional
obsolescence.

3.3. Determine the market adjustment factor for the comparable buildings and
structures.

4. Using three restaurant sales, the City calculated a MAF of 1.16

5. For the 2021 assessment cycle, the City Assessor adopted a single life expectancy
of 60 years for commercial buildings rather than use the tables provided in Marshall
& Swift (M&S). The City justifies this move as they feel the M&S expectancy table
are too short and many well-functioning older warehouses reach maximum
depreciation (80%) far too soon. The City also emphasizes that M&S depreciation
rates are too aggressive, especially for older buildings.

6. v. C. Lemieux Holding Inc. v Prince albert (City) 2023 SKMB 3 dealt with this issue
of a 60-year single life expectancy and that practice was overturned by the
Saskatchewan Municipal Board Committee (SMB).

7. The City Assessment Department did not consider the Effective Age when
calculating the RCNLD value for the sales included in the MAF analysis. In an
email the City states "...we don't adjust the Effective Age for a
renovations/upgrades done to a property. We apply a Condition Factor on the
direction provided in the SAMA 2019 Cost Guide in section 3.8."

8. Actual Age, Effective Age, Economic Age, Economic Life, and Remaining
Economic Life all need to be considered when estimating depreciation.

9. Effective Age and Economic Life are affected when upgrades and renovations are
done. Two of the sales properties had permits taken out. Appellant cannot
determine the extent of renovations, but pictures of exteriors demonstrate
upgrades.

10. M&S example of calculating Effective Age after repairs and renovations are done
was provided. Effective Age directly affects depreciation. This is why it is so critical
to calculate depreciation correctly. SAMA Cost Guide in section 3.8 lists Effective
Age as one step in calculating physical depreciation.

11.Acknowledgement that assessors have discretion but are bound by the Cost
Guide.
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12.The result - MAF's are not correct, too high, as an accurate MAP Is dependent
upon correctly determined RCNLD's, Effective Ages, and Economic Ages.

[22] Questions asked by Respondent and/or Board of the Agent and subsequent answers:

1. When asked how M&S determined an Effective Age of 45 for a building, the
answer was there are no clear-cut step by step guidelines but upgrades
subjectively affect the Effective Age of a building. SAMA does acknowledge
that this is not a simple task. Quality of conditions is also a subjective factor.

2. Permits are indications of possible improvements and inspections by assessors
should help in analysis of Effective Age if assessors do not have all information
regarding age.

3. The response to whether Condition Ratings affect Effective Age, the Agent
emphasized that Condition Ratings and renovations must be considered
together as MAF's are up because renovations affect sale values. Buyers pay
more for renovated properties than unrenovated properties.

4. Economic Life is extended through renovations whether those renovation are
structural or cosmetic. Fewer potential sale properties also increase Economic
Life of a potential sale property.

5. When questioned if different renovations (structural, cosmetic, etc) affect
Economic Life differently, the answer was all renovations increase value,
therefore Economic Life, in some way. Some renovations have a greater affect
than others.

Assessor (Respondent/Citv)

[23] In the Assessor's written submission and testimony to the Board, the Assessor states:

1. Classification of the property, and the cost approach were clarified.

2. Classification of a property requires six steps:

a) Identify valuation parameters
i. Physical characteristics: property use, building size/area,

construction style/materials, condition of improvements, building
configuration, site size, location

ii. Supply and demand conditions in the marketplace
ill. Legal restrictions (i.e. zoning)

b) Collect appropriate data
i. Data collected from existing assessment records, property

owners, property inspections, government and industry
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publications.
c) Analyse collected data

i. Various statistical technics are used to sort, classify data
gathered.

d) Develop guidelines for applying valuation parameters
i. Assurance that similar properties are assessed similarly is

crucial.

ii. Assurance that equity is maintained.
e) Apply valuation parameters
f)Test results

i. Tests are done against recent sales.

