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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Categories:

adrian Pruddien [

September 24, 2020 10:49 AM

Johnson Kwan

Division 9, Crystal Kissel

[EXTERNAL] - Re: Development Proposal number 20200104 at 52027 Twp Rd 283A

Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Re: Development Proposal humber 20200104 at 52027 Twp Rd 283A

Dear Mr. Kwan,

I am writing with regard to Development Proposal number 20200104 at 52027 Twp Rd 283A.

If you remember, I wrote to you about a year ago regarding an application that the same applicant made
regarding the same property, before that application was withdrawn. At the time you told me there had
been a computer error, and that notifications of the application had not been sent out to neighbouring

property owners.

I understand from a neighbour that the same applicant has filed another proposal. Again, I have received

no official notification.

I am extremely concerned about the impact that such a proposal would have on our local community and
I am raising the following objections:

1) We already have terrible problems with the road conditions on Twp Rd 283A. There are severe
potholes that constantly develop, along with the wash-boarding of the road, on each downpour of
rain. I believe these problems will be exacerbated by increased daily traffic on the road as a result
of the proposed increased population. The road surface is simply inadequate for increased traffic.

2) We enjoy a diverse and populace wildlife in our community. I am deeply concerned that the
proposed increased human population would adversely impact the presence of this wildlife, and
indeed impact our lifestyle as a result.

3) Increasing the number of drilled water wells in the area could lead to an unexpected reduction in
volume of basic water supply for existing homes, I have heard reports of such impacts in other

communities.

4) Although my property does not immediately border on the 52027 Twp Rd property, I understand
that the impact on the direct neighbours would be even more devastating. We moved to this area
because of its remoteness, low population and natural beauty. I know that the direct neighbours
would be heartbroken if this proposed rezoning or subdivision progressed.

Yours sincerely,

Adrian Prudden

50224 Twp Rd 283
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Planning Services Department, Rocky View County

262075 Rocky View Point, Rocky View County, AB, T4A 0X2

Application Number: PL 20200104

Division 9

County Contact: Johnson Kwan E-mail: jkwan@rockyview.ca Phone: 403.520.3973
To Rocky View County :

We are opposed to the proposed redesignation of land and any future subdivision. We are adjacent
to this neighbors property. We believe he is not a good steward of the land and has shown lack of
consideration for his neighbors.

We would like to begin with some technical reasons as to why we are apposed.
1:Water.

Our well is a very low producing well. The subdivision the applicant is proposing will end up
housing at least 20 people.( 5 per household) . Our well barely supports 2 adult and 4 horses on our
20 acre lot. We have 2 cistern tanks to store adequate water. The lower neighbors have an even
bigger problem with slow water.

2: Erosion of the land with all the tree removal and the rain run off. The applicants property is on a
steep slope that directly effects his lower neighbors and also the Dog Pound Creek which is a Class
B creek. This creek is an important spawning habitat and must not be disturbed. The rare bird
species in this valley will also be disturbed due to increased traffic, noise, and habitat destruction.

The property sits on a natural gully. ( Municipal act on Environmental Reserves involving coulees,
ravines, flood plains, wildlife corridors and significant tree stands). An ecological survey, rare
vegetation survey, rare bird survey and wet land survey would need to show no impact

3: Traffic and noise.

This subdivision will place a minimum of 8 vehicles in a small vicinity of each other. There will also
be a higher volume of traffic on the roads creating wear and tear . Dust and noise. The construction
traffic of heavy equipment and workers is also a factor. Including road closures and disruption
during construction. The Rocky View County has already found this road to be challenging to
maintain with the amount of traffic on it now.

4: Dust for health of livestock and the wildlife.

5: Roadways into subdivision that the applicant has already placed has not been overseen by Rocky
View and they do not follow any road specs and contain no culverts. These self made roads are not
only an eye sore but also a danger to the property below him as he has now created more run off
and potential mud slide to that property during heavy rain. A rain fall saturation survey should



ATTACHMENT 'F': PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
E-2 - Attachment F

Page 3 of 113

now be done to make sure the property below the applicant is safe from hazard associated with this
lack of consideration to Rocky View County rules or neighbors.

