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COMPOSITE ASSESSMENT REVIEW BOARD
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF FOOTHILLS NO. 31

NOTICE OF DECISION
IN THE MATTER OF A COMPLAINT against the assessiment of property pursuant to the Municipal

Government Act RSA 2000, Chapter M-26, Jaruary I, 2010 and Amendments Thereto and Matters
Relating to Assessment Complainis Regulation AR 310/2009.

between:
Pon Green Holdings Lid., Complainant
and
Mumnicipal Bistrict of Foothills NO. 31, Respondent
before:
C. b Griffin, Presiding Officer

David Anderson & Roger Taylor, Board Members
This is the decision of the Composite Assessment Review Board regarding a complaint filed respecting:
ROLL #1928042510
PLAN 6437 HR, BLOCK A
ASSESSED VALUE: $802.070.
This complaint was heard on the 5th day of November, 2012 at the M.D. of Foethills Administration
Building, 309 MacLeod Trail in High River, AB.
Present on behalf of the Complainant:

Don Green

Present on behalf of the Respondent:

Susan Staley
Diane Fraser

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:

The subject property is a 6.4 acre parcel of unimproved land that has been assessed at Market Value
based upon its Land Use Designation of Highway Commercial. In the past the parcel has been assessed
as farm land; however, there having been no evidence of farming activity in the assessment year {2011),
the farm status of the parcel was removed.

ISSUES:
The issues Lo be considered by the Composite Assessment Review Bogrd (CARB) are:
1. Should the subject property be categorised as farm Jand or not and

2. Is the assessed value of the property fair and equitable in comparison to simifar properties within
the Municipal District of Foothills No. 317
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PREEIVIINARY MATTERS:

Iy owas hroughb o the atention of the CARE that this Complaint w
Lov preas Keview Hoord (LARBY on the basis that the ‘~h[iuu was thought 10 have been
sgorised as farm fand. AL thal Heiring the LARB, with the agreement of hoth paries. aboidged the
Phisclosure i"}sm‘llimq as oullined uwnder the MGA und the Mawery Reduting 1o Assessmesd Complains
entent of disclosure time was then carsied forward o become effechve
s net have the amthoriy o abridue the disclosare tmoey requiired r a
repmend oF both parties. agrees 1o abvidge the disclosure tmes. as

nwwmxiw: ,f’» TRATE This abyid
far this 1 ing. At LARB ¢
CARB Hu\"}rw ihix Board _witls
reguested, norder that the Hearing may procecd.

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Clomplaiiant’s Position:

Thae Cootiplainant contends that the subleet parcel of land i3 farm land and 1t should be ¢ i s such as
i has been inthe past, The Conplainand maingains that the relatively siral} size of the parer! (6.4 acres)
prechudes it fom being an coonomie feming vodt and even wakes dilBenll to fease the property ot o
any farming purpases. The Complainant introduced (Exbibit O-1) o copy 02‘ a lease Tor the sabjeot lands
bobweon s Green Holdings Lid. essor) and 8.8, Fiiring Ll (i en {ED) vears
commencing Jamuary 1. 2012, The Lossee carfiey on business a5 a fermer and the mnual rents) mite due
s the Logsor shell bo the entive gragss or hay orop grown on the land. The Cemplainani sclrowledees
that the subject lands were notl leased {or Fiming purposes I 261 1 but this s reselt of the sieall size of
the parce! and the rexuiting fnability o atlact & tenant. The Complainant requests the CARD o reven e
seatus of the land o "larm” and reinstate the provious assessed value of $1T2RG established under that
caegnry.

< \u. 54‘ 3 lerm of

Respondeet's Position:

The Respondent suhvised the CARB that the change in status of the subjest land, parcel stems frops the
fget thit there was no evideiice of fm usd fon the Jand hoted during e mosh feew inspeston of the
parcel, The Respondent provided (Exinbit R-1) an excospt from the Magers Relating o Assessovent anid
Taxation Regidarlon IMRAT), Alberta Regulation 22002004 which sintesy

i MEeniing operafions” mean e valsiag, produrctionm and sole OF aariciltarcl prodiecs, ard
' inéfudes

(i horicpltore, avienliure, apicaiime wnd agugeslivre,

{iip the praductien of horyes, caille, blson, Sheep, Seifd, goats, finr-hearing anfmals
virdsed fneapiiviy, domestic cervids within the weaning of the Fivesteck Iidusmry
Diversifloafion Act, wnd domestic camelids, amd

) HRE plariing. arivwing dnd sele of sod;

The Respoadent glsa mcluded (Exhibit R-13 e copy of the Deslararion Re: Farming Qperations that was
erhsdud o the Compliinu b whish was not camipleted by the Complainant and was ol renirned fo
Additionally. the Respondent incloded within this same Ex boa copy of g lelior,
dated F chma'\ 10712, 40 the u:mp]anmn { adviving that. a5 & tesuirof o fecsnt inspection of his Tands, it
ws deterinined that the stalus of the parcel no inmi et The eriteria of “larniing operation” and that a
significant indregse i the-astiessed value was anvicipated for the 20172 lax year.

