Court of Revision Agenda
County of Essex Council Chambers

360 Fairview Ave. W., Essex, Ontario

Tuesday, August 6, 2019 — 4:30 PM

The purpose of the meeting is to hold the Court of Revision for:
West Townline Drain New Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3) and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment,
Geographic Township of Colchester South, Project REI 2016D061,
Town of Essex, County of Essex
This is pursuant to the report prepared by Gerard Rood, Professional Engineer,
Rood Engineering Inc. dated April 26™, 2019 which was considered and adopted by
at a Consideration Meeting held June 17, 2019 and pursuant to By-Law 1837 which

received two readings by Council at its regular meeting held July 15, 2019.

This sitting of the Court of Revision was duly appointed by Council on July 15, 2019.

Section 54 (1) of The Drainage Act provides that the decision of the Court of
Revision can be appealed to the Drainage Tribunal within twenty-one (21) days
from the date of the Court of Revision. The final day for appeal is August 27, 2019.
At the first Council meeting after this date the third reading to By-Law Number

1837 will be given.

1. Roll Call
Present: Dan Boudreau
Percy Dufour
Felix Weigt-Bienzle
Regrets: None
Also Present: Chris Nepszy, Chief Administrative Officer

Rob Auger, Town Solicitor/Clerk

Shelley Brown, Deputy Clerk

Norm Nussio, Manager, Operations and Drainage

Tanya Tuzlova, Operations/Drainage Clerk

Gerard Rood, Professional Engineer, Rood Engineering Inc.
Kory Snelgrove, E.I.T., Rood Engineering Inc.

Drainage Board Member from the Town of Amherstburg
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General Public: Per attached Sign-in Sheet

The Clerk to confirm having administered the Oaths to the Members of the Court of

Revision.

The Clerk to confirm that all notices have been sent in accordance with The

Drainage Act.

2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest

3. Adoption of Published Agenda

Court of Revision Meeting Agenda

Moved by
Seconded by
That the published agenda for the August 6, 2019 Court of Revision be adopted

as presented.
4. Adoption of Minutes

i) Court of Revision for Sydenham Street Drain (East Side) & Bagot Street Drain
(West Side), Petition for Drainage held on July 2, 2019.

Moved by
Seconded By

That the minutes of the Court of Revision for Sydenham Street Drain (East Side) &
Bagot Street Drain (West Side) held on July 2, 2019, be adopted as circulated.

5. Appeals from Landowners

The Chair will advise that the purpose of the Court of Revision is to hear appeals
regarding the Schedule of assessment only. The Schedule of Assessment may be
altered but the total assessment must remain the same. If one assessment is

reduced then another must be increased to balance.
6. List of Written Appeals of Assessment Received by the Clerk

i) Raja Shehadi, Letter: 2019.07.22, APPEAL_ COURT OF REVISION (via email)

ii) Raja Shehadi, Attachment A: WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN NOTICE (via email)

iii) Raja Shehadi, Attachment B: WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN APPENDICES (via email)
iv) Raja Shehadi, Attachment C: 2019.05.28, LETTER TO AUGER (via email)
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v) Raja Shehadi, Attachment D: 2019.06.10, West Townline Dr signed response to
Shehadi Itr. (via email)

vi) Raja Shehadi, Attachment E: 2019.06.11, TO ROOD_ Objection to Assessment (via
email)

vii) Raja Shehadi, Attachment F: 2019.06.11, TO ROOD_ EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_
GOOGLE EARTH (via email)

viii) Raja Shehadi, Attachment G: 2019.06.11, TO ROOD_ EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon
Drain (via email)

ix) Raja Shehadi, Attachment H: 2019.06.11, FROM ROOD_ Objection (via email)

x) Raja Shehadi, Attachment I: 2019.06.13, LETTER TO MR. ROOD (via email)

xi) Raja Shehadi, Attachment J: 2019.06.13, EMAIL FROM ROOD: ELEVATION MAP
(via email)

xii) Raja Shehadi, Attachment K: 2017.04.27, APPEAL, 210505-789-8, 956.28 (via

email)

7.Engineer to provide a Background on the Drain and the

Proposed Project (if required)
Gerard Rood, Professional Engineer, Rood Engineering Inc.

8. Questions from Landowners

9, Court of Revision Decision

Moved by
Seconded by

That the assessments contained in the report for the West Townline Drain New
Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3) and Updated Maintenance Schedule of
Assessment, Geographic Township of Colchester South, Project REI 2016D061,
Town of Essex, County of Essex, as prepared by Gerard Rood, Professional Engineer,

Rood Engineering Inc. dated April 26, 2019, be confirmed.
10. Adjournment
Moved by

Seconded by

That the meeting be adjourned at
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The Court of Revision,

C/o Robert W Auger, Town Clerk,

Municipality of the Town of Essex,

33 Talbot Street South, Essex, Ontario N8M 1A8,
Telephone: (519) 776-7336 x1132;

Email: rauger@essex.ca

July 22, 2019

Dear Sirs of the Court of Revision,

This is an appeal to the Court of Revision regarding the assessment of the total value
(Benefit and Outlet values), and the “affected acres” that are assigned to my property
with tax roll number “750-03000” belonging to 1741094 Ontario Limited Corporation.

My objection is to the Municipality of Essex notice dated May 7, 2019, regarding the
West Townline Drain (WTD): “New Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3} and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment.”

Please note the following points:

1. Assessments to my “750-03000” property has long been unfair, biased, and based
on age-old assessment from the 1980s, that lacked transparency. As an example, |
include as an attachment, my appeal and complaint to the Municipality of Essex as
presented in Exhibit K. This complaint provided no direct or transparent responses
and revealed several breaches by the Ontario Drainage Act by the Drainage
Superintendent then, Mr. Dan Boudreaux.

2. News regarding an “Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment” was, therefore,
welcome. But to my surprise, Mr. Gerard Rood of Rood’s Engineering, who reviewed
the assessment, prided himself in copying and pasting the old assessment schedule
from the 1980s. Mr. Rood wrote, “the new maintenance schedule was derived from
the 1985 Peralta report schedule.” Item #3, page 1, Exhibit H.

3. My concern remains to be what | wrote to Engineer, Mr. Rood on June 13, 2019,
“Despite all of your correspondence, until to date, you have not produced any
genuine and reasonable basis for your calculations. That is to ask, what is the basic
eqguation or formula that you have used to arrive to the figures that you have
included as benefit and outlet values in your report? Without an objective equation
by which the benefit and outlet values can be objectively fairly calculated to all the
landowners, there is always grounds for error whether that is intended or not. Cutting
and pasting faithfully from previous reports is unacceptable and renders your report
redundant and useless. Moreover, there must some reasonably objective basis upon
which the previous evaluations were calculated. Please check it out and explain it.
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For this request, you have not yet provided any reasonable response.” Exhibit I. As
of to date, | have not yet received a response to this inquiry.

4. Reasonable calculations and sensible equations and formulas are the least one
expects from engineers. However, | have never received any response to my above-
stated inquiry. |, therefore, conclude that Mr. Rood does not know how these
assessment figures were obtained, other than he has faithfully copied them from a
34-year-old report. Mr. Rood’s defense was that copying and pasting from prior
reports, in this case a 34-year-old report, was the “standard practice and follows the
Drainage Act requirement in Section 34 to take prior assessments into
consideration.” Exhibit H. Therefore, Mr. Rood has breached the Ontario Drainage
Act by copying and pasting from the old engineer’s report, rather than taking this
prior assessment into consideration as is required by the Ontario Drainage Act.

5. Moreover, when | compared my assessment with my neighbors across the Third
Concession and figured out what is a fair total assessment value of $355, down from
the grossly over estimated value of 405. (Exhibit C). Mr. Rood vehemently defended
the $405 figure by conveniently comparing it with properties that were several miles
away from mine, and certainly did not compare well with my farm.

6. Mr. Rood insisted that all of my farm drains directly into the West Townline Drain
(WTD). (Exhibit D). Even when | proved to him that that was not the case, because:

a. A significant portion of my farm in the east end is lower in altitude than its
middle portion and therefore water cannot climb uphill to reach the WTD, as |
showed him on Google Earth Altitude Map (Exhibit F). He did not agree, and
he sent to me an altitude map from the Town of Essex Interactive Mapping,
which is unavailable to the public. His map was in agreement with mine that
the eastern portion of the farm was lower in altitude than its center. Thus,
disproving his claim that all of the farm drains directly into the WTD.

b. In addition, the eastern portion of the farm drains into and is assessed into the
Pigeon Drain and, therefore, does not have direct access to the WTD. (Exhibit
G)

7. | am appealing to the Court of Revisions to consider my case and to review the
attachments. In this appeal, | am contesting the above-named Engineer's Report
and | am requesting that you would kindly approve the following:

a. Please reduce the total assessment that is assigned to my farm at 750-
03000, from the over estimated value of $405 to the more reasonable value of
$355, in accordance with my argument as presented in Exhibit C and the
other attachments.

b. Please reduce the total number of “affected acres” on my property 750-03000
in regards to the WTD, from 98.36 to no more than 68.36 acres. The
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remaining acres of the farm are to be correctly assessed to the Pigeon drain
where the natural topography of the eastern 1/3™ of my farm drains. This will
help in reducing the Total Assessment because of the fact that not all of my

farm’s acres drain directly into the WTD. (Exhibit C).

Please note that | am currently in Texas and, therefore, | shall not be able to
attend the meeting of the Court of Revision. On August 6, 2019, | have a busy day at
work, | will not be available by phone during business hours on that date but | shall
certainly respond to all your questions if you email these to me. | am hoping that this
letter and its attachments are ample for a favorable outcome.

Respectfully,

2 1 4Ei ‘a { \
Raja Shehadi, MD
President 1741094 Ontario Limited
Mailing Address: PO Box 903, Temple, TX, 76503
Tel: 321-698-2043
Email: reshehadi@yahoo.com

Attachments:

A. WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN NOTICE

B. WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN APPENDICES

C. 2019.05.28, LETTER TO AUGER

D. 2019.06.10, West Townline Dr signed response to Shehadi
E. 2019.06.11, TO ROOD Objection to Assessment

F. 2019.06.11, TO ROOD_EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE EARTH
G. 2019.06.11, TO ROOD_EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain
H. 2019.06.11, FROM ROQOD Objection

l. 2019.06.13, LETTER TO MR. ROOD

J. 2019.06.13, EMAIL FROM ROOD_ELEVATION MAP

. K. 2017.04.27, APPEAL, 210505-789-8,956.28

AReTIETMMUOWR
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Robert W Auger, Clerk, Town of Essex
(519) 776-7336 x1132;
rauger@essex.ca

Chris Nepczy, supervisor,
(519) 776-7336 x1114
chepczy@essex.ca

Norman Nussio, Drainage Superintendent,
(519) 776-7336 x1405
nnussio@essex.ca

This is an objection regarding your assessment of the “total value” and the “affected
acres” that are assigned to the property with tax roll number 750-03000 belonging to
1741094 Ontario Limited.