6: Fire hazards without a fire hall in close proximity to accommodate the surge in population.
7: Has the applicant submitted a comprehensive concept plan?
8: Site drainage. As this area is built on a hill, how will septic systems be handled?

9: Country living. We in this area moved out to the far northern corner of Rocky View to avoid
areas such as BearsPaw or Springbank. We enjoy nature and animals and we are all apposed to the
destruction of the land with further development. As there is nothing less than 20 acres to be
subdivided in this area the applicants proposition of 4x4 acre lots is far below the allotted minimum
20 acre.

In closing I would like to say that Mr. Trnski bought this property with a numbered company in
June 2018 in the soul purpose to make money, within a few months he had his subdivision
application submitted and his house listed for resale. As a developer/investor, Mr Trnski did not do
his due diligence before buying this land to see that this area is not zoned for such small acreages
and that his house is built in the middle of the 40 acres making subdivision of the 40 into 2 x 20
acres difficult as well as the topography of his property being as steep as it is. Even the 2 x 20 acre
subdivision would be highly disapproved of due to all of the above mentioned concerns. This Valley
is a unique ecosystem and can not sustain anymore people,traffic or noise.

[ am hopeful the applicant will be held accountable by the County to return the land to its original
state if his application is denied. The road ways he has built off the Rocky View Roads on 283 and

283A were built to accommodate access for these 4 x 4 acre lots without approval. Not to mention
the excessive tree removal\destruction.

Please feel free to contact me to discuss.
Sincerely

Barbara Smith
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Johnson Kwan

From: erad Diggens [

Sent: October 27, 2020 4:19 PM

To: Johnson Kwan; Division 9, Crystal Kissel

Cc: barbara smith

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - 52057 Township Road 283A Subdivison Proposal
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.
Mr. Kwan and Ms. Kissel,
RE; Proposal Number 20200104

I am writing this to voice my concerns and my opposition to the proposed subdivision noted above. For many
reasons;

1) The environment — Environmentally this area is one of the very few areas in the entire country where as
many birds as we have here have been recorded. It is an area where several of the already fragile environmental
zones meet, the forested areas are already heavily tasked and are at risk, the water sources are being utilized to
capacity, and the wildlife are being placed in constant harm already, adding more people to the area certainly
won’t help the area maintain what’s fast becoming something most seem to ignore without much thought.

2] Additional traffic on a road where the MD for the most part ignore and already have a hard time keeping
properly fit for drivers, especially at the beginning of the road by Horse Creek Road. Additional traffic will not
make this better, it will become much more problematic.

3) More septic systems added into this fragile area certainly wouldn’t help, it’s important to understand that
septic systems, no matter how they are designed, place anaerobic bacteria into the ground and is subject to
migration into the ground water.

4) Noise — More people equals more noise. I’ve mentioned the fragile area out here already, the added noise
will most certainly cause issues with the wildlife. They aren’t being driven out of the area, they try to live in the
area which is their current territory. You can’t drive them out, other areas are already taxed to their limits in
most cases. Animals are territorial, and placing more people in this environment will only place the animals in
harms way, and possibly place the people in harms way. There are bears, cougars, fox, deer, moose, elk,
skunks, porcupine, wolf, and many others in this area. We have learned to live with them, understand how to
live with them, but to add more acreages and homes in the area will take away the corridors and areas in which
these animals live within.