I torms of the assessed value, the Respondent provided the CARB with summaries of several sales of
Highway Coamiercial Jands which were utilized fo-devive o value estimsite Tor the sobjed! Tands. In
addition, the Respondent ndvised the, CARD that the adjagent parcel, of spprovimately the same $isg afwo
hag o Highway Condmereial Lapd Use Deddamution whith w asse ab g value o $798 460 and it wauld
be inequirghle 1o assess die subject dilferently. The {upumkm also noted that this adjacent paveel has
Been advertised For Sale a1 @ price in the ronge of $1.000.000 and wiile ithas not sold this doss provide
an mdication as 1o e owner’s opinion of value

DECISION:

After considering the giroumstonces and merits of the case, the Board defertninéd that the asse
10 he confirmed ot $8U2,876.

SRR 1%
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BEASONG FONDECISION:

be aware of the valoadon stndards and detiniions as owtlined In the guiding
shan, i fhis cepard the CARB refers o MRAT 401§
“Phi veefrection stamdard for a parcel of fapd I

The CARB mus

e

fuii miarke! vatue, or
thi if b pareed is wved for Jorming opirarions, agricaftral wve value
arud
MRAT 1

oo wse vatve” means the vedue of o parcel of furd based exedt

Cegr P ogan fis wae

Jor

FLEnNRE 0TI RS,

' haing
carried oul on ihe subject pa of fand In 20110 The Respondent. ovidepdy beieg aware of

stonificant increase in assessed vahi, advised the Comiplainant of this increase (Exhibit R-1% and
fded the Complainamt with as apportusily o provide prool of “erming operadons” through o
{ cer. the latier was not retammed o the Respondem with the

weas provided tothe Regpondent.

I the cuse before us the CAREB was nos provided with any ovidence of "larming operatony’

Iy
Py
Lk

i
[eviararion Re: Formiiy
vesult ther s prood’of Yarmisg operidions

Forfiony: o

The Complanant provided the CARE with o copy oz lease wihiich does Indicute the pmde! béing uved
for “furbiidg opergtions” however. this lease was siot in fovee for the Juby 10 201) vdluation dute in
guzstion, het yather is lor the next hase assessment year (20023 The Comphdnant provided no evidence
of “arming sperations” bitag carried sul as o thiedvalugbion date (uly 1 2000 for the CARRB w

conatder: Additionalty, the Complainan dd aot provide the CARE with any evidenee to suuges that the
assessesd value was Bcoreet.

e

s the responstbility of the Complamant o provide the CARE with mnequivoual evidense o warrant a
change i the assessed value aud the Complainant failed 1o do so. The Legisftion and Assessmend
Redubationy are quite clewr in terms of what-s reguired Tor « land parcel 1o be cateporized as "firminy
' ssed the property

operations” and given same the CARE s-of the jgdement that the Respondent has ass
coprecthy.

‘jq 2012,

2 dayof NU

{guzni'cipéxi District of Foothills Mo, 31, s ,)z
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APPENDIX “4”

PERSONS WHO WERE IN ATTENDANCE, MADE SUBMISSIONS OR GAVE EVIDENCE AT
THE HEARING:

NAME CAPACITY
1. Dron Green Complainant
2. Susan Staley Respendent
3. Diane Fraser Respondent
4. C. ] Griffin Presiding Officer
5. Roger Taylor Board Member
6. Dave Anderson Board Member
7. Sherri Barrett Board Clerk

APPENDIX “B”

EXHIBITS

NGO, ITEM

1. Assessment Review Board Complaint & Complainant’s Disclosure Statement
-1 “Farm Lease™

2. Hearing Notice

3. Respondent’s Disclosure Statement
R-1  Page 14 “Declaration Re: Farming Operations™

4. Correspondence with the Municipality “C-2”

5. LARB Conseni to Abridge Time

Procedure for Appeal

An appeal may be made to the Court of Gueen’s Bench on a question of law or jurisdiction with respect
to a decision of an assessmeni review board.

Any of the following may appeal the decision of an assessment review board;
a} the complainant;
b} an assessed person, other than the complainant, who is affected by the decision;
¢} the municipality, if the decision being appealed relates to property that is within the
boundaries of that municipality;
d} the assessor for a municipality referred to in clause ¢.

An application for leave to appeal must be filed with the Coust of Gueen’s Bench within 30 days after the
persons notified of the hearing receive the decision, and notice of the application for leave to appeal must
be given to:

a) the assessment review board, and

b) any other persons as the judge directs.