In regards to your notice dated May 7, 2019, West Townline Drain (WTD):
“New Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3} and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment.”

May 28, 2019

Dear Sirs,

In this letter | am objecting and contesting the inconsistencies that are presented
in your schedule of value liability (Total Value = value of benefit + value of outlet liability)
that are assigned to my property tax roll number 750-03000, that belongs to 1741094
Ontario Limited corporation. | am also objecting and contesting to calculated “affected
area” of the same farm that are included within the watershed area of the WTD.

To prove the inconsistencies in the presented schedules of the said notice, |
have considered the neighboring properties and compared the “Total Value” that is
assessed against these properties with mine. It is quite clear that my property is unfairly
assessed at a higher value than my neighbors.

Please note the following points:

1. Comparing the presented assessed value schedules in your notice with the map in
APPENDIX "REI-E," we note that the closer a property is to the WTD drain, the
higher is the assessed “Total Value” per affected acre. The further away the property
is from the WTD, the lower is the assessed value per affected acre.

2. The affected acres on my property at 750-03000 extend eastward away from the
WTD. Their contiguity to the WTD corresponds fairly well to three farms across the
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Third Concession Road. Namely, the following properties: 750-03200, 750-01500,
and 750-01900, listed from further to more proximal to the WTD.

. These three farms across the Third Concession Road carry different assessed value
liability per affected acre that corresponds to their contiguity to the WTD.

. Similarly, the affected acres of my property at 750-3000 should carry assessed
values that are similar to the corresponding affected acres of the above-named
properties across the Third Concession Road.

. Please consider the following map from APPENDIX "REI-E". If you extend the
property lines of the above-mentioned three farms northward into the 750-03000
property, you can see that they divide this property into three sections that are
roughly about:

a. ~50% corresponding to farm 750-03200; 98.36/2 = 49.18 Acres.

b. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01500; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.

c. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01900; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.
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6.

The percentages above are fair enough as they also correspond to the County of
Essex Interactive mapping at
http://maps.countyofessex.on.ca/?viewer=http%3A%2F%2Fgisweb.countyofesse
X.ca%2Fhtmlcounty2101%2FIndex.htm|%3FconfigBase%3Dhttp%3A%2F%2Fqis
web.countyofessex.ca%2FGeocortex%2FEssentials%2FCounty%2FREST%2Fsi
tes%2FCounty of Essex Public%2Fviewers%2Fhtmlpublic%2Fvirtualdirectory
%2FResources%2FConfig%2FDefault%26extent%3D313436.05%2C4695451.2
3%2C395580.67%2C4640491.63&image.x=45&image.y=20

Please consider the following table that compares my property 750-03000 with
the above-mentioned neighboring properties across the Third Concession Road
that drain into the West Townline Drain (WTD). The values are obtained from the
schedules in your notice.

Property
Tax Roll
Number

Affected
Acreage

Total
Value

Value per | Comment
Affected

Acre

750-03000

98.36 405 4.12

750-03200

50.60 144 2.85 This property corresponds to ~50% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

750-01500

20.39 102 5.00
Adjusted

to 3.87

This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the
property 750-03000. However, the assessed value cannot be
a fair comparison to the corresponding acres on 750-03000,
because the southern part of this property drains directly into
the WTD. Because it lays between 750-03200 and 750-1900,
its northern portion that corresponds to ~25% of my property
may be assigned an average value between its surrounding
properties, namely 750-03200 and 750-01900. That is: 2.85 +
4.89 = 7.74. Dividing by 2 we obtain an adjusted value of 3.87
per affected acre for the northern portion of this property that
properly corresponds to the ~25% of my property.

750-01900

9.20 45 4.89 This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

8.

Apportioning the affected acres of 750-03000 to the corresponding properties
across the third concession, we obtain the following table of values:

Corresponding Tax | Percentage of Affected Acreage Corresponding value per | Product of last

Roll Number 750-03000 of 750-03000 acre from the table above | two columnsin $

750-03000 Total 98.36

750-03200 ~50% 49.18 2.85 140.16

750-01500 ~25% 24.59 3.87 95.16

750-01900 ~25% 24.59 4.89 120.25
355.57
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9. From your listed schedules of values, the total value that is assessed to my

property at 750-03000 is 405. This figure is grossly over estimated. From the
table above we see that the total value ought to be 355 when compared with
neighbors with similar outlay of their properties. This is if we consider that all of
the acres of this farm are “affected acres.”

10.1 am also contesting the unnatural perfect stepwise distribution of the watershed

area of the WTD as presented in your map. This is clearly intended to include all
of the acres of my property as “affected acres,” while my neighbors to the east
and north have only portions of their farms included as “affected acres.” We know
for fact that the eastern 40% of 750-0300 including the pond and beyond is not
tiled and the rest of the farm is poorly tiled with very old clay tiles most of which
are not currently functioning. | am requesting that at least 30 acres of the north-
eastern portion of my farm 75-03000 be not considered as affected acres. | am
requesting that the total “affected acres” of my property be reduced to no more
than 98.36 -30 = 68.36 acres.

e ———— r——— e — ——————

CHARLES SeEPLEY DRAN

Mourice & Uinda
Hytchim
750~ 02000 —

|\ "
ed
700 |
'}
{ John I oy Ao A P N 2% M -y
|g ?MW%TQO.I /\/\!\!/ = S \\f/\f\f -
| \./K/: I‘k/l,_\./\ffk/i‘t —y
Umion Coa Lid |
i 730-02102 i "
| ‘. I'
g / -
e
|
| i o
akj
o 1741084 Onter Leland Mcleon |
0 Limited T30~ 03900 |
75003000,

|
- . JAPPROX. LIMIT OF

35;_ | WATERSHED
. 1523 l_‘
- —‘L zigé ] ’——1
| | THI PICEON__DAAN CONCESSION ] | RC
— S — .__,.. — — —
. Fosenor —-ﬂ
Ml
g LT 7%6- G320
;-.wd -4 Merna, Morley & Gorgkl Lond Rosemorie Hugh & Deon
1800 Calvin Mcleon Mo e Wortin & Mortin (Trustes)
730-03200 T80~ Anlanio 750-00200
Drommi
i 750- 00300
[
F4 - -
| \Y & L a1 L -~ ~ A Fah
] & LV TN NFOLY, /
'. k/\/c vk/l._\./ﬁ.}:fk/- v P

Page 4 of 5


Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Oval
Pond area drains to pond and not to WTD

Grace
Line

Grace
Line

Grace
Line


11.1 am requesting that you would kindly:
a. Reduce the total number of “affected acres” on my property 750-03000
from 98.36 to no more than 68.36 acres.
b. Reduce my assessed values by the corresponding amounts to fairly match
the above-named properties across the Third Concession Road.
c. Explain clearly and in detail how you calculated the benefit and outlet
values that sum up to the total value of 405 for my property at 750-03000.

Please let me know if there are any special forms that | ought to fill for objecting and
contesting this evaluation and list for me the steps that | have to take in my grievance to
achieve a fair ruling in my case.

Sincerely,
2 1 4f: ‘Z ( \
Raja Shehadi,
For 174-1094 Ontario Limited.
Telephone: 321-698-2043

Email: reshehadi@yahoo.com
Current Mailing Address: PO Box 903, Temple Texas 76503, USA
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Rood
Engineering
Inc. Consulting Engineers

June 10th, 2019

Mayor and Municipal Council
Corporation of the Town of Essex

33 Talbot Street South

Essex, Ontario
N8M 1A8

Mayor Snively and Members of Council:

WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN

Bridge for Union Gas (Part of Lot 1, Concession 3) and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment
Geographic Twp. of Colchester South

Project REI2016D061

Town of Essex, County of Essex

Town administration has received a letter dated May 28, 2019 from Raja Shehadi regarding his
parcel 750-03000 that belongs to 1741094 Ontario Limited. Mr. Shehadi expresses concerns with
the assessed values shown in the Maintenance Schedule of Assessment included in our April
26th, 2019 report that was submitted to the Town and the affected area that was shown.

With regards to the objection regarding the affected area, we note that lands in this area of the
Town of Essex and the County of Essex in general, tend to slope from northeast downwards in a
southwesterly direction. This is indicated by the direction of the drains in the area and contour
shading that is available through the online mapping. The natural contour of the lands suggests
that all of the Parcel 750-03000 drainage will flow towards the West Townline Drain. The March
11th, 2019 roll information from the Town indicates that the parcel has a current total area of
98.36 acres, as shown in our drainage report schedule. This corresponds to 39.804 hectares. A
review of the 1985 report by N.J. Peralta with updated maintenance schedule indicates 39.26
hectares affected, which appears to be the entire parcel and is essentially the same as our value
shown with a minor update in the area having been established. We find that the 1958 drainage
report by Armstrong showed all 97 acres of the parcel as being assessed, which calculates as
39.255 hectares. Based on same, we find that there is no apparent reason to amend the affected
area of the parcel.

The following notes in quotes and italics are the comments extracted from the Shehadi letter and
our response to each is provided immediately following same for consideration by the owner and
the Town.

1. Item 1: “Comparing the presented assessed value schedules in your
notice with the map in APPENDIX "REI-E,"™ we note that the closer
a property is to the WTD drain, the higher is the assessed “Total
Value” per affected acre. The further away the property is from
the WTD, the lower is the assessed value per affected acre.”
Response: this is typical for Drainage Act assessments.

2. Item 2: “The affected acres on my property at 750-03000 extend
eastward away from the WTD. Their contiguity to the WTD
corresponds TfTairly well to three farms across the Third
Concession Road. Namely, the following properties: 750-03200,

Rood Engineering Inc.
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750-01500, and 750-01900, listed from further to more proximal
to the WTD” Response: The entire Shehadi parcel 750-0300 that belongs to 1741094
Ontario Limited has direct access to the West Townline Drain. Parcels 750-03200 and 750-
01500 have no direct access to the drain. They have some use of the Pigeon Drain and south
portions of these parcels will flow southwesterly to get to the West Townline Drain, well
downstream of the Shehadi parcel outlet to the West Townline Drain.

3. Item 3: “These three farms across the Third Concession Road carry
different assessed value liability per affected acre that
corresponds to their contiguity to the WTD” Response: The values shown
for these three farms reflect the past drainage reports on the drain and follow Section 34 of
the Drainage Act that requires prior assessments to be taken into consideration.

4. ltem4:“Similarly, the affected acres of my property at 750-3000
should carry assessed values that are similar to the
corresponding affected acres of the above-named properties
across the Third Concession Road.” Response: Thisis not a correct assumption
by Mr. Shehadi. Two of the parcels he refers to have no direct access to the West Townline
Drain. Their discharge is also further downstream along the drain than the flows from the
Shehadi parcel. Lands in closer proximity of the drain and directly abutting it are assessed a
higher Benefit rate per acre than lands that are more remote. Likewise, lands that enter the
drain further upstream have higher Outlet Liability rates per acre than lands that are further
downstream and use less of the overall length of the drain. This basis of assessment is
standard practice pursuant to the Drainage Act, and it is therefore incorrect to compare
assessment rates for lands that are not positioned the same along the drain and do not outlet
flows at the same point along the drain.

