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Complaint ID 0262 2243 
Roll No. 30002042780 

 
COMPOSITE ASSESSMENT REVIEW BOARD DECISION 

HEARING DATE: JULY 20, 2026 
 

PRESIDING OFFICER: B. HISEY    
BOARD MEMBER: J. D’ONOFRIO 
BOARD MEMBER: C. HUELSMAN 

 
BETWEEN: 

Midwest Mobile Homes Ltd. (Represented by Deloitte LLP) 
Complainant 

-and- 
 

Revenue & Assessment Services 
For the City of Red Deer 

 Respondent 
 
This decision pertains to a complaint submitted to the Central Alberta Regional Assessment Review Board 
in respect of a property assessment prepared by an Assessor of The City of Red Deer as follows: 
 

ROLL NUMBER: 30002042780 
MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: 32 Holmes Street 
ASSESSMENT AMOUNT: $4,927,700 

  
The complaint was heard by the Composite Assessment Review Board on the 20th and 21st day of July 
2026, via video conference.   
 
The Board derives its authority from the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A 2000, Chapter M-26 (the MGA) 
and related legislation as set out in Appendix “B”.  
 
Appeared on behalf of the Complainant:   Kyle Goertzen, Deloitte LLP          
                                                                           
Appeared on behalf of the Respondent:  Del Stebner, Senior Assessor 

                                                                         Harmohit Singh, Property Assessor 
       
DECISION:  The assessed value is reduced to $4,757,000 based on the sale of the subject property 

with improvements. 
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JURISDICTION 

[1] The Central Alberta Regional Assessment Review Board [“the Board”] has been established in 
accordance with section 455 of the Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c M-26 [“MGA”].    

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

[2] The subject property is a multi-family residential complex built in 1990, known as Parkland 
Townhouses located in Highland Green Estates. It consists of 25, three-bedroom suits located on a 
1.28 acre parcel. A termination of the Condo Status of those 25 individual units occurred on 
December 18, 2024.  

[3] The assessment has been calculated using the Income Approach to value with a Gross Income 
Multiplier (GIM) of 10.0. Using standardized amounts for vacancy, a $1,675 per month rental rate, 
and $15 per month rate for 60 parking stalls, the Potential Gross Income (PGI) for the subject has 
been estimated at $513,300. The assessment of $4,927,700 translates to $197,108 per suite.  

PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

[4] The Presiding Officer confirmed that no Board Member raised any conflicts of interest regarding 
matters before them. Neither party raised any objection to composition of the Board.  

ISSUES 

[5] Should the subject’s estimated rental rate be reduced based on actual values and listing 
information? 

[6] Does the sale of a similar townhome complex indicate the subject is over assessed? 

[7] Is the assessed GIM of 10.0 to high, based on recent sales of other multi-family properties? 

COMPLAINANT’S POSITION 

[8] This appeal is not intended to determine if the process has followed mass appraisal legislation, but 
to ensure the assessment is representative of fair market value. 

Rental Rate 

[9] With respect to the rental rate being utilized for the assessment of the subject, the City’s estimate 
is in line with listing ads. However, it does not account for inducements recognizing that the complex 
is offering one month free rent on a 12 month lease ($1,695 x 11 months = $18,645 per suite 
annually / 12 months = $1,554 per month adjusted rent). Using this adjusted rental rate reflects the 
condition at the property and supports an adjusted PGI of $466,200 for the subject.  

[10] An Income and Expense Report was provided for the subject from April, May and June, 2025 to 
further support a reduction to the assessment. These reports confirm a more reasonable PGI of 
$470,000 for the subject in line with the $1,554 per month requested rent. 

[11] The Complainant requested a revised market value for the subject complex of $4,475,500 (rounded) 
or approximately $179,000 per suite based on the adjusted rental rate of $1,554 per month. 
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Direct Sales 

[12] While there has only been one recent sale of a townhome complex in Red Deer, that sale (5330 – 
58A Street) is a gauge to test the estimated market value of the subject. The sale was of a complex 
built in 2011, so significantly newer than the subject property. The suites are comprised of 2 
bedroom and 2 bedroom plus den, as opposed to the 3 bedrooms the subject offers. 