3. The objectives of the classification process:

a) Enable the assessment of several properties easily and efficiently
b) Stratify properties into classes so comparisons are meaningful
c) Provide a broad enough definition of classes so there are enough within

groups to establish valuation parameters and assessments
d) Achieve large classes with similar characteristics to assess similar

properties similarly using mass appraisal and resulting in equitable results

4. The Cost Approach requires three major parts:

a) - determine the value of land based on vacant land sales and apply a
land size multiplier curve for larger parcels of land. In this case a BLR
of $6.51 (standard parcel size of 47,045 sq. ft) and a LSM if 180% was
applied.

b) -RCNLD is determined using the Cost Guide of Marshall & Swift Manual.
Section 3.2 provides calculation procedures. Section 3.4 lists cost
factors, and Section 3.8 on valuation procedures addresses physical
deterioration. Following the steps outlined, a depreciation percentage is
attained.

c) -determine a MAP. In this case 1.16 based on 3 restaurant sales of 59
sales which were stratified by property use, district, and/or location.

5. The Agent requests that Assessors use an alternative method of calculating
physical deterioration by considering Effective Age of a building rather than the
Condition Rating Schedule from the Cost Guide. The Handbook provides for
an Effective Age using a Weighted Average for buildings of multiple years of
construction and does not provide a method of application for buildings of one
year of construction. Applying a Condition Rating accounts for renovations and
repairs that occur after additions are made.

6. The Assessor uses both Effective Age for multiple years of construction phases
of integrated buildings and the condition rating schedule outlined in the Guide.
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7. Charts outlining Effective Age based on Weighted Average were provided for
each sale property. Illustrated calculations show that the RCNLD value would
change for the sale properties resulting in a MAP of 1.45. The current calculated
MAP, using Effective Age and condition ratings is 1.1.

8. SAMA determined the 1.06 Saskatchewan Cost Pactor. This SCP is applied
across the province, and Assessors cannot deviate from that mandated factor.

9. Application of a MAP is required to cover things not costed by SAMA in the
guide - signage, landscaping, drainage, parking lots surfacing, and parking lot
lighting etc. Also, a MAP accounts for economic obsolescence and any loss
or gain in the value of the building due to any difference in replacement costs
and any difference in the amount of physical deterioration or functional
obsolescence not accounted for in RCNLD.

10. Cities are bound by legislation to use sale evidence from their jurisdiction when
determining RCNLD's and MAP's. They cannot utilize sales from outside City
boundaries, but Cities can expand the valuation cycle to include comparable
sales; the City did use sales from 2014 to have a larger number of sales for
comparability. In this assessment year 59 sales were available, 3 of which are
automotive in nature.

11. Condition Rating Schedules from SAMA 2019 cost guide were provided and
examined. Conditioning Ratings are adjusted after inspections and these
adjusted rating factors then adjust depreciation amounts. In the Assessor's
calculations. Effective Age does not affect depreciation percentages. Condition
Ratings do that.

12. Economic Life considering short-lived items (roofing, interior finishes, flooring,
heating systems etc. and long-lived items (foundation, frame, floor/roof
structures, piping, heating ducts, electrical wiring etc) was referenced.

13. SAMA recommends the Weighted Average Age method if a building is
constructed over the course more than one year. The Effective Age of the 3
sale properties was not adjusted due to construction years. Condition Ratings
were used.

14. Concerning permits: Was work done? Was work short-lived or long-lived item
work? Does work, if done, increase Effective Age? Was work done prior to sale
or after sale? These are rhetorical questions as permits do not provide full
details of every change completed to all short-lived and long-lived items.
Condition Ratings in the Cost Guide help to elevate these
uncertainties/unknowns.

15. Inequity would result if MAP was adjusted for Sale Properties and not Subject
Properties. If Effective Age for the Subject Properties was based on Weighted
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Average method the MAF would increase from 1.1 to 1.43 - increasing the
assessed value for each property.

[24] Questions asked by Agent and/or Board of the Appellant and subsequent answers:

1. The Agent's questions and the City's answers concerning the City's understanding
of Actual Age and Effective Age of a building indicate that the City knows the
difference and understand how to calculate both.