5. Iltems 5, 6, 7, and 8: in the Shehadi letter that is attached in Appendix “REI-A” of this report,
he attempts to correlate his lands on the north side of the Third Concession Road to the lands
on the south side of the road using tables and direct comparisons. As noted above, such a
direct comparison of lands that are located along different sections of the West Townline
Drain is not in accordance with the Drainage Act requirements. Rates for Benefit assessment
are higher for lands that directly abut a municipal drain and have the ability to take all their
flows directly to the drain. Furthermore, rates are higher for Outlet Liability if a parcel is
located further upstream and has its flow utilizing more of the drain length to get to a
sufficient outlet.

6. Item9: “From your listed schedules of values, the total value that
IS assessed to my property at 750-03000 is 405. This figure is
grossly over estimated. From the table above we see that the
total value ought to be 355 when compared with neighbors with
similar outlay of their properties. This is if we consider that
all of the acres of this farm are “affected acres.”” Response:
When consideration is given to the entire Shehadi parcel being located directly adjacent to
the West Townline Drain and having its flows enter the drain upstream of the lands on the
south side of the road that he is trying to compare his assessments to, the total value of
$405.00 shown in our drainage report assessment schedule versus his calculated value of
$355.00 appears to be correct and fair.

7. Item 10: “1 am also contesting the unnatural perfect stepwise
distribution of the watershed area of the WTD as presented in
your map. This i1s clearly intended to include all of the acres
of my property as “affected acres,” while my neighbors to the
east and north have only portions of their farms included as
“affected acres.” We know for fact that the eastern 40% of 750-
0300 including the pond and beyond is not tiled and the rest of
the farm i1s poorly tiled with very old clay tiles most of which
are not currently functioning. I am requesting that at least 30
acres of the northeastern portion of my farm 75-03000 be not

Rood Engineering Inc.
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considered as affected acres. | am requesting that the total
“affected acres” of my property be reduced to no more than 98.36
-30 = 68.36 acres.” Response: As noted on the plan, the watershed line is
approximate. It was set to encompass the past affected areas of each parcel and reflects the
current practice of organized drainage systems and patterns. If information is provided to us
that is more accurate for the boundary, the line can be adjusted, but the affected areas will
remain as per the past drainage reports unless valid information is provided on changes to
the drainage in the area. The 30 acres at the northeast corner of the Shehadi parcel are not
assessed to any other drainage system that we are aware of. All lands within the topographic
watershed need to be assessed for drainage and cannot be excluded. Drainage assessments
consider both subsurface and surface flows, particularly during frozen ground conditions, and
the contouring in this area and past assessments indicate that the flows from the 30 acres go
to the West Townline Drain for their outlet. Municipal drains provide outlets for the affected
lands. Having that outlet is a benefit to the lands and gives the lands the opportunity to use
the drain for enhancing their drainage of the lands. Regardless of whether the owner chooses
to repair or enhance his tile or surface drainage, the benefit to the parcel is there to use at
any time and the lands need to be assessed for their ability to have enhanced drainage and
productivity, in accordance with standard assessment practice pursuant to the Drainage Act.
Therefore we cannot recommend any adjustment to the affected area of the Shehadi parcel.

We trust that the information provided addresses all of the matters and concerns that were
mentioned by Mr. Shehadi. Should there be any further questions or concerns, they can be

provided to us and we will do our best to address them. Clarification can also be provided at the
Consideration meeting and Court of Revision meeting for the drainage report if needed.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

Rood Engineering Inc.

Gerard Rood, P.Eng.

att.

ROOD ENGINEERING INC.
Consulting Engineers

9 Nelson street

LEAMINGTON, Ontario N8H 1G6

Rood Engineering Inc.
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Robert W Auger, Clerk, Town of Essex
(519) 776-7336 x1132;
rauger@essex.ca

Chris Nepczy, supervisor,
(519) 776-7336 x1114
chepczy@essex.ca

Norman Nussio, Drainage Superintendent,
(519) 776-7336 x1405
nnussio@essex.ca

This is an objection regarding your assessment of the “total value” and the “affected
acres” that are assigned to the property with tax roll number 750-03000 belonging to
1741094 Ontario Limited.

In regards to your notice dated May 7, 2019, West Townline Drain (WTD):
“New Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3} and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment.”

May 28, 2019

Dear Sirs,

In this letter | am objecting and contesting the inconsistencies that are presented
in your schedule of value liability (Total Value = value of benefit + value of outlet liability)
that are assigned to my property tax roll number 750-03000, that belongs to 1741094
Ontario Limited corporation. | am also objecting and contesting to calculated “affected
area” of the same farm that are included within the watershed area of the WTD.

To prove the inconsistencies in the presented schedules of the said notice, |
have considered the neighboring properties and compared the “Total Value” that is
assessed against these properties with mine. It is quite clear that my property is unfairly
assessed at a higher value than my neighbors.

Please note the following points:

1. Comparing the presented assessed value schedules in your notice with the map in
APPENDIX "REI-E," we note that the closer a property is to the WTD drain, the
higher is the assessed “Total Value” per affected acre. The further away the property
is from the WTD, the lower is the assessed value per affected acre.

2. The affected acres on my property at 750-03000 extend eastward away from the
WTD. Their contiguity to the WTD corresponds fairly well to three farms across the
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Third Concession Road. Namely, the following properties: 750-03200, 750-01500,
and 750-01900, listed from further to more proximal to the WTD.

. These three farms across the Third Concession Road carry different assessed value
liability per affected acre that corresponds to their contiguity to the WTD.

. Similarly, the affected acres of my property at 750-3000 should carry assessed
values that are similar to the corresponding affected acres of the above-named
properties across the Third Concession Road.

. Please consider the following map from APPENDIX "REI-E". If you extend the
property lines of the above-mentioned three farms northward into the 750-03000
property, you can see that they divide this property into three sections that are
roughly about:

a. ~50% corresponding to farm 750-03200; 98.36/2 = 49.18 Acres.

b. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01500; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.

c. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01900; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.
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6.

The percentages above are fair enough as they also correspond to the County of
Essex Interactive mapping at
http://maps.countyofessex.on.ca/?viewer=http%3A%2F%2Fgisweb.countyofesse
X.ca%2Fhtmlcounty2101%2FIndex.htm|%3FconfigBase%3Dhttp%3A%2F%2Fqis
web.countyofessex.ca%2FGeocortex%2FEssentials%2FCounty%2FREST%2Fsi
tes%2FCounty of Essex Public%2Fviewers%2Fhtmlpublic%2Fvirtualdirectory
%2FResources%2FConfig%2FDefault%26extent%3D313436.05%2C4695451.2
3%2C395580.67%2C4640491.63&image.x=45&image.y=20

Please consider the following table that compares my property 750-03000 with
the above-mentioned neighboring properties across the Third Concession Road
that drain into the West Townline Drain (WTD). The values are obtained from the
schedules in your notice.

Property
Tax Roll
Number

Affected
Acreage

Total
Value

Value per | Comment
Affected

Acre

750-03000

98.36 405 4.12

750-03200

50.60 144 2.85 This property corresponds to ~50% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

750-01500

20.39 102 5.00
Adjusted

to 3.87

This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the
property 750-03000. However, the assessed value cannot be
a fair comparison to the corresponding acres on 750-03000,
because the southern part of this property drains directly into
the WTD. Because it lays between 750-03200 and 750-1900,
its northern portion that corresponds to ~25% of my property
may be assigned an average value between its surrounding
properties, namely 750-03200 and 750-01900. That is: 2.85 +
4.89 = 7.74. Dividing by 2 we obtain an adjusted value of 3.87
per affected acre for the northern portion of this property that
properly corresponds to the ~25% of my property.

750-01900

9.20 45 4.89 This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

8.

Apportioning the affected acres of 750-03000 to the corresponding properties
across the third concession, we obtain the following table of values:

Corresponding Tax | Percentage of Affected Acreage Corresponding value per | Product of last

Roll Number 750-03000 of 750-03000 acre from the table above | two columnsin $

750-03000 Total 98.36

750-03200 ~50% 49.18 2.85 140.16

750-01500 ~25% 24.59 3.87 95.16

750-01900 ~25% 24.59 4.89 120.25
355.57
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9. From your listed schedules of values, the total value that is assessed to my

property at 750-03000 is 405. This figure is grossly over estimated. From the
table above we see that the total value ought to be 355 when compared with
neighbors with similar outlay of their properties. This is if we consider that all of
the acres of this farm are “affected acres.”

10.1 am also contesting the unnatural perfect stepwise distribution of the watershed

area of the WTD as presented in your map. This is clearly intended to include all
of the acres of my property as “affected acres,” while my neighbors to the east
and north have only portions of their farms included as “affected acres.” We know
for fact that the eastern 40% of 750-0300 including the pond and beyond is not
tiled and the rest of the farm is poorly tiled with very old clay tiles most of which
are not currently functioning. | am requesting that at least 30 acres of the north-
eastern portion of my farm 75-03000 be not considered as affected acres. | am
requesting that the total “affected acres” of my property be reduced to no more
than 98.36 -30 = 68.36 acres.
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11.1 am requesting that you would kindly:
a. Reduce the total number of “affected acres” on my property 750-03000
from 98.36 to no more than 68.36 acres.
b. Reduce my assessed values by the corresponding amounts to fairly match
the above-named properties across the Third Concession Road.
c. Explain clearly and in detail how you calculated the benefit and outlet
values that sum up to the total value of 405 for my property at 750-03000.

Please let me know if there are any special forms that | ought to fill for objecting and
contesting this evaluation and list for me the steps that | have to take in my grievance to
achieve a fair ruling in my case.

Sincerely,
2 1 4f: ‘Z ( \
Raja Shehadi,
For 174-1094 Ontario Limited.
Telephone: 321-698-2043

Email: reshehadi@yahoo.com
Current Mailing Address: PO Box 903, Temple Texas 76503, USA
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Raja

From: Raja Shehadi <reshehadi@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 5:32 AM

To: Isnively@essex.ca; rauger@essex.ca; cnepczy @essex.ca; nnussio@essex.ca; ttuzlova@essex.ca
Cc: gerard@roodengineering.ca; karlgmelinz@cogeco.net

Subject: Objection to Engineer's Report for the WTD

Attachments: 2019.06.10, WTD, SHEHADI RESPONSE TO ROOD.pdf; EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE

EARTH.pdf; EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain.pdf

June 11, 2019

To Mayor Snively, Mr. Auger, Mr. Nepczy, Mr. Nussio, and members of the council,

This is in reference to my letter to you dated May 28, 2019 and Mr. Rood's response dated June 10, 2019. | have
included my comments in the highlighted texts. My comments will show if you pass the mouse over the highlighted text.
The idea of including the whole farm 750-03000 as draining directly into the West Townline Drain (WTD) is incorrect.
Portions of this farm drain into the Pigeon Drain (Exhibit B). The most important question that | request an answer to is,
how the engineer arrived to the figures listed in his schedule of assessments? What is the basis of his calculations? There
must be a mathematical formula and basis for these value assessments, otherwise, these figures in the report are
incorrect and corrupt.

