#1 - REQUEST FOR REVIEW: L. A20001 /P& H Wessels Farms Ltd.

Robert Rippin and

Fillee Ly Niesje Vanden Dool
Deadline for RFRs: June 19, 2020
Date RFR received: June 16, 2020

Status of party as per Decision Summary: Directly Affected




- REQUEST FOR BOARD REVIEW -
| SUBMITTED TO THE NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION BOARD

'Appllcatlon No: LA 20001

Name of OperatorlOperatlon P &HWessels Farms'itd

Type of application (check one): l:! Approval

Location (legal land description): SW 4-8-26 Wa & NW 33.7-26 w4

Municipality: | MD of Willow Creek

I hereby request a Board Review of the Approval Officer’s Decision and have fhe 8
- right to’ request a Board review because (please review all optlons and check C

; one)

O lam the producer seekmg the approvaIlreglstratlonlauthonzatlon

i represent the producer seeking the approvallreglstratlonlauthorrzataon
0 1 represent the mumc;pal government. '

@ lamlisted as a directly affected party in the Approval Officer’s Dec15|on

CI I am not not listed as a directly affected party in the Approval Offlcer s

1.

Decision and would like the Board to review my status.

. IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS

You must meet the specified 10-day timeline; otherwise your req'ues"t will
not be considered.

'S'ection_ 1 of this forfn must be completed only if you are requestmg that the

Board review your status as “not dlrectly affected” Sections 2to 5 must be
completed by all applicants.

This form must be S|gned and dated before it is submltted to the Board for lts :
review, |

. .Be aware that Requests for Board Review are consudered pubhc
documents. Your submitted request will be provided to all dlrectly affected

parties and will also be made available to members of the pubhc upon
request.

For more a_esistance, 'please call Laura Friend, Manager, Board Reviews at I
403-297-8269. ' : S
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1. PARTY STATUS

- . {IF YOU ARE NAMED A DIRECTL‘_( AFFECTED PARTY IN THE APPROVAL OFFICER'S DECISION, YOU DO NOT NEED TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION)

' Approval Officer considers the application. The Approval Officer will then determine who the
~ directly affected parties are and include this_ determination in the Decision Summary.

Under its governing legislation, the Board can only consider requests for review submitted by
directly affected parties. If you are not listed as directly affected in the' Approval Officer's
decision, you must request that the Board reconsider your status (please nofe that under the
‘made a submission to the Approval Officer during the application process). -

In order to request your status be reconsidered, you must expia'ih why your interests are di'réctly .
~ affected by the decision of the Board. Please list these reasons below: .

| My grbunds-for requesting directly affected status are as follows:

_ We are dire‘cﬂv affected
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2.0 GROUNDS FOR REQUESTING A REVIEW

(ALL PARTIES MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION)

-Officer failed to adequately address in the Decision.

My grounds for request'ih.g a review of the Appi'oval Officer’s decision are as
follows: : .

. The a'pprévfng oﬁ_’icer fails fo address the following issues:

The NRCB Environmental Risk Screening Tool has no basis in science, It is
-not a validated tool and seems to Serve more as a public relations toof fo help

leaching into the groundwater, the existing leaching sciénce was ignored’
because the flawed screening tool indicates 'no risk”. By using this tool the - -
- approving officer failed to consider the reaf risks. ( See_ aftached letter from AHS)

Both AEP and AHS are on record as indicating groundwater chemical testingis "~ .
warranted, Your staff ignored the groundwater chemistry testing .
recommendations of both groundwater experts at AEP and the heajth experts
at AHS. By disregarding experts in the area, which the approving officer is not,

the approving officer faifed fo consider the Scientific facts at hand. - :

 Both AEP and AHS pointed out the obvious failings (not testing soil in the pens
- and testing at -19C) of the permeability testing by Woods. The Woods festing
- failed to follow the subsoil testing guide NRCB AG Dex 096-62. In accepting -
- the data from Woods alone, the approvals officer failed to follow the NRCB’s
testing requirements.. - :

NRCB staff was made aware of and igﬁored the false claim in the application -
that a Water Act License was in place. Further the approvals officer ignored the |

- The claims of black soil were ludicrous given the large amount of clay and rocks N
noticeable in every field and observed at every construction. This error in soil
identification means that Unaccepiably high manure loading rates have been
approved. The approvals officer failed to properly assess soil quality and -
capacity. - - '

Why was an unfimited quantity multi species approval issued when a 2000 head
cattle CFO was applied for? The approvals officer showed an unsolicited bias

Page3 of §




towards agricultural development when they failed to consider the

environmental risks attributable to other livestock species.