[13] Ultimately, this complex sold for $171,250 per suite. You would expect it to transact at a value 
premium because of the age, then discounted compared to the subject due to the number of 
bedrooms in each suite from the subject. Accordingly, the requested $179,000 per suite is 
reasonable, whereas the current assessment for the subject appears excessive at almost $200,000 
per suite.  

Gross Income Multiplier 

[14] To convert an income estimate to an estimate of overall value, the City has used a GIM of 10.00 for 
the subject property. 

[15] As there were few townhouse sales in the City, the best GIM indicator would be for middle-aged, 
multi-family properties, with a similar number of units, where market participants were looking at 
converting a potential income stream to overall value. 

[16] The Complainant provided a chart of five middle-aged, multi-family properties, with a similar 
number of units. These comparables sold between December 16, 2022, and October 16, 2024. The 
year built ranged from 1976 to 1981 and the price per suite ranged from $78,750 to $118,421. The 
GIM values ranged from 8.04 to 10.23 with an average from the group at 9.42, and the median at 
9.76. 

[17] This GIM analysis suggests a rate of 9.75 be applied to the subject property to estimate value. 

Conclusion 

[18] The Complainant suggested a rental rate of $1,554 per month for the subject property with a GIM 
of 9.75 established through the sales information noted above. Using these values provides an 
overall revised assessment for the subject of $4,363,500 (rounded) or $174,500 per suite.  

[19] This request is supported by the comparison to a newer rowhouse complex that recently sold for 
$171,250 per suite. 

RESPONDENT’S POSITION  

[20] The assessment for the subject is based on income potential as of the legislated valuation date 
supported by market evidence. The mass appraisal model used reflects market value, providing 
equity and fairness among similar properties. 

Rental Rates 

[21] Market typical rental rates have been derived through stratification, sales review and a Request for 
Information (RFI) process. For multi-family residential properties, the RFI questionnaire had a return 
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rate of approximately 53% for the past 4 years, which by provincial standards is an excellent return 
ratio. Between the primary collection and secondary collection processes, the City is confident the 
current valuation process inputs are drawn from a larger percentage of the population compared 
to that of the Complainant. 

[22] A chart of four comparable row housing complexes was provided to establish actual rents that
exceeded market rates. This chart includes the subject showing rents of $1,695 per month from
their RFI survey.

ADDRESS DESCRIPTION UNITS ACTUAL RATES MARKET RATES 

3110 47 AV SOUTHWOOD TOWNHOUSES 85 $1,463.44 $1,475.00 

100 3535 55 AV WESTRIDGE ESTATES 64 $1,792.11 $1,792.11 

3535 55 AV WESTRIDGE ESTATES 24 $1,816.29 $1,700.00 

32 HOLMES ST SUBJECT 25 $1,695.00 $1,675.00 

The average rent for this group was $1,691 per month and the median was $1,792 per month. 

[23] To further support the market rates applied to the subject, the Respondent provided a Rent Board 
Listing indicating a $1,775 per month rate for the subject and a “first month free” with a 12 month 
lease incentive.

[24] For the 2024 assessment year, the City transitioned to the use of market typical parking inputs, 
aligning the treatment of parking income with other core income components. A 
supplemental Parking Income Request for Information was requested from all apartment 
and multi-family properties. The City’s applied parking process avoids assumptions about 
how stall costs are bundled, allocated or disclosed within rental agreements. By applying a 
uniform -derived parking rate, the assessment process promotes consistency, and uniform 
treatment across all properties classes. For the subject, 60 stalls were identified with an applied 
rate of $15 per stall. The actual rent reflects a $20 difference from the market rate which considers 
a parking component within the rental rate.

Direct Sales 

[25] The subject property transacted on December 18, 2024, for a sale price of $4,675,000. Since that
time improvements have been completed which have added additional value beyond the
$4,675,000 purchase price.

[26] The sale price and current rental income analysis strongly support a market value which is far
superior to the requested assessment presented by the complainant.

[27] The Respondent provided evidence that the 5330 58A Street sale offered as support for a reduction
to the assessment by the Complainant, should be given no weight. This was a non-arms length
transaction with related parties involved in the sale. Upon questioning, the Complainant confirmed
that this transaction should not be used to determine market value.

[28] The Respondent also noted the 2025 RFI provided by the owner identified additional Market
Information, indicating that a market analysis was completed in August 2024 by Salomons
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Commercial Realty that indicates an asking price of $4,900,00 for the subject. This value is consistent 
with the assessment of the subject at $4,927,700. 