In his response, Mr. Rood never attempted to explain how he arrived at the outlet and benefit values that he has
assessed to my property 750-03000, and he bluntly rejected any comparison with neighboring properties.

To use the argument that these numbers are based on prior Engineers' Reports is improper. There must be a basis for
these calculations. Please understand and help us understand how the prior engineer arrived to these figures that you
have copied and pasted into your report. These figures are not biblical truths and ought to be clearly explained,
otherwise, contested and changed. Mr. Rood quotes older reports like he is quoting the Bible. He may come up with his
own figures that he can explain.

To reject the idea of comparison with adjacent similar properties and to have no basis that you can explain regarding the
numbers that you have assigned to my property, makes grounds for discrimination, and hides incompetence.

Sincerely,

Raja Shehadi

Attachments:

Response to Mr. Roods letter of 06/10/2019 and

EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE EARTH

EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain
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June 10th, 2019

June 11, 2019

To Mayor Snively, Mr. Auger, Mr. Nepczy, Mr. Nussio, and members of the council,

This is in reference to my letter to you dated May 28, 2019 and Mr. Rood's response dated June 10,
2019. I have included my comments in the highlighted texts. My comments will show if you pass the
mouse over the highlighted text.

The idea of including the whole farm 750-03000 as draining directly into the West Townline Drain
(WTD) is incorrect. Portions of this farm drain into the Pigeon Drain (Exhibit B). The most important
question that | request an answer to is, how the engineer arrived to the figures listed in his schedule
of assessments? What is the basis of his calculations? There must be a mathematical formula and

Mayor and Municipal Council
Corporation of the Town of Essex

33 Talbot Street South

Essex, Ontario
N8M 1A8

Mayor Snively and Members of Cq

WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN

Bridge for Union Gas (Part of Lot
Updated Maintenance Schedule ¢
Geographic Twp. of Colchester Sd

Project REI2016D061

basis for these value assessments, otherwise, these figures in the report are incorrect and corrupt.

In his response, Mr. Rood never attempted to explain how he arrived at the outlet and benefit values
that he has assessed to my property 750-03000, and he bluntly rejected any comparison with
neighboring properties.

To use the argument that these numbers are based on prior Engineers' Reports is improper. There
must be a basis for these calculations. Please understand and help us understand how the prior
engineer arrived to these figures that you have copied and pasted into your report. These figures are
not biblical truths and ought to be clearly explained, otherwise, contested and changed. Mr. Rood
quotes older reports like he is quoting the Bible. He may come up with his own figures that he can
explain.

To reject the idea of comparison with adjacent similar properties and to have no basis that you can
explain regarding the numbers that you have assigned to my property, makes grounds for
discrimination, and hides incompetence.

Sincerely,

Raja Shehadi

Attachments:

1. EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE EARTH

2. EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain

Town of Essex, County of Essex

Town administration has received a letter dated May 28, 2019 from Raja Shehadi regarding his
parcel 750-03000 that belongs to 1741094 Ontario Limited. Mr. Shehadi expresses concerns with
the assessed values shown in the Maintenance Schedule of Assessment included in our April
26th, 2019 report that was submitted to the Town and the affected area that was shown.

With regards to the objection regarding the affected area, we note that lands in this area of the
Town of Essex and the County of Essex in general, tend to slope from northeast downwards in a
southwesterly direction. This is indicated by the direction of the drains in the area and contour
shading that is available through the online mapping. The natural contour of the lands suggests
that all of the Parcel 750-03000 drainage will flow towards the West Townline Drain. The March
11th, 2019 roll information from the Town indicates that the parcel has a current total area of
98.36 acres, as shown in our drainage report schedule. This corresponds to 39.804 hectares. A

review of the 1985 report by N.J.

Peralta with updated maintenance schedule indicates 39.26

hectares affected, which appears to be the entire parcel and is essentially the same as our value

shown with a minor update in the

area having been established. We find that the 1958 drainage

report by Armstrong showed all 97 acres of the parcel as being assessed, which calculates as
39.255 hectares. Based on same, we find that there is no apparent reason to amend the affected

area of the parcel.

The following notes in quotes and italics are the comments extracted from the Shehadi letter and
our response to each is provided immediately following same for consideration by the owner and

the Town.

1.
notice with the map

Item 1: “Comparing the presented assessed value schedules in your

in APPENDIX "REI-E," we note that the closer

a property is to the WTD drain, the higher is the assessed “Total
Value” per affected acre. The further away the property is from

the WTD, the lower

iIs the assessed value per affected acre.”

Response: this is typical for Drainage Act assessments.

Item 2: “The affected

eastward away from the WTD.
corresponds fTairly well
Namely,

Concession Road.

acres on my property at 750-03000 extend
Their contiguity to the WTD
to three farms across the Third
the following properties: 750-03200,

Rood Engineering Inc.
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June 11, 2019
To Mayor Snively, Mr. Auger, Mr. Nepczy, Mr. Nussio, and members of the council,
-
This is in reference to my letter to you dated May 28, 2019 and Mr. Rood's response dated June 10, 2019. I have included my comments in the highlighted texts. My comments will show if you pass the mouse over the highlighted text.
-
The idea of including the whole farm 750-03000 as draining directly into the West Townline Drain (WTD) is incorrect. Portions of this farm drain into the Pigeon Drain (Exhibit B). The most important question that I request an answer to is, how the engineer arrived to the figures listed in his schedule of assessments? What is the basis of his calculations? There must be a mathematical formula and basis for these value assessments, otherwise, these figures in the report are incorrect and corrupt.
In his response, Mr. Rood never attempted to explain how he arrived at the outlet and benefit values that he has assessed to my property 750-03000, and he bluntly rejected any comparison with neighboring properties.
-
To use the argument that these numbers are based on prior Engineers' Reports is improper. There must be a basis for these calculations. Please understand and help us understand how the prior engineer arrived to these figures that you have copied and pasted into your report. These figures are not biblical truths and ought to be clearly explained, otherwise, contested and changed. Mr. Rood quotes older reports like he is quoting the Bible. He may come up with his own figures that he can explain.
-
To reject the idea of comparison with adjacent similar properties and to have no basis that you can explain regarding the numbers that you have assigned to my property, makes grounds for discrimination, and hides incompetence.
Sincerely, 
Raja Shehadi
Attachments:
1. EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE EARTH
2. EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain
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750-01500, and 750-01900, listed from further to more proximal
to the WTD” Response: The entire Shehadi parcel 750-0300 that belongs to 1741094
Ontario Limited has direct access to the West Townline Drain. Parcels 750-03200 and 750-
01500 have no direct access to the drain. They have some use of the Pigeon Drain and south
portions of these parcels will flow southwesterly to get to the West Townline Drain, well
downstream of the Shehadi parcel outlet to the West Townline Drain.

3. Item 3: “These three farms across the Third Concession Road carry
different assessed value liability per affected acre that
corresponds to their contiguity to the WTD” Response: The values shown
for these three farms reflect the past drainage reports on the drain and follow Section 34 of
the Drainage Act that requires prior assessments to be taken into consideration.

4. ltem4:“Similarly, the affected acres of my property at 750-3000
should carry assessed values that are similar to the
corresponding affected acres of the above-named properties
across the Third Concession Road.” Response: Thisis not a correct assumption
by Mr. Shehadi. Two of the parcels he refers to have no direct access to the West Townline
Drain. Their discharge is also further downstream along the drain than the flows from the
Shehadi parcel. Lands in closer proximity of the drain and directly abutting it are assessed a
higher Benefit rate per acre than lands that are more remote. Likewise, lands that enter the
drain further upstream have higher Outlet Liability rates per acre than lands that are further
downstream and use less of the overall length of the drain. This basis of assessment is
standard practice pursuant to the Drainage Act, and it is therefore incorrect to compare
assessment rates for lands that are not positioned the same along the drain and do not outlet
flows at the same point along the drain.

5. Iltems 5, 6, 7, and 8: in the Shehadi letter that is attached in Appendix “REI-A” of this report,
he attempts to correlate his lands on the north side of the Third Concession Road to the lands
on the south side of the road using tables and direct comparisons. As noted above, such a
direct comparison of lands that are located along different sections of the West Townline
Drain is not in accordance with the Drainage Act requirements. Rates for Benefit assessment
are higher for lands that directly abut a municipal drain and have the ability to take all their
flows directly to the drain. Furthermore, rates are higher for Outlet Liability if a parcel is
located further upstream and has its flow utilizing more of the drain length to get to a
sufficient outlet.

6. Item9: “From your listed schedules of values, the total value that
IS assessed to my property at 750-03000 is 405. This figure is
grossly over estimated. From the table above we see that the
total value ought to be 355 when compared with neighbors with
similar outlay of their properties. This is if we consider that
all of the acres of this farm are “affected acres.”” Response:
When consideration is given to the entire Shehadi parcel being located directly adjacent to
the West Townline Drain and having its flows enter the drain upstream of the lands on the
south side of the road that he is trying to compare his assessments to, the total value of
$405.00 shown in our drainage report assessment schedule versus his calculated value of
$355.00 appears to be correct and fair.

7. Item 10: “ am also contesting the unnatural perfect stepwise
distribution of the watershed area of the WTD as presented in
your map. This i1s clearly intended to include all of the acres
of my property as “affected acres,” while my neighbors to the
east and north have only portions of their farms included as
“affected acres.” We know for fact that the eastern 40% of 750-
0300 including the pond and beyond is not tiled and the rest of
the farm i1s poorly tiled with very old clay tiles most of which
are not currently functioning. I am requesting that at least 30
acres of the northeastern portion of my farm 75-03000 be not

Rood Engineering Inc.
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"Taken into consideration" does not mean "cut and paste" as this  new engineer's report seems to be. Otherwise, why did the town request a new Engineer's report? We might as well have kept the old report as fact without contesting. This report is erroneous as it does not consider the facts that are presented by the stakeholders and instead goes on the defensive.
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So is a significant portion of the property at 750-03000 does not have direct access to the WTD. Exhibits A&B.
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Incorrect. The property 750-03000 also drains in the Pigeon drain and is assessed for the Pigeon drain. Exhibit B. The comparison that I made in my objection letter dated May 28, 2019 holds true and correct. It appears that the engineer is not well acquainted with the area and copied his report from prior Engineers' Reports rather than do his own investigations and assessments.
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If Mr. Rood rejects the comparison of my property 750-03000 with its neighboring properties, then kindly explain clearly and in detail how Mr. Rood has calculated the benefit and outlet values that sum up to the total value of 405 for my property at 750-03000. In addition, I am requesting transparency of the process. I want to know if the same standards of assessments were applied to my neighbors. This is very important to assure that all were treated fairly and without discrimination.



