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October 4, 2001

Hank and Barbara Kunst

Box 213

Sedgewick AB TOB 4C0

Ro: Assessment Review Board Decision RE 13-43-12.W4

Dear Hank and Barbara

This lefter scrves as notice of the decigion of the Assessment Review Board of
O¢tober 3, 2001.

The Board’s decision is as follows:

“To reduce the residential asgsessment inciuding the farm rusidence site value
by 60%, dus to functional obsolescence.”

Functional obsolascancs is related to the noises, smells and phywuical disturbances
that muutthe identified opention and how it aifects your residence.

Thiz decision may be appealed to the Municipal Government Board.
Yours truly

4G,

She
Clerk of the Contt
SAw
c D. Bergumn, Assessor -
County Counecil
ELAGSTAI‘F COUN'IY Bax 358, Sedgewick, Alberta, TOB 4C0

: Phone (780) 3844100
Fax (780) 884—3635E—mm1address.ﬂaphﬁtehnplanztnzt

AL NIDAS & ARBAREMARS dont Kumabde
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October 4, 2001

Thomas and Allizon Bartan

Box 207

Lougheed AB TOB 2V0
Re: Asseszment Review Board Decision NW 7-43-1)-W4
Dear Thomas & Ellison

This letter serves as notice of the decisian of the Assessment Review Board of
October 3, 2001,

The Board’s decision is as follows:

"To reduce the residential assessment including the farm residence site
value by §0%, due to functional obsolescence.*”

Punctional obsolescance is related to the noises, amells and physical disturbances
that occur at the identified operation and how it affests your residence,

This decision may be appssaied to the Municipal Government Boare.
Yours truly

FLAGSTAFF COURIY Box 358, Sedgewick, Alberts, TOB 4C0
Fhone (780) 3844100
Fax (780) 884.8635 E-mail address: Flagetaf@telusplanet net

Cillpiorn STAR &: ARSAR BN decs T Basrdor
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Ociober 4, 2001

beame Barton
Box 465

-

Re: Kssonsment Review Board Decision BW 7-48-11-W4
Dear Roxanne

This letter serves as nofice of the decision of the Assessment Review Board of
October 3, 3001.

The Board‘c desision is a5 follows:

“To reduce the residential assessment including the farm residence site
value by 30%, due to functional obsolseccence.”

Functional obsolessence ie related to the noices, smells and physical disturbances
that occur at the identified operation and how it affects your residence,

‘This decision may be appealed to the Municipal Government Board.
Yours truly

sKCk’m(:?

Shelly Armstrong
Clark of the Court

SA/lw

[ D, Bergum, Assersor
County Couneil

FLAGSTAFF COUNTY Bax 858, Sedgewick, Alberta, T0B 4C0
' thz(780)384-4100
Mﬂw)mwmw
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Box 207
Lougheed AR.
TO8 2vo
July 26, 2001

County of Flagstaff

County Manager

P.0. Box 358

Sedgewick AB,

TAB 4CO

Dear, Sir/Madam;

By the Tax and Assessment notice duted June 30, 2001. We are required to
make written notice of our ohjection (o the assessment on the Jorm
residence located on NW -7-43-11-4, within 30 days of said notice.

Our objection is: This residence is located within a guarter of a mile from a
LL.O. , Iocated on the SE- 13-43-12-4 . The residence has been on this
locasion for the past 90 years, and has enjoved clean Jresh air.

Due to the installation of the I.L.0., this clean fresh air has deteriorated to
o puirid odour, which is unacceptable fo the occupanis of this residence.
Further more, due to this situation, the value of this property has been
devalued. Therefore, we request the residence assessment tax be deleted or
reduced, until the cause for this objection has been corrected to the
satisfaction of the owners of said land.

Yours truly
Thomas & Allison Barton
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Garty Swainson
Box 327

SEDGEWICK AB TOB 400

County of Flagstaff NO. 20
Box 358

Sedgewlck, Alberta

TO8 4C0

Phone 384-3537

Fax 384-3635

June 25, 1997

‘Buclosed piease find your Development Permit 10 locate a hog operation on the above described
parcel of land.  This perit is approved subjest o conforming with the conditions as notad on your permit.

¥ further informnation is required contact mygelf gt 3843537,

c. Shelly Armstrong, County Manager

Yours wuly,
et ﬂM&v—‘
Del Bergum

Duvdmtﬁonndﬂﬁ::
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Land Use Bylnw No 27f88 Permit No. 9¥-10

DRVELOPMENT PERMIT

................................

...............................................................