[29] The subject rental performance was reviewed to highlight that rents have increased from $1309 per 
suite to a reported $1695 per suite, since its purchase in 2024. These actual rents support a value 
appreciation for the subject property. 

[30] Since the current owner’s purchase in 2024 additional improvements have been made to the 
property, which logically would add value beyond that $4,675,000 purchase price. 

[31] The Respondent suggested the subject’s actual PGI exceeds the market rental rates utilized within 
the 2025 assessment valuation. Additionally, the Complainant’s requested value of $4,363,500 falls 
$311,500 or 6.66% below the December 18, 2024, sale price, and $564,200 or 11.45% below the 
2025 assessment. 

Gross Income Multiplier 

[32] The Respondent confirmed a GIM of 10.45 from the sale of the subject using actual values. This 
supports the applied rate of 10 utilized in the 2025 assessment calculation for Row house 
complexes.  

[33] The Respondent critiqued the Complainants GIM analysis of five apartment sales occurring between 
December 16, 2022, and October 16, 2024. Utilizing a calculated EGI from the year of each sale 
transaction, the Respondent determined a highly accurate median GIM rate of 10.45 for the group. 
This recalculation questions the accuracy of the Complainants GIM 9.76 request, which included 
income from third-party listings without verification. Additionally, the Complainant has failed to 
explain any direct level of comparability between the subject and the apartment comparables 
derived from this third-party information. 

[34] Further support for the applied GIM was provided with an analysis of 12 comparable apartment 
and multi-family complex sales, which have transacted between July 1st, 2024, and June 30, 2025. 
As seen through this analysis, on average GIM’s utilizing actual rents were found to have a wider 
range at 10.55 with a median rate of 10.14. Utilizing the GIM’s calculated solely with market rents, 
the average was calculated to be 10.43 with a median GIM of 10.41. The 10.0 GIM applied to the 
subject property is supported through data, reasonable, and reflective of market value. 

Conclusion 

[35] The Complainant has relied solely on one Rent Board listing to determine an incentive induced, 
market rent to be applied to the subject property. This is fundamentally incorrect in that it assumes 
all tenants would revert to a rent that is affected by a marketing incentive. 

[36] The sale price of the subject property is relevant evidence for the board to consider. As the most 
recent transaction occurred in December of 2024 for $4,675,000. This is also a low value considering 
the subject has incurred capital upgrades to plumbing lines, exterior paint and roofing for a total 
reported cost of $82,018 since purchased. 

REBUTTAL 



Complaint ID 0262 2243 
Roll No. 30002042780 

Page 6 of 11 
 

 Classification: Protected A 

[37] The Complainant argued the subject property sold for $4,675,000, as Units 1 to 25 from 
Condominium Plan 962 3047. A termination of the condo status from the original 25 individual units 
occurred on December 18, 2024, which is the same date of the property transfer at land titles. 

[38] The Respondent indicates that improvements have been made that totalled $82,000. This would 
indicate that the fair market value of the subject with improvements is $4,757,000, not the assessed 
value of $4,927,700. 

[39] While the Respondent points to a rental listing from February of 2025 where the subject has listed 
rents for $1775 per month, they also rely on an RFI response from July of 2025 where no actual 
rents were more than $1695 per month. 

[40] As per the Altus Group Ltd v Alberta (City of Edmonton Composite Assessment Review Board), 2023 
ABCA 35 decision, the recent sale of a subject is the best evidence of market value in Alberta. If the 
Respondent is taking the position that this sale is valid, they should also be taking the position that 
the improved value is a fair representation of market value. 

[41] The Complainant requested a revised assessment of $4,757,000 for the subject based on the sale 
price of the subject plus improvements. 

BOARD FINDINGS and DECISION  

[42] The Board relies on the definition of market value found in the MGA, section 1(1)(n) where “market 
value” means the amount that a property, as defined in section 284(1)(r), might be expected to 
realize if it is sold on the open market by a willing seller to a willing buyer. 

[43] The Board finds the best evidence of market value is the actual sale of the subject itself. This aligns 
with a recent decision from the Alberta Court of Appeal, Altus Group Ltd v Alberta (City of Edmonton 
Composite Assessment Review Board), 2023 ABCA 35. 