Grace
Highlight
Incorrect, defensive argument. Please show me the basis of your calculations. 
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Not correct. Exhibit A shows clearly that the elevation of the 750-03000 farm is highest in its mid-portion at about 631 feet and tapers eastward to 627 feet and westward to 625 feet. The eastward portion does not have "direct access" to the West Townline Drain but rather drains into the 3 acre pond on the proper.

In addition, how could the "entire Shehadi parcel 750-03000 ... has direct access to the West Townline drain," when a significant portion of this farm is assessed to be draining into the Pigeon Drain? Exhibit B. 
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considered as affected acres. | am requesting that the total
“affected acres” of my property be reduced to no more than 98.36
-30 = 68.36 acres.” Response: As noted on the plan, the watershed line is
approximate. It was set to encompass the past affected areas of each parcel and reflects the
current practice of organized drainage systems and patterns. If information is provided to us
that is more accurate for the boundary, the line can be adjusted, but the affected areas will
remain as per the past drainage reports unless valid information is provided on changes to
the drainage in the area. The 30 acres at the northeast corner of the Shehadi parcel are not
assessed to any other drainage system that we are aware of. All lands within the topographic
watershed need to be assessed for drainage and cannot be excluded. Drainage assessments
consider both subsurface and surface flows, particularly during frozen ground conditions, and
the contouring in this area and past assessments indicate that the flows from the 30 acres go
to the West Townline Drain for their outlet. Municipal drains provide outlets for the affected
lands. Having that outlet is a benefit to the lands and gives the lands the opportunity to use
the drain for enhancing their drainage of the lands. Regardless of whether the owner chooses
to repair or enhance his tile or surface drainage, the benefit to the parcel is there to use at
any time and the lands need to be assessed for their ability to have enhanced drainage and
productivity, in accordance with standard assessment practice pursuant to the Drainage Act.
Therefore we cannot recommend any adjustment to the affected area of the Shehadi parcel.

We trust that the information provided addresses all of the matters and concerns that were
mentioned by Mr. Shehadi. Should there be any further questions or concerns, they can be

provided to us and we will do our best to address them. Clarification can also be provided at the
Consideration meeting and Court of Revision meeting for the drainage report if needed.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

Rood Engineering Inc.

Gerard Rood, P.Eng.

att.

ROOD ENGINEERING INC.
Consulting Engineers

9 Nelson street

LEAMINGTON, Ontario N8H 1G6
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Why did we require a New Engineer's Report if we shall accept the "past affected areas?" The engineer should make his own assessment and consider the arguments of the stakeholders, rather than copy the past and defend its mistakes.
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I am not convinced by Mr. Rood's argument and I am still contesting his Engineer's Report for the WTD. I am requesting to:
a.	Reduce the total number of “affected acres” on my property 750-03000 from 98.36 to no more than 68.36 acres.
b.	Reduce my assessed values by the corresponding amounts to fairly match the above-named properties across the Third Concession Road.
c.	Explain clearly and in detail how you calculated the benefit and outlet values that sum up to the total value of 405 for my property at 750-03000.
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Robert W Auger, Clerk, Town of Essex
(519) 776-7336 x1132;
rauger@essex.ca

Chris Nepczy, supervisor,
(519) 776-7336 x1114
chepczy@essex.ca

Norman Nussio, Drainage Superintendent,
(519) 776-7336 x1405
nnussio@essex.ca

This is an objection regarding your assessment of the “total value” and the “affected
acres” that are assigned to the property with tax roll number 750-03000 belonging to
1741094 Ontario Limited.

In regards to your notice dated May 7, 2019, West Townline Drain (WTD):
“New Bridge for Union Gas (Part Lot 1, Con. 3} and
Updated Maintenance Schedule of Assessment.”

May 28, 2019

Dear Sirs,

In this letter | am objecting and contesting the inconsistencies that are presented
in your schedule of value liability (Total Value = value of benefit + value of outlet liability)
that are assigned to my property tax roll number 750-03000, that belongs to 1741094
Ontario Limited corporation. | am also objecting and contesting to calculated “affected
area” of the same farm that are included within the watershed area of the WTD.

To prove the inconsistencies in the presented schedules of the said notice, |
have considered the neighboring properties and compared the “Total Value” that is
assessed against these properties with mine. It is quite clear that my property is unfairly
assessed at a higher value than my neighbors.

Please note the following points:

1. Comparing the presented assessed value schedules in your notice with the map in
APPENDIX "REI-E," we note that the closer a property is to the WTD drain, the
higher is the assessed “Total Value” per affected acre. The further away the property
is from the WTD, the lower is the assessed value per affected acre.

2. The affected acres on my property at 750-03000 extend eastward away from the
WTD. Their contiguity to the WTD corresponds fairly well to three farms across the
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Third Concession Road. Namely, the following properties: 750-03200, 750-01500,
and 750-01900, listed from further to more proximal to the WTD.

. These three farms across the Third Concession Road carry different assessed value
liability per affected acre that corresponds to their contiguity to the WTD.

. Similarly, the affected acres of my property at 750-3000 should carry assessed
values that are similar to the corresponding affected acres of the above-named
properties across the Third Concession Road.

. Please consider the following map from APPENDIX "REI-E". If you extend the
property lines of the above-mentioned three farms northward into the 750-03000
property, you can see that they divide this property into three sections that are
roughly about:

a. ~50% corresponding to farm 750-03200; 98.36/2 = 49.18 Acres.

b. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01500; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.

c. ~25% corresponding to farm 750-01900; 98.36/4 = 24.59 Acres.
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6.

The percentages above are fair enough as they also correspond to the County of
Essex Interactive mapping at
http://maps.countyofessex.on.ca/?viewer=http%3A%2F%2Fgisweb.countyofesse
X.ca%2Fhtmlcounty2101%2FIndex.htm|%3FconfigBase%3Dhttp%3A%2F%2Fqis
web.countyofessex.ca%2FGeocortex%2FEssentials%2FCounty%2FREST%2Fsi
tes%2FCounty of Essex Public%2Fviewers%2Fhtmlpublic%2Fvirtualdirectory
%2FResources%2FConfig%2FDefault%26extent%3D313436.05%2C4695451.2
3%2C395580.67%2C4640491.63&image.x=45&image.y=20

Please consider the following table that compares my property 750-03000 with
the above-mentioned neighboring properties across the Third Concession Road
that drain into the West Townline Drain (WTD). The values are obtained from the
schedules in your notice.

Property
Tax Roll
Number

Affected
Acreage

Total
Value

Value per | Comment
Affected

Acre

750-03000

98.36 405 4.12

750-03200

50.60 144 2.85 This property corresponds to ~50% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

750-01500

20.39 102 5.00
Adjusted

to 3.87

This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the
property 750-03000. However, the assessed value cannot be
a fair comparison to the corresponding acres on 750-03000,
because the southern part of this property drains directly into
the WTD. Because it lays between 750-03200 and 750-1900,
its northern portion that corresponds to ~25% of my property
may be assigned an average value between its surrounding
properties, namely 750-03200 and 750-01900. That is: 2.85 +
4.89 = 7.74. Dividing by 2 we obtain an adjusted value of 3.87
per affected acre for the northern portion of this property that
properly corresponds to the ~25% of my property.

750-01900

9.20 45 4.89 This property corresponds to ~25% of the acres on the

property 750-03000

8.

Apportioning the affected acres of 750-03000 to the corresponding properties
across the third concession, we obtain the following table of values:

Corresponding Tax | Percentage of Affected Acreage Corresponding value per | Product of last

Roll Number 750-03000 of 750-03000 acre from the table above | two columnsin $

750-03000 Total 98.36

750-03200 ~50% 49.18 2.85 140.16

750-01500 ~25% 24.59 3.87 95.16

750-01900 ~25% 24.59 4.89 120.25
355.57
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9. From your listed schedules of values, the total value that is assessed to my

property at 750-03000 is 405. This figure is grossly over estimated. From the
table above we see that the total value ought to be 355 when compared with
neighbors with similar outlay of their properties. This is if we consider that all of
the acres of this farm are “affected acres.”

10.1 am also contesting the unnatural perfect stepwise distribution of the watershed

area of the WTD as presented in your map. This is clearly intended to include all
of the acres of my property as “affected acres,” while my neighbors to the east
and north have only portions of their farms included as “affected acres.” We know
for fact that the eastern 40% of 750-0300 including the pond and beyond is not
tiled and the rest of the farm is poorly tiled with very old clay tiles most of which
are not currently functioning. | am requesting that at least 30 acres of the north-
eastern portion of my farm 75-03000 be not considered as affected acres. | am
requesting that the total “affected acres” of my property be reduced to no more
than 98.36 -30 = 68.36 acres.

e ———— r——— e — ——————
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11.1 am requesting that you would kindly:
a. Reduce the total number of “affected acres” on my property 750-03000
from 98.36 to no more than 68.36 acres.
b. Reduce my assessed values by the corresponding amounts to fairly match
the above-named properties across the Third Concession Road.
c. Explain clearly and in detail how you calculated the benefit and outlet
values that sum up to the total value of 405 for my property at 750-03000.

Please let me know if there are any special forms that | ought to fill for objecting and
contesting this evaluation and list for me the steps that | have to take in my grievance to
achieve a fair ruling in my case.

Sincerely,
2 1 4f: ‘Z ( \
Raja Shehadi,
For 174-1094 Ontario Limited.
Telephone: 321-698-2043

Email: reshehadi@yahoo.com
Current Mailing Address: PO Box 903, Temple Texas 76503, USA
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Google Earth Pro Mapping:
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Raja

From: Gerard Rood <gerard@roodengineering.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:31 AM

To: Raja Shehadi

Cc: Isnively@essex.ca; Robert W. Auger; cnepczy@essex.ca; Norman Nussio; Tanya Tuzlova;
karlgmelinz@cogeco.net

Subject: Re: Objection to Engineer's Report for the WTD

Attachments: 2019-06-11 Essex Digital Elevation Model plan.pdf

Good morning Mr. Shehadi:

Further to your message below and the attachments that you provided, we offer the following responses and
clarifications:

All of your farm drains into the West Townline Drain. We recognize that there are 4.65 hectares of the
total 39.8 hectares of the farm that are assessed to the Pigeon Drain. This drain outlets directly to the
West Townline Drain. The area to the Pigeon Drain is not significant as you have stated since it is only
approximately 11.7% of the overall area and we believe that this was accounted for in the past
drainage reports that were accepted by the owners at that time.