You are hereby a.u:hodud w0 procesd with the duvelopnmnt spemﬁed peovided that any
canditions are compued with and lhacdcvalopmcm isin accordmcc wuh any appmved pll.m and

Date of Decision Jung £,. 18997 ...:........

ceen.. e 6,2097 .. .. ... _D«-&m-‘tr m
L

_ Daw of Issue of Dcvulopmcn: Pmmt . Signatuce of Dev Qfficer

NOTE:

1. . ‘The issuance of 2 Decvelopment Permit in accomiance with the notice of decision is
subject to the conditions that effective until 15 davs after the date the
order, decision or developmen permit js issued. e

2. The Land Use Bylaw provides that any person claiming to be affected by & decision of
the Development Officer may appesl to the Development Apperl Board by serving
written notice of appeai to the Sccretary of the Devalopment Appeal Board within 14
days a&cr the natice of the damu:m is given,

i A permir issued in accordapee wuh the notice of decision is valid for & period of 12
months from the dae of issue. If ¢ the expiry of mis period the development hag net
bezn conunenced or carried out with rexsoable dillzanee, tbu‘. pemmit shall be null and
void.

-

%003 i
[riehigiling
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| County of Flagstmff No. 29 | FORM
Land Use Bylaw No. 27/88 )

PERMIT NO. ._T?',’.?..

Applicans(s) ..GMRe&y, . Swidsasiod Tolophone #4235
Address ., SEe Ltk Aer e, Crreeenae
Address of property to be developed ... .. ... ............... e,
GE wase I3 Twp H3.. Renge .. (- Westofte .. Y. Meridin
Lot...... Block ......... Rogistered Plan or Certificats of Title . .............

Parce] Size [number of hectares (acres) or m® (square feet)]’

Registered Owner(s) . S#me ... . Telsphonz . ............
Address . ......, T O T
Existing Uso of Parcel . . (&% | Lavo Land Use Dismict . ...............
Proposad Use of Parcel M lus.u0. . Suhwe
o - —

Estimated-cost of the project or coatract price . . . . . ;7 Svwap .. e i aeena,
Esdmated dates of commencement and completion .. .. 7J4%, ,(497. ... . e
Feeof$25.00wbesnbmimdwim:applicati0n ..... N fﬂ- ....... et r e aaa
Receipt Number .. pMUA. ., ..

Dete of Application M*13 147 Signature of Applicant(s) M&&M%
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FAX TRANSMISSION

ALBERTA AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT
301, Pryvinzial Bullding, 4820 - 51 Streat
REDDEER.AB  T4N&ia

AIIA0-5324
Fax: 403-340.4808

To: Del Bergum Date: June S, 1997

Co. Of FlagstalT
Rax#:  384.383S Pages: 6, including this cover shect.
From:  Ken Williamsan, Agricultural |

Enginocring Technolopist
Bubject:  Kroesch and Swainson Site Assessments

COMMENTS:

TheSWniumsibmynmquimwtheMDs,dependingmﬂnﬁudﬁmmwwind
m(&nmCminnandeuion)bom suggest that the wind only blows fram the SE aboyt

nejghbour.
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nlml ENGINEERING SITE ASSESSMENT
FOR INTENSIVE LIVESTOCK FACILITIES
mmw ommn.mm' JM-SIEMM,M.CMNNN
NAME:  Gany Swainsex DATE: May 30, 1957
Sedewick, Ab POSTAL CODE; Z0B 450
LAND LOCATION:
AE Secim 13 Townhp 43 R 33 Wemof 4 Meridin
MUNICIPALITY; Co of Flagstaff
TYPE OF OPERATION: Mgwery
PROPOSED ) 4 EXISTING EXPANZION
SIZE OF OPERATION:  EXISTING: W
PROPOSED: J20 sow Jarrow to finish
LAND BASE: EXISTING 259 Actas PROPOSED Acres
NEIGHBOURING LAND USE:
FARM X COUNTRY RERINENTIAL X URBAN OTIER
I RTING - MINDIUM SEPARATION RECOMMENDED APPROX NOTES
MIN DISTANCE DISTANCE
= Newrem Fart Nuighbey
it Eosive B ame s apenaon) nep Iwit
- Nearast Neighbour o
e {ithour menive livacoe: opuration) X Bwp
»  Urban Residential and Instowtion
o Ly i Jom—
*  Lupe Smle Couniry Residenial,
High Lisz Racroarions). Carmmeraial a8 n i Langhoed
- Seall Soole Coonvy Residepal,
iadusrisl, Lew Use Reareations! oa Imi+
2. MANURE STORAQR CAPACITY Liguid bapun X Salid Mepure e
Resamumeaded Minimumn Capacity 712 Monibs
e . . m’
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3. Couotinuud

2636 Barry&Lana Love l%lgg; s007
GETAFF COUNTY
Y keo pem % 405 340 4896 P. 003
S

. Nome: G, Swoinsex

Manure serage plans Earihen lagoor - 500,000 palions, %«uudmgawnz

Prl Year siovage.