[44] The Board recognizes both parties considered the sale of the subject as a valid arm’s length 
transaction registered on December 18th, 2024.  

[45] The Board finds that no adjustments were made to the sales used in the Respondents GIM analysis. 
Therefore, a time adjustment was not considered relevant for the sale price of the subject, which 
occurred 6 months prior to the valuation date of July 1, 2025.  

[46] The Board finds that the Complainant’s reliance on one Rent Board listing for the subject, to request 
a typical rental rate for assessment purposes. This does not follow accepted methodology and can 
be considered fundamentally incorrect, mixing actual and typical values without further analysis 
and evidence. 

[47] The Complainant’s GIM argument was based on information from the “Income Analysis” portion of 
a third party report from the “The Network”. This information from listings of apartment sales, did 
not include a verification process or allow for clarification on how the income portion was 
determined. The Board was not convinced that a consistent application of similar data could be 
relied upon without a process for verification of information. 
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[48] The Board gave no weight to the rowhouse complex sale provided by the Complainant at 5330 58A
Street, as it was a non-arms length transaction between related parties.

[49] The Board accepted the value of improvements made to the subject at $82,000 (as confirmed by
both parties), and the sale of the subject at $4,675,000 on December 18, 2024, for a revised
assessment of $4,757,000.

DECISION SUMMARY 

[50] The assessment is reduced to $4,757,000, based on the sale of the subject property with 
improvements.

[51] Dated at the Central Alberta Regional Assessment Review Board, in the city of Red Deer, in the 
Province of Alberta this 10 day of August, 2026 and signed by the Presiding Officer on behalf of all 
the panel members who agree that the content of this document adequately reflects the 
hearing, deliberations and decision of the Board.

B. HISEY
Presiding Officer 

This decision may be judicially reviewed by the Court of King’s Bench pursuant to section 470(1) of the 
Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c M-26. 

MGA 470(1) Where a decision of an assessment review board is the subject of an application for judicial 
review, the application must be filed with the Court of King’s Bench and served not more than 60 
days after the date of the decision. 

(2) Notice of an application for judicial review must be given to
(a) the assessment review board that made the decision,
(b) the complainant, other than an applicant for the judicial review,
(c) an assessed person who is directly affected by the decision, other than the complainant,
(d) a municipality, if the decision that is the subject of the judicial review relates to property

that is within the boundaries of that municipality, and
(e) the Minister.

Additional information may also be found at www.albertacourts.ab.ca. 



Complaint ID 0262 2243 
Roll No. 30002042780 

Page 8 of 11 
 

 Classification: Protected A 

APPENDIX “A” 
DOCUMENTS PRESENTED AT THE HEARING  

AND CONSIDERED BY THE BOARD: 
 

 
EXHIBIT NO.  ITEM  PAGES  

A.1 Hearing Materials 12 pages 
C.1 Complainant Submission 34 pages 
C.2 Complainant Rebuttal Submission 25 pages 
R.1 Respondent Submission 149 pages 

R.2 Respondent Legal Brief 68 pages 
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APPENDIX “B” 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITIES CONSIDERED BY THE BOARD: 

 
Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000, Chapter M-26 (the MGA) 
 
Interpretation  
s 1(1)(n) In this Act, 

(n) “market value” means the amount that a property, as defined in section 284(1)(r), might be 
expected to realize if it is sold on the open market by a willing seller to a willing buyer; 

Assessments for property other than designated industrial property  
s 289(2) Each assessment must reflect 

(a)  the characteristics and physical condition of the property on December 31 of the year prior 
to the year in which a tax is imposed under Part 10 in respect of the property, and 

(b)  the valuation and other standards set out in the regulations for that property. 

Joint establishment of assessment review boards  
s.455(1) Two or more councils may agree to jointly establish the local assessment review board or the 

composite assessment review board, or both, to have jurisdiction in their municipalities. 
 