the maintenance schedule in our drainage report is based on a future estimated cost of $3,400.00. The
actual cost of future maintenance to the drain will be pro-rated to the values shown in the report
schedule

the new maintenance schedule was derived from the 1985 Peralta report schedule. This is standard
practice and follows the Drainage Act requirement in Section 34 to take prior assessments into
consideration. Adjustments were made for new severed parcels and the lands affected by same, with
updates to owner names. The original values and adjusted values were pro-rated to the estimated
total assessment value shown in our new drainage report

the overall charge to your lands in the schedule is $4.12/acre, which can be found to be comparable to
parcel 670-01900 at $4.64/acre and parcel 670-02200 at $4.10/acre which both abut the drain as do
your lands. This suggests that the values shown for assessment to your parcel are not unreasonable
the values in the past reports would be based on the proximity of the lands to the drain with regards to
Benefit and the location of the lands along the length of the drain and their discharge point with
regards to Outlet Liability. This was explained in Item 5 of our letter report sent out yesterday
attached is a print out of the Digital Elevation Model for the area from the Town online mapping that
confirms the general slope of the lands from northeast to flow in a southwesterly direction. The lower
area of your lands appears to be the portion assessed to the West Townline Drain through its
connection to the Pigeon Drain. All lands that can drain directly to a municipal drain and all lands that
drain to said drain through tributary drains and sub-watersheds are liable to assessment

we affirm that there is no bias or prejudice in the drainage report. All our reports are prepared in
accordance with Section 11 of the Drainage Act so that they are defensible if appealed to the Tribunal
or Referee:

Duties of engineer

11. The engineer shall, to the best of the engineer’s skill, knowledge, judgment and ability, honestly and faithfully,
and without fear of, favour to or prejudice against any person, perform the duty assigned to the engineer in connection with
any drainage works and make a true report thereon. R.S.0. 1990, ¢. D.17, s. 11.
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8. although we endeavor to explain things to owners as best as we can, we have sometimes found that an owner
can get a clearer understanding of the Drainage Act process and requirements by speaking with the Drainage
Superintendent for the Town and suggest that perhaps this is something that you can explore

We hope that the information provided above helps to clarify matters and will further address your concerns.
Another alternative that you can explore is to contact a qualified drainage engineer familiar with the Ontario
Drainage Act to do a review for you and any recommendations that the engineer provides to you can be
submitted to the Town Drainage Board for consideration and deliberation. The Drainage Board Court of
Revision can make recommendations to change the assessment schedule that was provided in the drainage
report that we submitted, and Town Council can instruct the Town Clerk to adjust the assessment schedule
accordingly pursuant to the Drainage Act.

Thank you for your time and attention to this.
Regards,
Gerard Rood, P.Eng.

ROOD ENGINEERING INC.
9 Nelson Street
Leamington, Ontario

N8H 1G6

Phone: 519-322-1621
Fax: 519-322-1979

This email is confidential and shall not be distributed without the express authorization of Rood Engineering Inc. If you have received this message in error please notify us and
delete all copies immediately.

On Tue, Jun 11, 2019 at 6:32 AM Raja Shehadi <reshehadi@gmail.com> wrote:
June 11, 2019
To Mayor Snively, Mr. Auger, Mr. Nepczy, Mr. Nussio, and members of the council,

This is in reference to my letter to you dated May 28, 2019 and Mr. Rood's response dated June 10, 2019. | have
included my comments in the highlighted texts. My comments will show if you pass the mouse over the highlighted
text.

The idea of including the whole farm 750-03000 as draining directly into the West Townline Drain (WTD) is incorrect.
Portions of this farm drain into the Pigeon Drain (Exhibit B). The most important question that | request an answer to is,
how the engineer arrived to the figures listed in his schedule of assessments? What is the basis of his calculations?
There must be a mathematical formula and basis for these value assessments, otherwise, these figures in the report are
incorrect and corrupt.

In his response, Mr. Rood never attempted to explain how he arrived at the outlet and benefit values that he has
assessed to my property 750-03000, and he bluntly rejected any comparison with neighboring properties.

To use the argument that these numbers are based on prior Engineers' Reports is improper. There must be a basis for
these calculations. Please understand and help us understand how the prior engineer arrived to these figures that you
have copied and pasted into your report. These figures are not biblical truths and ought to be clearly explained,
otherwise, contested and changed. Mr. Rood quotes older reports like he is quoting the Bible. He may come up with his
own figures that he can explain.

To reject the idea of comparison with adjacent similar properties and to have no basis that you can explain regarding
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the numbers that you have assigned to my property, makes grounds for discrimination, and hides incompetence.
Sincerely,

Raja Shehadi

Attachments:

Response to Mr. Roods letter of 06/10/2019 and
EXHIBIT A, ELEVATION MAP_GOOGLE EARTH
EXHIBIT B, 210405, Pigeon Drain



West Townline Drain
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THIS MAP IS NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

Copyright the Corporation of the Town of Essex, 2014. Data herein is provided
by the Corporation of the Town of Essex on an 'as is' basis. Assessment parcel
provided by Teranet Enterprises Inc. Data layers that appear on this map may
or may not be accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.




Gerard Rood, P.Eng.

ROOD ENGINEERING INC.
9 Nelson Street, Leamington,
Ontario, N8H 1G6

June 13, 2019

Dear Mr. Rood,

Thank you for your email and attachment. Please provide me with the reference

or link to the “Essex Digital Elevation Model plan” that you have attached to your email.
The legend on the map does not interpret the different colors. | would like to get it for
myself if you would kindly provide me with this reference.

Respectfully, your statements in your email of June 11, 2019 are contradictory to

your statements in your letter dated June 10, 2019. It appears that you intend to defend
the flaws in your report without consideration to the stakeholder’s legitimate plea.

Consider the following:

1.

In your letter you mention, “The entire Shehadi parcel 750 0300 that belongs to
1741094 Ontario Limited has direct access to the West Townline Drain.” In your
email of June 11, 2019, you admit that a portion of the farm drains to the Pigeon
Drain, i.e. indirect access to the WTD. That is to say, also, that my comparison with
the lands across the third concession that also drain into the Pigeon Drain holds true
(My letter dated May 28, 2019) and your rejection to this comparison in your letter of
June 10, 2019, is invalid.

| find it unreasonable for you to compare my parcel 750-03000 with both parcels
670-01900 and 670-02200 that are much further away from my farm (Your email of
June 11, 2019) while you adamantly reject my comparison with my neighboring
parcels across the Third concession Road (My letter dated May 28, 2019 and your
letter of June 10, 2019). It appears that you have conveniently chosen any two
parcels with similar per acre evaluation and made the comparison, while you
bypassed all other more neighboring parcels with absolutely no consideration to the
distance between my parcel and the comparison ones, or the spread of the parcels
away from the WTD as compared to mine.

Despite all of your correspondence, until to date, you have not produced any
genuine and reasonable basis for your calculations. That is to ask, what is the
basic equation or formula that you have used to arrive to the figures that you
have included as benefit and outlet values in your report? Without an
objective equation by which the benefit and outlet values can be objectively
fairly calculated to all the landowners, there is always grounds for error
whether that is intended or not. Cutting and pasting faithfully from previous
reports is unacceptable and renders your report redundant and useless.
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Moreover, there must some reasonably objective basis upon which the
previous evaluations were calculated. Please check it out and explain it. For
this request, you have not yet provided any reasonable response.

| am still objecting to your report and | am requesting that it would be reviewed and
corrected.

Sincerely,
2 1 4:: ‘a ( \
Raja Shehadi,
For 174-1094 Ontario Limited.
Telephone: 321-698-2043

Email: reshehadi@yahoo.com
Current Mailing Address: PO Box 903, Temple Texas 76503, USA

CC:

Mayor Larry Snively
519-890-2381
Isnively@essex.ca o

Robert W Auger, Clerk, Town of Essex
(519) 776-7336 x1132;
rauger@essex.ca

Chris Nepczy, supervisor,
(519) 776-7336 x1114
cnepczy@essex.ca

Norman Nussio, Drainage Superintendent,
(519) 776-7336 x1405
nnussio@essex.ca

Tanya Tuzlova
ttuzlova@essex.ca
(519) 776-6476 x1407
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Raja

From: Gerard Rood <gerard@roodengineering.ca>

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 12:48 PM

To: Raja

Cc: Isnively@essex.ca; Robert W. Auger; cnepczy@essex.ca; Norman Nussio; Tanya Tuzlova
Subject: Re: Objection to Engineer's Report for the WTD

Attachments: 2019-06-13 Essex mapping DEM screen shot.docx

Good afternoon Mr. Shehadi:

As requested in your letter with the email below, we have investigated the Digital Elevation Model (DEM)
access. We initially log in to the Town mapping website at "maps.essex.ca"; however it appears that the DEM
layer is not available on the public website but only on the secured website. Please find attached a document
with a screen shot of the DEM mapping web site. We were unable to locate a legend for the colouring but
know from previous works that the dark red band is a high area and the green and lighter colours are the
lower areas of topography. Perhaps you can contact the Town GIS consultant for more information.

Thanks for your time and attention to this.

Regards,
Gerard Rood, P.Eng.

ROOD ENGINEERING INC.
9 Nelson Street

Leamington, Ontario
N8H 1G6

Phone: 519-322-1621
Fax: 519-322-1979

This email is confidential and shall not be distributed without the express authorization of Rood Engineering Inc. If you have received this message in error please notify us and
delete all copies immediately.

On Thu, Jun 13, 2019 at 5:14 AM Raja <reshehadi@gmail.com> wrote:

Good Morning Mr. Rood,

| attach my response to your email as a letter to you. Please read.

Sincerely,

Raja Shehadi
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REFERENCE 789-8,956.28

Original Bill:
(i Municipal Drain Bill
u\j
Town of Essex .
Date: 41172017
33 Talbot Street South S — i

Essex, Ontario
MNEM 1A8 Praperty: 3008 3RD CON RD

(519) 776-7336 Drain: 210505
WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN

Account: 1741000001
1741094 ONTARIO LIMITED

cfo Shehadi
BOX 903
TEMPLE, TX 76503-0903
750000030000000 Amount
Gross Amount; $8,956.28
Less Grant Eligible: $2,982.44
Due By:  5/15/2017 Amount Due: $5,973.84
Description
The Town of Essex undertook repairing bridge by Reg Clark Trucking Ltd. to the above noted drain

in 2015. In accordance with the Drainage Act, costs are assessed to residents in the drainage area
as determined by the maost recent Engineer’s report and affected property owners of agricultural
land are eligible fora 1/3 grant.

In the event that a grant is not approved, you will be invoiced for the disallowed portion of the
related grant at that time.

The Due Date is May 15, 2017. Any invoices that are unpaid paid after the due date will be added
to the tax roll.

Payment Options:

+ Cash, Cheque, Debit or Credit: In person at Essex Municipal Office during regular business
hours. Credit card payments can alsa be processed over the phone.

« Drop Box: Payment can be deposited in the box located at the front of the Harrow OPP Station
or Essex Municipal Office.

+ By Mail: Payment may be sent to the address noted above.

Payments through Telephone Banking, Online Banking, or at your Financial Institution cannot be
processed, and will be directly applied against your property tax account and not this invoice,

If you have any questions about what drainage works were completed, please call the Drainage
Department at 519-776-6476. A copy of the assessment schedule is available upon request.
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What Mr. Boudreau wrote in Page 1/8 of his letter dated April 19, 2017:

Reference 789: 210505 West Townline Drain, Amount Due: $5,973.84 (total 2 pages

1. Work done: repairing bridges: at 990 County Rd 41 & 984 County Rd 41 and cleaning bottom of
the drain. Work was done by Reg Clark Trucking Ltd, materials supplied by: Underground
Specialties, Walker Aggregates Inc. and Tilbury Concrete.