The apprdving officer’s decision was fettered and made in bad faith by the fact |
they are following NRCB management desire fo ensure the public is not made
aware of groundwater contamination issues from CFOs. ' '

3.0 REASONS YOU ARE AFFECTED BY THE DECISION
(ALL PARTIES MUST QQMPLETE THIS SECTION) : _ .
fn order to support your reasons for requesting a review, please explain how you
believe_you would be affected by the Approval Officer's decision. :

1 believe théf, as a result of fhe Approval Officé;r’s decision, the f_oIIowihg .

- prejudice or damage will result:

- As aresult of this decision the quality of the McBride Aquifer will further deteriorate and
what little water is left will be unisable. The McBride Aquifer is recharged from
-moisture on the land above the aquifer, not the mountains. The water in the McBride
Aquifer currently exceeds the Maximum Acceptable Level for nitrates in drinking
water. No efforts are being directed to finding the cause of the nitrates problem or to
find a solution. Once approved there will be no mechanism to further address the -
negative impacts. on the groundwater. Further deterioration will result in more

-heighbors relying on water hauling; and greater negative - health oufcome

like

 miscarriages and slowed childhood brain development in those who ignore Alberia

- Health Setvices warnings. No single fandowner’s rights to access the aquifer outweigh -
‘the rights of the landowners at large. Approving this excessive industrial use stresses -
the aquifer that provides livelihoods for many. There will be a significant financial loss

- to all of us using the aquifer, including P&H Wessels Farms Ltd., if it is ruined.

4. ACTION REQUESTED

{ALL PARTIES MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION

| I would like the Board to'take the following actions with thé respect {o the |
Approval Officer’s decision: '

Amend the decision

Pldase describe why you believe the Board should take this action:

jT:he groundwater problems in the McBride ‘aquifer were brOught fo i‘h_e '
attention of the NRCB in 2011 application LAT1009 and since that time the

NRCB has taken a position of willful blindness allowing the problem to

- Pagedof6



conditions it deems appropriate. Please note the Board ¢annot make any -
amendments unless it first decides to grant 5 review. '
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the approval to indicate: Yearly groundwater volume and quality festing is -
_required on all the water wells owned or operated by the applicant. With the goal .
that any of the CFO’s negative Impacts on the quality or quantity of the
McBride aquifer will not be tolerated. '

5.0 CONTACT INFORMATION

(ALL PARTIES MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION

‘Contact information of the person requesting the review:

Name: - Niesje Vanden Dool & Robert Rippin
Address in Alberta: Box 2305 Fort Macleod TOL0OZO
Legal Land Description: =~ SW 33-7-26 W4M

Phone

E-Mail Address:

. .
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gfttTe form must be completed in order for your request to be considered.
Also, if you do not meet thie timeline identified, your request will not be considered. Form must be
- signed and dated before being submitted for Board consideration ' :

e o
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- When you have completed your request, please send it_, w_ritrim' nyﬂ

supporting documents to:

Laura Friend, Manager, Board Reviews - Phone: ~ 403-297-8269 -

Natural Resources Conservation Board _ o - e
19" Floor Centennial Place - _ Email: laura.friend@nrcb.ca
250 — 5" Street SW : ' ' ' N '
Calgary, ABT2P 0R4

- Please note, Requests for Board Review are considered public documents. Your
submitted request will be provided to all directly affected parties and will also -
be made available to members of the public upon request. .

For more assistance, please call Laura Friend, Manager, Board Reviews at 403-297-8269. _
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. Healthy Albsrians. ) '
Albﬂ? m Hﬁalih Healthy Communities, - | @

Jervices - Together, .

" NRCB Application LAZ0001 . © March 17, 2020

Applicant: P&H Wessels Farms Ltd.