Jurisdiction of assessment review boards  
s.460.1(1)  A local assessment review board has jurisdiction to hear complaints about any matter referred 

to in section 460(5) that is shown on  
(a)  an assessment notice for  

(i) residential property with 3 or fewer dwelling units, or  
(ii) farm land 

 
s.460.1(2)  Subject to section 460(14) and (15), a composite assessment review board has jurisdiction to 

hear complaints about  
(a) any matter referred to in section 460(5) that is shown on 

(i) an assessment notice for property other than property described in subsection (1)(a) 
 

Hearings open to public  
s. 464.1(5)  An assessment review board may exclude a document from the public record 

(a)  if the assessment review board is of the opinion that disclosure of the document could 
reasonably be expected to disclose intimate personal, financial or commercial matters or other 
matters, 

 
Decisions of assessment review board  
s. 467(1)  An assessment review board may, with respect to any matter referred to in section 460(5), make 

a change to an assessment roll or tax roll or decide that no change is required. 
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(1.1)  For greater certainty, the power to make a change under subsection (1) includes the power to 

increase or decrease an assessed value shown on an assessment roll or tax roll. 
 
(2)   An assessment review board must dismiss a complaint that was not made within the proper time 

or that does not comply with section 460(9). 
 
(3)  An assessment review board must not alter any assessment that is fair and equitable, taking into 

consideration 
(a)       the valuation and other standards set out in the regulations, 
(b)       the procedures set out in the regulations, and 
(c)       the assessments of similar property or businesses in the same municipality. 

 
Matters Relating to Assessment and Taxation Regulation, 2018 A.R. 2003/2017 (MRAT)  
 
Mass Appraisal 
s. 5  An  assessment of property based on market value 

(a)        must be prepared using mass appraisal 
(b)        must be an estimate of the value of the fee simple estate in the property, and 
(c)        must reflect typical market conditions for properties similar to that property. 

Valuation Date 
s. 6  Any assessment prepared in accordance with the Act must be an estimate of the value of a property 

on July 1 of the assessment year. 
 
Valuation standard for a parcel of land 
s. 7(1)  The valuation standard for a parcel of land is 

(a)        market value, or 

(b)        if the parcel is used for farming operations, agricultural use value. 
 
Valuation standard for a parcel and improvements 
s. 9(1)   When an assessor is preparing an assessment for a parcel of land and the improvements to it, the 

valuation standard for the land and improvements is market value unless subsection (2) or (3) 
applies. 

 
Matters Relating to Assessment Complaints, AR Reg. 201/2017 (MRAC)  
 
Disclosure of evidence 
9 (2)  If a complaint is to be heard by a composite assessment review board panel, the following 

rules apply with respect to the disclosure of evidence: 
(a) the complainant must, at least 42 days before the hearing date, 
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(i) disclose to the respondent and the composite assessment review board the documentary 
evidence, a summary of the testimonial evidence, including a signed witness report for 
each witness, and any written argument that the complainant intends to present at the 
hearing in sufficient detail to allow the respondent to respond to or rebut the evidence 
at the hearing, and 

(ii) provide to the respondent and the composite assessment review board an estimate of the 
amount of time necessary to present the complainant’s evidence; 

 
(b) the respondent must, at least 14 days before the hearing date, 

(i) disclose to the complainant and the composite assessment review board the documentary 
evidence, a summary of the testimonial evidence, including a signed witness report for 
each witness, and any written argument that the respondent intends to present at the 
hearing in sufficient detail to allow the complainant to respond to or rebut the evidence 
at the hearing, and 

(ii) provide to the complainant and the composite assessment review board an estimate of the 
amount of time necessary to present the respondent’s evidence; 

 
(c) the complainant must, at least 7 days before the hearing date, disclose to the respondent and the 

composite assessment review board the documentary evidence, a summary of the testimonial 
evidence, including a signed witness report for each witness, and any written argument that the 
complainant intends to present at the hearing in rebuttal to the disclosure made under clause (b) 
in sufficient detail to allow the respondent to respond to or rebut the evidence at the hearing. 

 
Issues and evidence before panel 
10   A composite assessment review board panel must not hear 

(a) any matter in support of an issue that is not identified on the complaint form, or 
(b) any evidence that has not been disclosed in accordance with section 9. 

 
Abridgment or expansion of time 
11 (1)  A composite assessment review board panel may at any time, with the consent of all parties, 

abridge the time specified in section 8(d). 
(2)  Subject to the timelines specified in section 468 of the Act, a composite assessment review 
board panel may at any time by written order expand the time specified in section 9(2)(a), (b) or 
(c). 
(3)  A time specified in section 9(2)(a), (b) or (c) for disclosing evidence or other documents may 
be abridged with the written consent of the persons entitled to the evidence or other documents. 