2. Attached: Map with the work location

3. Attached: Cost Allocation Pre-List. This is the list of properties assigned to this project. Therefore
the assessing base for this project is $4,102.00. Total Cost of the project is $34,399.49. The net
share of roll#750-030 in this project is $5,973.84.

++++++ -+
Map of the construction work done on the West Townline Drain:
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Map reconstruction from the Town of Essex Interactive Mapping with data from OMAFRA site and
other References:
PART 1:
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PART 2:

PART 3:
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PART 4:

++++++ -+
Table on Page 6/8 of Mr. Boudreau'’s letter dated April 19, 2017:
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Table Reconstructed in Word Document:
REFERENCE 789: 8,956.28

Property
Reference

750000011000000
750000012000000
750000013000000
750000014000000
750000015000000
750000016000000
750000017000000
750000018000000
750000018010000
750000019000000
750000020000000
750000021000000
750000029000000
750000030000000
750000031000000
750000032010000

Description

PLAN 1500 LOTS 2&3

PLAN 1500 LOT 1
CON2PTLOT1
CON2PTLOT1
CON2PTLOT1
CON2PTLOT1

CON 2 PART LOT 1

CON2PTLOT1

CON 2 PT LOT 1 RP 12R5481 RENAUO00081

CON2PTLOT1
CON3PTLOT1
CON3PTLOT1
CON3PTLOT2
CON3PTLOT1
CON2PTLOT1
CON2PTLOT1

Customer

CHORDO00003
CHORDO00003
SAWATO00003
MCLEAO00007
RENAU00034
RENAUO00035
GEFFS00001

RENAU00081

ST LO00006
FERRIO0032
ZAVARO00002
MC LE00017
1741000001
GREENO00007
MC LE00019

000000000000001 THIRD CONCESSION RD
000000000000008 COUNTY ROAD NO. 41
000000000000009 COUNTY ROAD 20
000000000000011 COUNTY ROAD NO. 41
000000000000012 COUNTY ROAD 20

TOTAL:

Please note the following:

TOWO005
COuU005
COU005
COu005
COuU005

The beneficiaries of this project are highlighted in Blue.
My tax Roll number is highlighted in yellow.

a2 B B B S aay

Cost Allocation List reflecting charges per Acre of Property:
Acreage measured on the Town of Essex Interactive Mapping:

Assessing
Base

$16.00
$16.00
$33.00
$292.00
$253.00
$10.00
$10.00
$26.00
$50.00
$113.00
$54.00
$304.00
$193.00
$1,066.00
$20.00
$11 .00
$208.00
$142.00
$896.00
$142.00
$245.00

$4,102.00

Gross Grant NET
$134.18 $0.00 $134.18
$134.18 $0.00 $134.18
$276.74 $0.00 $276.74
$2,448.72 $615.42 $1,633.30
$2,121.66 $706.51 $1,415.15
$83.86 $0.00 $83.86
$83.85 $0.00 $83.85
$218.04 $0.00 $218.04
$419.30 $0.00 $419.30
$947.62 $0.00 $947.62
$452.85 $150.80 $302.05
$2,549.35 $848.93 $1,700.42
$1,618.50 $536.96 $1,079.54
$8,956.28 $2,982.44 $5,973.84
$167.72 $0.00 $167.72
$92.25 $0.00 $92.25
$1,744.29 $0.00 $1,744.29
$1,190.82 $0.00 $1,190.82
$7,513.88 $0.00 $7,513.88
$1,190.62 $0.00 $1, 190.82
$2,054.58 $0.00 $2,054.56
$34,399.49 $6,043.06 $28,356.43

TAX ROLL NUMBER: ADDRESS: ACRES | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION PER ACRE
37547500000200000000 | 3300 County Road 20 W 39 452.85 11.61
37547500000210000000 | 4043 4™ Concession Rd. 57 2,549.35 44.73
37547500000300000000 | 3008/3014 3™ Concession Rd. 98 8,958.28 91.41
37547500000290000000 | 3056 3™ Concession Rd. 50 1,618.50 32.37
37547500000150000000 | 2464 County Road 20 W 21 2,121.66 101.03
37547500000320000000 | 3033 3™ Concession Rd. 51 0 0
37547500000140000000 | George McLean Farm 25 2,448.72 97.95

+++++++++++++
Comments on Reference 789:

Mr. Boudreau mentions that, “Work repairing bridges: at 990 County Rd 41 & 984 County Rd
41 and cleaning bottom of the drain. Work was done by Reg Clark Trucking Ltd, materials
supplied by: Underground Specialties, Walker Aggregates Inc. and Tilbury Concrete.”

1. Iam requesting transparency in all aspects of this project. Supply a detailed list of all the
expenses incurred by the listed vendors and workers, “Underground Specialties, Walker
Aggregates Inc. and Tilbury Concrete.”, and all other operators in this project.

2. Where is the law, Ontario Drainage Act, is it allowed that the beneficiaries of these private
bridges pay only $134.18, while | get allocated the charge of $8,958.28 for their private
bridges that are miles away from my property? Where in the Drainage Act is this mentioned

and allowed?
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. Was this expensive project ever put up for bids? Prove it. Who were the bidders? What
were the suggested costs for this project?

. Where is the engineer’s report calling for repairs for these bridges? Where is the official
and legal document that indicated that these bridges needed this expensive repair? This
expensive project must have a genuine basis; show me the proof.

. Why are there missing tax roll numbers from the list of charges? Tax Roll Numbers that are
missing from the Allocation of Charges list include:

a. Upstream from the project: Farm at 3033 Concession 3 with Tax Roll Number:
37547500000320000000 is excluded from the list of charges while the house at 3041
Concession 3 with Tax Roll Number: 37547500000320100000 that is further away
from the drain is included!?!?

b. Upstream from the project: Many missing tax roll numbers from the original
Engineer’s Report that lists many more tax roll numbers on the West Townline Drain.
Four pages are copied at the end of this document.

. Where are the allocations of charges to the properties on the West side of the West
Townline Drain and County Road 20 that drain into the same drain?

a. Was the project ever discussed with the Drainage Department of the Town of
Amherstburg? If not, why not?

b. Did the Drainage Department of the Town of Amherstburg reject this project? Why?

. Please avoid generalities and nonspecific references to the law. Please refer to the law as
stated in the Ontario Drainage Act with specific quotations and references.

e o o O T I e
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From the “CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE WEST TOWNUNE DRAIN
TOWNSHIP OF COLCHESTER SOUTH - MAY 9, 1997”

CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE OF ASSERSMENT PAGE 1 OF &
WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN
TOWNSHIF OF COLCHESTER SOUTH
PROJECT REFEREMNCE BC-$4-125 MAY %, 1997
T,
i Hectares Value af Value of
Flan Lex Rall Mo, Hame of Owaer Adlecied Beartii Chatles Totad

CON.3  FLLOTL 150-020 MALRICE & LINDA BUTCHING . LEM $27.01 52573 $53.43
ooM.3 FT.LOT1 150021 TOHN ZAVARDS * 2340 15738 14351 LS50
COM.3  PT.LOT1 150-030 IVOR & EDITH BRUSH * 30I6) ey S5 171
COM.3  PL.LOTZ 1508 LELAND & DORIS Mol EAN s M T3] 1910 19103
COM.2  PT.LOT1 150-019 FAY CHURCH s T 236 4949 11085
€2 PLLLOT1 150-018-01  WILLIAM. & MARY-AMN McLEAN 1350 nn .72 40
COM.2 PTLLOT 150018 WILLIAM & MARY-ANN McLEAN T30 850 1554 %7
Cfe. 2 P, LOT 1 150-017 ERUGENE & RUBY DECARE 015 297 693 500
CUM. 2 FT.LOT i 150-016 HANCY & ROMALD EIMATT 0180 o7 693 250
20M. 2 PT.LOTI 150-013 ROMALD & HANCY RENAUD . B3BY 141,54 108.88 042
CML2  PT.LOTI 150-031 DAVID & LOU AN GRIEINHAM n3so 55 13,86 198
COe. 2 FT, LOT 1 L150-04 GEORGE McLEan o 11 1714 17 palig
COM.2  PT.LOT 150-013 DOUGLAS & ELAINE BEZAIRE aFn 1385 1881 6
COM.2  FT.LOT 150-012 RUSSELL & ANN WARREN 060 485 108y 1554
COM. 2  PFT.LOT1 150-011 RUSSELL & ANN WARREN 0280 435 185 1584
o2 PT.LOT1 150080 GOVERNMENT SERVICES MIMISTRY 1100 5246 E.32 11E78
Ol PLLLOTI 150009 PHILIP FELTHAM 0150 186 152 11.88
COM. 7 PT. LT 1 150-008 HOWARD SLADE 0LEH 1186 16.83 3068
COM.2 L. LOT1 150-007 IVAM & MADELIME BEZAIRE LM 1950 nn 4256
COM.2  FT.LOT1 15000 LLOYD & ELSIE FICHARDSOM d A9 13659 s0.07 6T
COM. 2 PT. LOT1 BS0-003-01  WILLLAM & BDNTE BRUCE 1530 1052 276 .64
COM.2  FLLOT1 150-005 JOHM & ANTIREW HLOGAN *1EB 155.40 189,05 A4S
OOM.2 T LOT 150037 MERMA McLEAN LT W25 214,79 404
CON.2  PFLIOT1 1500301 MORLEY & ROSEMARIE McLEAN i 1.95 B H159
OO 2 FL.LOT2 150-004 I0HN, ANDHIW TR & MARTIN MLOZAN ® 280 000 LW 230
COM.2 PR LOTZ 150-003 [MA RICHATRDSON J 16,1540 0.00 Wz 1L
COM.2  FRLILOTS T &3 L50-002 DOUGLAS & LENORE MARTIRN * M6 06 26032 32
COM.2  PTLOTE 243 150-001 WARDEM & MINA LANGLOIS ¢ mmo o0 00 00
COM.2  FL.LOT) 150-036 DARWIN STOLTE . 14560 00 15540 15540
COM2  PFTLOTS 3 &4 008 KEITH & FAYE MARTIN J 15360 o0 15936 15536
COM.1 T LOT &7 070-E19 EMILY HUBBELL & MARILYN SHAY * 2750 46571 24250 A
CON, 1 T LOT 87 070-020 ANTONETTE MORREALE <] 198 L4 455
CON. 1 T LOT 97 0= ONTARID HYDRO LT o9 099 198
COH.1  FTLOT® - GORDON MARONTATE LI 11 26824 0056 80
CL1  PTLOT S 070351,
070352 &
70-353 GORDON MARONTATE * 4050 430 2. 007
COM.1  FTLOT% OP0-08 ROBERT & DIANNE WRIGHT L 3T 1] 165 1483
COfL1  PTLOT 56 070017 MAHIA SIMOES L1 00 13362 JEET]
CON. 1 PTLOTS 55& %  OT0-M16 MARY WRIGHT 138 0o 136,59 13659
OON, | PFTLOT 95 00601 HOBERT & DLANNE WRIGHT 150 (i) 554 584
COM. 1 FTLOT® [e T OARMET & GLORLA WRIGHT 019 0T 554 54
oM. PFTLOT™ OTO-D4-01  RICHARD & KAREN HERAK 045 00 1050 0.5
COM. 1 FTLOT ™ 070024 PAUL & IO¥CE CANTLON [T 000 1089 1059
~FON 1 FTLOT® m0-013 FETER & HOANNE CUIMEY 0220 000 693 693
DM 1 PTLOTS M &9 OW-012 [MA RICHARDSON d 1360 i A5 14.85
CON.1 PTLOT® 0T GARRY & KATHERINE [LER 03m 0o 891 a5
COW. 1 FTLOT 83 D0-011-00  MARCIA POLLARD 0280 000 693 )
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CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE OF ASSESSMENT PAGE 2.0F 4
WEST TOWHLINE DRAR
TUWNSHIF OF COLCHESTER S0UTH
FROJECT REFERENCE BC-f=115 MAY 5, 1007
Cem,
o Heclarss Wiles of Vales of
Plan Lot Pell Mo Misme of (umer Alfecned Eicret (i Cualley Tiomal
GORE OON, PT G.L.5 (70-000-00  TEHEAY FLLEWABRGEER Q2R B0.00 85 LA
GORE COM, PT GLS =010 GOORGE & IULLIA ELl BENBFROER 14080 a0 550 145,50
GOEE COM.  PT GULS OH=009 IAMES LYPPS 0420 0,00 1085 1059
GORE CON.  PT Q.5 (7 0-008=05 OBORGE MelPaM 15150 {00 15806 IBEDG
GORE CON.  PT GI.5 UT0=008 GERALD & RUTH GEAYER 14,170 L0 146 49 14445
GORE COM, FT GLS -0y GEORGE KURMED 8,080 g BiLLY BH.1)
GORE C0pd.  FT G5 RP0=0& GARLAND DAVIS 460 [l i} 156 J5.63
GORE COM. PT GLLS =0 MERVYN & ELAENE FOX 020 (i T anm
GFOHE CON.  FT G.L.% 00-003 MUHRBAY & LYMDA PIGROMN 0400 ] 10.59 I0ER
(FDAE CON, FT G.L.5 =002 ANDHIDY HLOFAMN TR, 2, 150 L i 24 26
TOTAL ON LANDS AN M43 578000
E=Ssmman
THIRD COMCESSION RODAD TOUWHEHIF OF COLCHESTER S0UTH $iEH1 S187.07 5158
EMITH ROAD TOWHEHIF OF COLOESTER SOUTH LT 41.57 4157
(RORTE ROATY TOWNSHIF OF COLCHESTER SOUTH ouad r0a 0
SECOND DOMCESSION ROWD TOWNIHIF OF COLCHESTIR SOUTH 135 47.51 8L
MEADDWS FDAD TOWHNSHIF OF COLCHESTER S00UTH 1584 I Josg
DOLLIZON SIDERDAD TOWNEHIF OF CDLCHESTER, SOUTH 1.9 .53 CL ]
COUNTY ROWD MO, 50 COLUNTY OF BSSEX 13.B& 25T 5E
COINTY BOAD MO, 41 COUNTY OF BSSEX M 10353 141155
EING'S HIGHWAY N0, 18 FROVINCE OF ONTARID B9.08 TYILTE EA687
= e p——
TOTAL 0N ROADS 5190 04 $1332.28 ¥ S2iaz
= EfErED
EEEEETLL
TOTAL ASSESSMENT FOR COLCHESTER BOUTH 52,685 1 e 4665 #5200