3. MINIMUM Ares OF Land Required For Manure Utiization 220 ac
NATURE Of Dispotal Ansx (Cropisnd, Hey Land, Pastucea, Etc) Crop iond
Acres Available for Spreadiae  Owned 1250 Neighbours

4. MANURE RUN-OFF CONTROL
). 4 Ne Problems Anticipated

Level of sk

Rum-off Control Required
Sl Unsuluble Duc To Potentia] Run-off Problems

1(Nome) 2 3 2 (high)

Commants Nommgallglnwhmmdbnink

5. SUITABILITY OF SUB.SOIL FOR EARTHEN MANURE STORAGE
X No Probjems Anticipaied

Sail Tuvts and Further Investigarion Recommendad

e SitP Unsutitable
—  Innufficien: Information For Comment

€. LIMITATIONS TO FURTHER FXPANSION

Praximily in meighbouring residence
M

7.  COMMENTS

Wmmﬂ&ﬂh&rwxmuﬂdﬁumhaw qfﬂncbmﬁo&
' hick, mwrmww-wm. The lagaoh rhould be maenurs Lght mmﬁkﬂ&' ,
This Em& WIWMJSQQ gwaﬁ Wt licgnra :ﬂinlﬂm.ﬂlﬂ

Ammm-mide.mbnwmmm'wgckmMmmhwm
the ML), mwggmwmm residence about 35 of tha rims.

INSPECTED BY:

KEN WILLIAMSON, AG ENCINEERING TECHNOLOGIST, RED DEER. ALTA
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Letters to the Editor

.
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Feedlot farms cause proPerty values to dropé

Dear Editor,
A recent Alberta Mummpal
Government: Property Tax

Appcal Board hearing has et a
major precedent, living within
two miles of a feedlot/factory
farm results in a 50% decrease
in residential property values.
While ﬁghting a feedlot
development in the County of
Lamont, northeast  of
Edmonton, we found it frustrat-
ing that for every concern we

raised, the developers’ answer

was that there was no problem
now, and no proof that-a prob-
lem would occur.

Of course they got the permit
to build, and we got the prob-
lems. One of the concerns
raised was the devaluation of
our homes.

The . feedlot near us has
dovalued our property, and we
now have the tax reductions to

* prove it.

Thirteen penple ﬁ'om the

town of St. Migh and-.

rounding .area appealed thcxr
2000 assessments and won.

The county’s first adjustment
offer ranged from 0 10 25%, and
was refused by everyone
involved.

- We then appealed to the
Albgrta Municipal Government
Board (MGB). - .

At a preliminary hearing,
which included the appellants,
two representatives of the
MGB, and the county’s asses-
SUrs, an agreement was reached
on the fact that our homes had
been devalued due to the prob-
lems caused by the feedlot.

These problems included
odour, fear of water contamina-
tion and depletion, dust, traffic,

- and health and safety concerns

homes up to three-and-a-half
miles away.

With this precedent perhaps

other Albertans fiving near
feedlots may want to appeal
their property assessments.
Also, perhaps it is_ titnc that
all levels of government were
asked why factory-farm devel-
opments are allowed to pay next
o nothing in taxes while

Seelying e, roverty, of gl

related to all of the prekus .

-reasons.

That agreemenmt cut the
assessment value on any home
within two miles of the feedlot

by 50% Tt also prov1ded for -

ers.
We hope that this informa- *-
tion might be useful to others in
their fight against factory-farm
developments. o
-Sincerely, &
St. Michacl & Area =
Landowner’s Protection =
Society,
Spokesperson,
Evelyn Kucy
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Albena MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD (Board)
OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIAT GROUP

ISSUE

SUMMARY REPORT
Subnuitted by -
Dennis Hawthorne
Senior Secretariat Advisor

ASSESSMENT APPEALS - LAMONT COUNTY (County)
PRELIMINARY HEARING HELD DECEMBER 12, 2000

ST. MICHAEL RECREATION CENTRE, ST. MICHAEL, ALBERTA

The MGB reccived 19 property appeals from 13 landowners (the Appellants) located within 2
miles of a 10,000 head intensive livestock operation, aka “The Cam-A-Lot Feedlot” (feedlot).
The main issue is that, among other things, the offensive odour from the operation causes a
substantial reduction in the market valuc of residences located in the area.

BACKGROUND

* The original complaints to the County’s ARB resulted in some assessments being

confirmed and others reduced, however the appellants were not satisfied with the ARB
decisions because they did not appear to be consistent and in the opinion of the
appellants, the decisions did not fully recognize the loss in market value of the affected
homes. Therefore appeals of the ARB decisions were lodged with the Board.

