17 Admira Rod
Toronib, ON

M5R 214
December 20, 2005

Mr. AndrZMarin

Ontario Ombudsnan

125 QueensPark,

Torono, ON

M5S2C7 info@ombudsnan.on.@

Dear Mr. Marin:
RE: Our Support for Your Investigation of MPAC Transparency and Integrity

The Federation of Tiny Township Shordine Assod ationsunites the interests of 25
member associationscomprising alarge proportion of housholdsin the shordine
residential areas of Tiny Townghip in norhern Smcoe Courty. | have been asked by our
Board of Directorsto convey to you our nembershipOstrong sipportfor your
investigation of MPAC trangparency and integrity, and o outineto you and your eam
some of our dep-seated concernsregarding MPAC and the Ontario propety assessment
proaessin general.

Indeed, our nembership heartily welcomes your investigation. We have been gravely
concerned dnceits introduction that the Current Value Assessment processis a
capricious incomprehengble, and Dmog of al Bcompletely unfair method of
determining the municipal tax burden on apropety!

We fully agree with the many personsin public and piivate life who have gated that the
system is broken and mug be fixed ona priority basis.

We respectfully offer two recommendationsfor your mmediate attention:

1. Urgetheprovinda govenment to st aside the 2005 C\A Re-Assessment and
use the 2003 figures for future taxation urtil such time as your investigationis
completed and yourreport fully consdered by the Ontario Legidature.

2. Urgetheprovinda govenment to devise and present proposis for an dternaive
propety tax assessment system to the Ontario Legislature prior to the next
Ontario dection in 2008.



Background to our recommendation to freeze assessments at the 2003 G/A values:

RE: OTansparencyO

¥

The process tha MPAC ussto daive Ouarrent valuesO for ach propety in a
municipality often isdriven only by a scattering of sles data. Thisyields
capriciousresults in many cases, especialy in shordineareas where many
propeties are unique and ae sometimes purchased by wealthy buyes at
exorbitant prices on aOmg haveO bsis.

In many cases where a propeaty has sold on the open market its CVA assessment
does not correspond mmediately following, thusvitiating the prindple of @Gnarket
valueO ssessment.

MPAC daimsto hase derived a propety valuaion fornmula through satistica
regression andysis, butrefuses to maeke this anadysis available to thetaxpayers
who pad for it inthefirst place.

The MPAC websdte is now set up © impede, rather than facilitate, taxpayers
seeking dda on assessments of comparable propeties. It should dlow retrieval of
any nunber of propety assessments. The only way ataxpayer can findthe values
of awiderangeof property assessments that he/she feels might becomparable is
to sarch throughmassive volumes in the municipal offices. Thisis an especially
unjudified impostion on owers of second residences.

The selection of Gomparabled popeties by MPAC isincomprenensble to mogt
taxpayers. The proass may be more trangarent in alarge condocomplex or in
large uniform suburban areas with many sales of mogly smilar propeties, butit
is capriciousand often wildly inaccurae in aeas such as shordineresidential
zones where very few propeties are Smilar and propety turnove rates are low.

RE: OntegrityO:

¥

¥

In some cases, taxpayers have been shown alist of Oomparabled des, only to
discover that some of the sales occurred beyond te cutoff date for the CVA year.
In appealing aCVA assessment decision, taxpayers are unde the onusof Oreerse
proofO. M is, they must provetha what the assessor decided is wrong, without
knowing wha formulae went into the assessment or wha propeties were
consdered OomparableQand for what reasons This seems to usto violate the
mog eementary principles of judice.

In an gopedl, the Assessor has access to dl of the information © upporthis/her
argument while the taxpayer mus work with only the informationtha MPAC is
willing 1o release or information thetaxpayer has gleaned & great effort. The
arbitration tendsto lean towards the AssessorO©fatsO urdss the taxpayer pays
for professionds to represent his’her argument.



¥

In an gppedl Stuation, the assessorOsase is conddered proven if the comparison
to Oomparabled propdies is maintained, even though he CVA vaue of the
OomparableO progrties may themselves beincorrect.

When aCVA assessment is lowered on gopeal, ourmembers often repott tha the
following yearOssssessment does not reflect the redudion, with the consequence
tha the taxpayer hasto gppeal yet agan. Cods of asuccessful apped are not
rebated to thetaxpayer, adding inult to injury.

Background to our recommendation to revise the Ontario property tax assessment
system:

¥

The CVA system bases municipd taxes solely on unr@lized changesin property
values. Itisnotbased on rality. Theassumption is that people who livein
homes that are suddenly declared to beworth alot more money, mus have alot
more money. Thisisnotrealistic.

The CVA system bears no rdation ather to the cos of services provided or © the
taxpayerOsbility to pay for them.

It causes financial hardship Bextreme in the case of seniorson fixed incomes.
They are being taxed ona yearly-imputed capital gan tha is notrealized and may
never berealized. Inaddition, many will have to pay capital ganstax in the event
of asale or & desth. To us this seems like double taxation.

The CVA system causes homeowners in ®otO ral estate areas to betaxed
excessively, and disproporforately to themunicipalityOsverage This resultsin
a geogrgohical distortion of hedistribution of thetax burcen ove time. It
certainly is an inequity when onearea has to carry the mgjor pat of thetaxation
load in the Townsghip and yd notreceive as many services as other areas.

The 100% Currat Vaue Assessment system should bereplaced by asystem tha
taxes residential propeties accordingto the burden they place on the services
received. Rerhapsthere coud bea Ofat tax® porbn for he municipaly-ddivered
services and apartion geared to income for the educational and cia services
components. The latter could be recovered through heincome tax mechanism
perhgpsusng aOreerse tax creditO vesion of the existing municipd tax credit.

In closng, we would like you © not that, while our remarks and recommenddionsare
based primarily on our nembersO volvement with shordine residential propeties, we
feel they apply to all areasof the province, Snce real estate values normelly change at
different rates in dfferent pats of any given municipdity.



Our membership looksforward with great anticipation to the results of your investigation
of the MPAC proess. We wish you every success in its pursuit, andif you have any
guestionsor comments, please contact Jack Ellis, Char of our Assessments Conmittee,
at jackel @yorkuca or 705533-2555.

Thank youvery much for your ®nsderation.

Mog cordially,

Judith Grant
Presdent, Federation of Tiny
Township Shordine Assodations

Copies to: Garfield Dunlop, MPP (garfield.dunlop@pc.ola.org)
Mayor Robet Klug and Cound of Tiny Township
Premier Hon. Dalton McGuinty (dmeguinty.mpp.co@liberal.ola.org)
Minister of FHnance Hon. Dwight Duncan (ddunan.mpp.co@iberal .ola.org)

Minister of Municipal Affairs Hon. bhn Gerretsen (gerretsenmpp@libera.olaorg)
MPAC Char Debbie Zimmerman (Debbie.zimmerman@regiond.niagara.on ca)
MPAC President and CAO Cal Isenburg(isenbua@mpac.ca)

Congrvative Finance Critic Tim Hud& (tim.hud&@pc.ola.org)

NDP Finance Critic Michagl Prue (mpruegp@ndpon ca)