* DENOTES LANDS USED FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES
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CONEOLIDATED MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE OF ASSESSMENT PAGE 3 OF 4
WEST TOWHNLINE DREALN
TOWNSHIP OF COLCHESTER S0UTH
PROJECT REFERENCE BC-96-135 BAY 8, [T
Cioms,
o Moctares  Wilug af Vabse of
Pl LA Relll Mo, Hums of Dwner Adlecied Beaedi Dhathe Toid
CON. 7 FTLOT 66 e i AMICUS COMMUNICATIONS ENC, fLam il 1584 S19.50
0.7 PTLOT &S (ad-040 I & W. FORD LTD. . 3,640 MLAR 048 BL1%
.7 PTLOTH 01000401 JOHBMETON HEATON . 04 106 485 £91
COH, T PT LIOT 61 DI0-03R ONTARID HYDRO L300 i85 ER 334
COM.T  PTLOT 61 Ohi-03E EATHERINE HLOTAN . TG00 6533 .19 13464
COM. 7  FTLOT 61 =037 WILLIAM & FRANCES MURRARY . L4 R nn SE40
oM. 7 PT LOT &1 - JOHH & YVORME MINOGUE - 1T5 ] 15.80 )55
COM. 7 FT LOT &1 0= 01850 JOSEPH & PAULETTE MoGRAW 1300 ar 504 LA
COM. T PT LT o & &) 0-064 MOSEPH GOODCHILD ] 0530 185 198 EL N
COM, 7 PTLT &R 0i0-065-50  ERNEST & SANDRA PEARMAN 0465 a5 250 1584 &
OON. 7  PTLT & L0064 WILDA, MARDNTATE L] 88 HLED 1782 &
COM. 7 PTLT 60 & 61 QI0-066-50  MARVIN & LINDA MARDMTATE L 4 mn 10,88 oS
RLP. i35 LOTS M & T4 010-0058 MARVIN & GAYLE REAUSME o0 198 197 485
RP 1792 LOTS W TO T3 0a0-034 MARVIN & GAYLE KitalME 0218 158 495 53
HP 1292 LOTS 68 & 69 ai-033 WILFRED & LILLIE RICHARDSON i 198 297 4595
e, I2P  LOTS &5 TO W fi-mz MARGUERITE CORNWALL [FRL} 1.98 06 LT
R.P 1282 LOTS 62 TO 64 il B Py LARRY FREESWIK 150 108 13 5
BF. 1392 LOTE 59 TO 61 0I0-030 FRANK TRIOLET 015 158 E i
RF 1292 LOTS 57T & 58 ON-02% MARGARET CORNWALL alm 154 287 495
HP. 1270 LOTS &4 TO 56 npilir2a MARGARET CORNWALL [k i] 1.98 iBG s
RPF I3 PT LOT 52 & LOT 53 Q10-027 LARRY FREESWICK L3 1.0E 297 495
RP. 1232 LOT 50 & 52
& PT LOT 52 Dao-2s BOHN HARELKIN a1 158 297 495
BP 120F  LOTS 48 & 49 OLO-TES TOHN HARELKIN 0.0 198 207 485
RP 1292 LOT 47 LT T JOHHN MARILETH 0050 188 195 156
RF 132 LOTS 44 TO & eI ek HUSSEIN & STHAM OSMAN LEE] 158 19% 554
RI. 1292 LOTS 41 T0 43 mao-gEz ROBERT & PAMELA BURRELL LEL 158 196 i
RP i2FE  LOTS 33 TO 40 030y TAMES 1BACH & DEBRA CLARK 0,150 1.98 19 504
P §292  LOTS 36 & 57 apg-are WILLIAM [RVENE 01H 198 287 455
AP ITT LOTEBTON o018 THOMAS & SUZANNE [ART 0850 195 186 154
R 1352 LOTS 30 TO &2 H0-014% LIVAIN & PAULETTE McGRAW a1 158 kR 504
P 1262 1OT 29 01013 DAVID DENT s 148 148 3%
HP 122 LOTS 37 & 28 QK-oL4 DAV DENT L] 188 L A%5
BLP 1292 LOTS 25 & 2% aLd-013 IEFREY & LANE KIMD Lla L3 287 495
RP. 1252 LOTS 23 &M -1 JEFFRITY & JANE KING Q11 148 157 405
RF 122 1LOTS 31 & 2 010-011 HICHARD & PHANA KNG 10 1.98 297 485
BP9 LOTN QRi-0p0-01 FHCHMARD & DHAMA EING 000 158 195 354
RI. 1¥92  LOT i% f-tna WILLLAM IRVIME ansn 158 15 165
BP 1282 LOTS17& IR i-00 GENE & ALICE CHIEAT 0,110 1.98 297 4,95
RP 120 LOTS 15 & 16 ap-00d WILLIAM & MANCY DENT 0am 198 o7 454
RE 1352 LOT M =007 STEVE & BELIZABETH C30KASET s 154 15948 196
B 1393 LOT 13 100046 SIMS0N BOLUS BESTATE cio CROWHN TRUST 0050 1.98 158 30
BP1202 LOTS 11 & 12 =00 OSCAR & LEOMA, MANNERS 1130 198 287 455
ALEB I LOTS §TO 10 D003 LEQMARD & SHEHLEY HANNAN a5 158 196 594
RP. 1292 FTLOTS
LOTS 6& 7 00z HOWARD & HITEA HALL 0130 108 297 FL
—rPF 1M PTLOTS,
LOTS 1 TO 4 (HE-pay BISEPH MARTLIN 0.200 1.0 196 504
TOTAL 0N LANDS §273.18 £36.53 SS.TT
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CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE OF ASSESSMENT FAGH 4 OF 4
WEST TOWNLINE DRAIN
TOWHSHIFM OF COLCHESTER SOUTH
FROJECT REFERENCE BC-%6-125 BLAY 0, 1957
Cam,
L]
. Videe of Value of
Loi Holl Mo, Name of Chir Demeiit Crpillel Tistal
OOLUNTY
ROAD MO, 50 COUNTY OF BSSEX $108% 058 E514T A
QOINTE RO M3, 41 CDUNTY OF BRSny J6.82 nas3 M58
KING'S HIGHWAY MO, 18 FROVINCE OF OMTARID 4454 197 54 P v
ELM ETREET TOWNSHIF OF MALDEN L L] 1EA] .1
CEEEEEE
TOTAL ON ROADS wm 1.3y HERE
p == T - 1] | o . ]
TR
TOTAL ASSESEMENT FOR MALDEN TR §E57.R] ELed 0
e e — =] d— —Zsmmmm
ALY
TOTAL ASSESSMINT FOR COLCHESTER SOAITER S2ARE M 50, T40.55 859200
TOTAL AS
SESSMENT FOB MALDEM s G4T.H] 1,03.00
TOTAL ASSE ;
SE5MENT
$3,055.53 $E54T 10000000
| ] L o ] Ll — |

® DENOTES LANDS USED FOR ACRICULTURAL PURFOSES
"8" DENOTES LANDS SUBSEQUENTLY CONMMECTED MAY 1987

“A® WMWMMFﬁFMMWWMMTIW.

1 HECTARE = 147 ACRES

L B o o o o e

END OF DOCUMENT
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