2. Respondent indicated that multiple years of construction and knowing all stages of
renovation can help in changing the Effective Age of a building.

3. Respondent indicated that Economic Life of a build is affected if extensive
renovations i.e. structural renovations are done - foundation work, framing work
etc. Economic Life can be extended provided condition ratings changed after
renovations.

4. Economic Life and physical depreciation are co-dependent. An increased
Economic Life decreases the amount of depreciation. Respondent emphasized
that increased condition ratings also decrease depreciation and if you use both
(Effective Age and Condition Rating) you are doubly accounting.

5. The 60-year depreciation figure was used as Assessors feel it more accurately
reflects actual life expectancy of buildings. Buildings were being aged out too
quickly. Using a 60-year table for Life Expectancy is more accurate in Prince
Albert.

6. Respondent reiterated that using Condition Ratings as defined in the Handbook,
more accurately determines Effective Age. When asked how SAMA defines
Effective Age the definition was provided: "Effective Age is typical age of structures
to the one in question with respect to condition and utility and reflects the remaining
economic life of the building or structure."

7. The City used Conditioning Ratings since the beginning of 2021 assessment to
help determine Effect Age. When the City first implemented the 60-year Life
Expectance table there were 5 conditioning rating levels. Now, there are 8 levels.
2024 assessments were done based on 8 condition rating levels as outlined by
M&S.

8. Question by Board concerning Weighted Age of automotive sales changing the
MAF to 1.45. The City acknowledged that if Weighted Age was implemented for
the automotive sales group it would have to be done for all stratification groupings
as equity across City assessments is essential.

9. The Board asked about number of sales to determine a MAF. At least two was
answer.
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10.The Board questioned when Weighted Average Age (SAMA recommends it be
used) has been used by the City. An example of Econo Lumber was provided as
the property has multiple years of construction and these were so integrated that
Assessors could not see where the differences occur. Once Weighted Average
was calculated, Condition Ratings were done. That is not the case with the Sale
Properties in this appeal.

11.The City indicated that if a MAP was recalculated at 1.45, it would be applied to
the Subject Properties.

Final Questions. Comments, and Rebuttals

[25] The Agent emphasized that the Effective Age of a build can be longer or shorter than
a building's actual age.

[26] The Agent pointed out that in SAMA depreciation handbook Effective Age can be a
combination of elements: weighted average age, observed conditions, general
maintenance practices, and life expectancy of improvements. In lieu of this, the Agent
contests that the City does not place enough emphasis on improvements and weighted
averages.

[27] SAMA handbook provides a structure for determining Economic Life of a building.
The Agent insists that City uses a method which over depreciates buildings. SAMA's
suggested calculation of Effective Age alleviates this.

[28] The Agent insists that adjustments in Effective Age are not dependent on extensive
renovations (ie "gutting" a build), but rather all renovations affect "Age" of a building.
Acknowledgement that some renovations have more affect than others.

[29] At no time is the Agent saying that Conditioning Ratings should not be considered.
They must be considered along with adjusted Effective Age. The City errored in not
doing this. Argument supported by decision Affinity f-ioidings Ltd. v Shaunavon (Town)
202 SKCA 83 para 79-83. Handbook, Cost Guide and M&S must be followed when
making assessments.

[30] Agent insists that the error pointed out in Notice of Appeal is with the Sale Properties
and how their Effective Life was calculated and ultimately determining the MAP analysis.

[31] Agent: Adjustments to Sale Properties by using an Average Weight Age, results in a
higher MAP. This higher MAP cannot be applied to Subject Properties as the NOA raised
issues related to the Effective Age of the sales used in the MAP analysis. GFL
Environmental Inc v Edenwold (Rural l^unicipality), 2020 SKCA 89 para 59 and 99 was
cited as supporting the Board and Committee can only correct errors in NOA.
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[32] The Assessor questioned Agent about his example of depreciation. Agent
emphasized that Condition Ratings need to be considered, but an accurate Effective Age
needs to be considered in the fashion he has outlined. In all cases renovations and
updates better reflect actual Economic Life. Using both does not account for applying
renovations twice. Using both simply changes reference point. The City disagrees on
this point; double counting is unacceptable.