Attentibn: Adria Snowdon, Approval Officer

~Natural Resource Conservation Board

100, 5401 1% Avenue South
Lethbridge, AB, T1J 4V6

RE: NRCB Application LA 20001, P&H Wessels Farms Ltd., SW—O4-00_842_6 W4M

In response to your February 19, 2020 request for comment on the above noted:
Confined Feeding operation application we have reviewed the information provided
and wish to provide the following comments: ' ' o

¢ In Southern Alberta, Confined Feeding Operations m'ay_be_contribu'ting to
increased nitrate foading in groundwater resources. Currently, the well water
used for domestic purposes at 7 neighboring residences within 2 Km of the .

- existing seasonal bedding operation show very high levels of nitrates. The
Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water Quality has set the maximum
allowable concentration for nitrate at 10mg/L. The nitrate levels range
between 11.8mg/L and 35.3mgl/L. ' '

° AHS understands water samples taken from a well #2028608 on SW 4-8-26-
WA4M by University of Calgary, Department of Geology in a 2013 study,
- underwent fadio isotope testing. The resuls indicated: d"SNnitrate =
286 d"®0yiitrate = 5.2 which are indicative of nitrates from sewage or manure _
origin. This well in addition to new well # 1250901 are approximate 30 meter
downhill from the existing seasonal bedding operation. As such, AHS has -
strong concerns that the high groundwater nitrates in the area are potentially
- caused from human or intensive livestock activity and any increase in
improperly sited or monitored livestack operations could iead to a further
deterioration of groundwater quality. Although the three most northern pens
were omitted from this year's application there is no indication that they will
be decommissioned. : .

* We noted that the soil permeability testing by Wood Canada used to conciude
the pens had a “naturally occurring protective layer” were not conducted in
the existing pens and the test was conducted on frozen ground over a 3 day
~ period with water in January 2019 when the average outside temperature -

_ ' Environmental Public Health _
1222 Bev McLachlin Drive (Box 968) Pincher Creek, Alberta, Canada TOK 1Wo
www.arbertahea!thservices.ca.’es’p.asp




was -19 C. We would suggest that it would be prudent to validate the .
conclusion. C

* Data from the boreholes in the existing pens and proposed pens show ..
heterogeneous soil types including a substantial amount of gravel soils. As
such, AHS perceives this to be a potential risk of further contamination of
groundwater resources and increasing nitrate loading. o :

* We note that there is no manure storage area indicated in the application,
and that the manure from the operating pens is currently being stored on NE
32-7-26 W4M. We would suggest that this area undergo permeability testing -
to determine if the area is suitable for manure storage. '

¢ On page 4 of the application, that applicant indicated that an addition water -
license was not required, from the correspondence associated with NRCB
application LA19004 and correspondence with AEP, it is clear that the
applicant is currently diverting water without approvai or licenses. We do not
recommend expansion of a business that is not in compliance with Alberta
legislation. : : :

* AHS has'a history of complaints regarding CFQ’s Specifically with the lack of
dust control. There is significant wind in this area so AHS suggests that dust *
control measure designed to minimize blowing dust and manure be added as
a condition of operation. ' : '

¢ AHS has strong concerns with this application due to risks associated with
groundwater contamination and further nitrate loading. As such, AHS
recommends further testing be conducted by the applicant prior to approval
to determine the source of the high nitrates in the area: Most rural residents
in the area use groundwater for domestic use and human consumption. Itis
well understood that safe and secure drinking water is essential to ‘sustain
healthy populations. o ' '

e AHS feels that the lack of water well monitoring in proximity to the pens as
well as the increased manure toading in the surrounding field may resuit in-
the creation of a Public Health Nuisance. To address this potential nuisance,
AHS recommends the applicant initiate a nitrate sampling program. The
‘nitrate sampling program should include annual sampling of all wells within
300 meters of pens or manure storage areas. o o

lf_'you require any further information, please contact me at
Michael.swystun@ahs.ca or 403-627-1230.

Environmental Public Health

1222 Bev McLachlin Drive {Box 968) Pincher Greek, Alberta, Canada TOK 1WO
www.aIhertahealthse;vices.calesp.asp :




Mike Swystun, B.Sc., BEH, CPHI(c)
R Executive O'fficer/P.ublic_: Health Inspector
Alberta Health Services

_ . . . .
Envirommental Public Heaith : :

1222 Bev McLachlin Drive {Box 968) Pincher Creek, Alberta, Canédé TOK 1w -
www.aibertahealthsewices.cafasp.asp
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