The feedlot and the subject lands are located in the St. Michael area of the County. St.
Michacl is a small hamlet about 1 mile northeast of the feedlot. Approximately 7 of the
appellants have homes in the Hamiet while the other 5 appellants have farms within
approximately 2 miles of the feediot.

The St. Michael area of the County is a very stabie area as most families have lived and
farmed in the area since it was first homesteaded. Therefore there are no dependable

sales of local homes or farms to help establish a market value benchmark for property
located close to the feedlot,

THE MEETING

The preliminary hearing convened in the Hamlet of St. Michael on December 12, 2000.

Agen - Lamont[1.08

« 35

/ﬂ;
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* The preliminary hearing meeting lasted between 3 and 4 hours In attendance were Mr
Willsen, Mr. Hawthorne, Assessor Al McNaughton and his colleague JefT McKinnon, as
well as all the Appcllants or their representatives.

RESULT

* Following the initial presentations by the Board and the Assessor and during the lunch
break, the Assessor and the Appellants met separately and came to an agreement on how
much the assessments should be reduced and which properties would be affected by the
reduction. :

* The Board canvassed the Appeliants and the Assessors to be certain that all were in
agreement. The Board confirmed the exact nature of the agreement and instructed that
the Assessor issue revised assessment notices 1o the Appellants before the end of the year
2000. Once the new assessment notices were issued, the Appellants agreed that they
would withdraw their appeals and would not appeal the new assessment notice.

THE AGREEMENT

For all residential property (including the 3 acre site on farmland) the following reduction in
properly assessment will apply.

(a) 0% reduction to property located within a 2 mile area of the boundaries of the
quarter section containing the feedlot

(b) 25% reduction to property located within the next 0.5 miles beyond the 2 mile
boundary {described in (a)] on the north, west and south sides of the feedlot
opcration. ‘

(¢) 25% reduction to property located with the next | mile beyond the 2 mule
boundary [described in (a)] on the east side of the feediot operation.

(d) 15% reduction to property located in the next 0.5 miles beyond the boundaries
described in (b) and (c) above.

Reasons

The Assessor cannot scientifically measure the effect of odour from a livestock
operation on the neighbouring properties. The Assessor has the ability to make a
Judgement based on common sense and the right of all property owners to the use and
enjoyment of their property. In these cases, there are several other factors involved
which in the Assessor’s opinion, affcct the marketability and potential value of the

residences.
1 Potentia! contamination and possible depletion of groundwater supplics.
2. Heavy truck traffic on county roads and roads within the Hamlet creating

unsafe conditions for children and others Extended effects of dust and
noise from heavy traffic.

Prevailing winds appear to be from the west therefore the extension of the
easterly boundary for assessment reduction can be justificd  This evidence

Ld

Agen - LamontLO8
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Was not available at the ARB hearings. With or without winds, the
physical presence of odour within a 2 mile radius of the feedlot has been
experienced by the Assessor. The odour is very strong and therefore
offensive.

The unsightly residue left from the heuling of silage to and from the
feediot.

In the Assessor's informed opinion, the reductions are fair and equitable
and are the best reflection of market value based on the available
evidence.
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January 20, 2001

Attn: E. & L. Kucy
Box 134
St. Michael, AB T0B 480

Dear Evelyn,

AKus II6ISS4 F.

COMPAQR

ASSESSME[\}T CONSULTANTS INC,

Famomen, Alberta ToB s P (780) 46% 5852 FAX {7301 4 5a0

Re: Assessment of Properties in Proximi to Cam-a-lot Feed|ot

Further to the meeting December

12, 2000 in St. Michael and your request for

documentation of the reasoning which contributed to the revised assessments the

following factors were considered.

- Odor from the intensive

livestock facility and the westerly prevailing winds

- Dust, noise, and potential danger from heavy truck traffic through St. Michael
and the county roads approaching the facility

- Odor and spillage of sflage being delivered to the facility

- Decision made previously by the Municipal Government Board for a property

In the same proximity to

the facility

- Possible groundwater contamination

- Possible groundwater depletion

- County by-law regarding development within two miles of the facility

- A general decline in quality of life for residents surrounding the facility

The assessor is mandated to provide market value assessments for residences and

residential land. The factors above we

re considered in assessing properties surrounding

the feediot in the absence of market data. The assessments are subject to review
annually. if new evidence is introduced Supporting or discrediting the decision on

December 12, 2000, the assessor mu

st Consider it when establishing new values,
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Fer further documentation refer to the letter dated January 4, 2001 from Dennis Hawthorne

of the M. G. B. The meeting at St. Michae! is summarized in Mr. Hawthorne's Istier
including the agreement and the issues which lead to the agreement.

Yours truly,
Compass Assessment Consultants inc.

Per, Lo .
Alan L. McNaughton, A MAA.

President

.83