[33] Final statement from the City: If Effective Age was determined based on all upgrades
and renovations done to a property, the City would need an extensive list of items, their
values, the dates implemented etc to do this. This process of evaluation would be
extensive which is why SAMA has outlined specific Condition Ratings. The City has no
intention of increasing the MAP which would affect subject properties.

[34] Agent reiterated that Economic Life and Effective Life must be examined carefully
before Board makes a decision.

Board Analysis

[35] After careful deliberation and reviewing The Cities Act and other referenced material,
the Board considered:

1. The City is bound to follow guidelines when assessing properties using a modified
Cost Approach. The SAMA Guide was repeatedly used, followed, and
documented.

2. The City chose to extend the date range to 2014 in order to increase the number
of sales for stratification purposes. 59 sales from January 1, 2014, to December
31, 2019, were carefully examined prior to being stratified. Three automotive sales
comprise the automotive group. Two sales are required when establishing an
assessment standard for a stratification grouping.

3. Addresses on pictures are confusing in Appellant's submission as they are not
consistent with civic addresses.

4. The Agent supplies an alternative method of calculating Effective Age and
Economic Age. Committee has stated in several cases that an alternative is not
proof of error. The Board does not approve alternate method tactic.

5. The Agent provides lists of permits taken out on several sale properties, but does
not provide evidence that work, if implemented, results in an increase in Effective
Age of said properties. The Board does not consider permit lists as proof of
increase in Effective Ages of properties.

6. The Board considers reliance on exterior pictures to demonstrate renovations
increase effective age as purely subjective. For example, the Sale Property "Drive
Nation" has stonework added to frontage. Does this "renovation" increase
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Effective Age compared to replacing a crumbling foundation or replacing cracked
or rotting rafters/trusses?

7. The Agent raises alternative depreciation methods and supplies evidence that
MAP calculations are dependent upon differing depreciation methods. Again, the
Board does not consider the presentation of alternative methods of calculating
depreciation as proof of error.

8. The City uses SAMA Guide Section 4.2 Methods of Estimating Depreciation which
lists three methods to estimate depreciation: Observed Condition Method, Age-
Life Method, and Sales Comparison Method. No where is it stated in the Guide
that more than one method must be used.

9. The Guide states that the Observed Condition Method is complex and time
consuming. The City has visited properties at the time of sale and does follow up
inspections when permits are drawn. The Board supports this gathering of
evidence in support of decisions making when deciding conditions of properties.
There are 8 levels within SAMA's Condition Ratings

10.The Board has concern about creating inequities if applications of MAP are not
consistent within a stratification group or between Sales Properties and Subject
Properties under appeal. (The Agent insists that if the MAP of the stratification
group increased, it cannot be applied to the Subject Property, as NOA refers to
Sale Properties.)

11. The Board does understand that it must rule in relation to the Grounds outlined in

the Notice of Appeal.

[36] The Board rules that the Assessor did not err in its calculation of Effective Life and
Economic Life when calculating a MAP for the stratification groupings.

[37] The Board rules that the Assessor did not err in its calculation of depreciations when
calculating a MAP for the stratification groupings.

[38] The Board rules that the Assessor accurately followed guidelines established by
SAMA when determining classification of properties and calculating a MAP for each
classification.

[39] The Board rules that the Agent, on half of the Appellant, has not provided evidence
that proves an error by the Assessor in fact, in law, or in the application of standard
appraisal principles and practices.
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Decision

[40] The Board dismisses the Appeal on ail grounds.

[41] The assessment will remain at total assessed value of $882,100.

[42] The filing fee shall be retained.

DATED AT PRINCE ALBERT, SASKATCHEWAN THIS 10'^ DAY OF JULY, 2024.

CITY OipRtNCE ALBERT BOARD OF REVISION

I concur:

I concur:

Jackie Packet, Chair

Ralph Boychuk, Member

Dan Christakos, Member
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