I implore you to carefully consider your actions in this case, it’s not always about taxes and money, sometimes
decisions need to be made for the good of the nature around us. Without a natural balance, and areas left alone
and in as good as condition as possible, we as a society will fail in our responsibilities to the betterment of us
all. Taking more natural lands at a time when most in the world is fully aware that environmentally we have to
do much much better would be wrong in all ways. I implore you to keep this top of mind. Someone’s greedy
wants shouldn’t determine what is best for the whole of us. This isn’t a not in my backyard situation, this is a
situation where we need to take a stand against those that want to more or less ruin an already fragile area,

1
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simply to put money in their pockets with no thought or consideration to what they are doing. Why people
come to fragile areas like this to do these things is beyond my comprehension, they should buy in areas that
have already been stripped of their forests and leave as much forested lands that we still have alone.

Regards,
Brad Diggens

50047 Township Road 283
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Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca
nd o::
RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the undersigned are opposed to the
application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan
Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from General
Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and Rural
Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future subdivision of a four +/- 1.60
hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as A-SML).
One of the four is +/- 1.70 hectares (+/- 4.20 ac).

We are opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section
ac).is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It is our
opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these future
residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

We have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on the
environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the proximity
of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further impact from an
increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners include:
o Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
e Area residents are concerned with regards to response time for emergency services (fire,
police, etc.), mail service, garbage pickup and other services.

At this time we would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to
preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

Kerry & Chris BROOKER

Name:

Legal Land Description:___ SE 17-28-5-W5
or
Rural Address:



mailto:jkwan@rockyview.ca

ATTACHMENT 'F': PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
E-2 - Attachment F

Page 7 of 113



ATTACHMENT 'F': PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
E-2 - Attachment F

Page 8 of 113

Planning Services Department —

Rocky View County 2020-10-24

262075 Rocky View Point.

Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca
And cc:

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the undersigned is opposed to the
application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan
Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from General
Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and
Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future subdivision of a four
+/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as
A-SML). One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

I am opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section
ac).is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It is
my opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these
future residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

I have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on the
environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the
proximity of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further
impact from an increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners
include:
e Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
e Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
o Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail
service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time | would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to
preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

Tom and Cori Bestwick :

Legal Land Description:_SE 1028 5W5 LT 5

Rural Address: 52056 Grand Valley Road, Rocky View County
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October 25, 2020

Rocky View County
262075 Rocky View Point,
Rocky View County, AB,
T4A 0X2

RE : Swine Operation

OPPOSED TO SWINE OPERATION

We the undersigned oppose the swine operation located SE-22-28-05-W5M approximately 4
km (2.5 miles) south of Mountain View County, approximately 4 km (2.5 miles) west of Horse
Creek Road, on the north side of Township Road 283 at 52057 TWP RD 283A.

Name : Tom and Cori Bestwick

maiting Address: | NEEE

Municipal Address: 52056 Grand Valley Road

Email

Phone: ___ (D

X2 308

Cori Bestwick
Landowner

{ October 25, 2020
.t
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Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca
And cc:

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the undersigned is opposed to the
application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan
Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from General
Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and
Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future subdivision of a four
+/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as
A-SML). One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

I am opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section
ac).is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It is
my opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these
future residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

I have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on the
environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the
proximity of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further
impact from an increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners
include:
e Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
e Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
o Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail
service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time | would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to
preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

Name: Despina Brotea (president) Cumana Geoconsulting Inc.

Legal Land Description: Plan 0914481, Bloc 2 Lotl, SE1/4-9-28-5-5 Rocky View County
or
Rural Address:
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Ruth Brand
September 30, 2020 7:45 PM

Johnson Kwan; Division 9, Crystal Kissel;_

[EXTERNAL] - Proposal # 20200104

Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Re: address 52057 Twp 283A, proposal # 20200104

Regarding any form of extra subdivision in our area, these are our concerns:

We oppose any new housing subdivision
We oppose any commercial operation in our area

Our reasons being the extra traffic for construction and new homes will be detrimental to our ecosystem, which
is already at its capacity for human interaction. We are adamantly against this type of development due to the
fact that this valley is a rare meeting of all ecosystems and extra traffic would be very difficult for the wildlife
and foliage. This area is already over filled already with humans.

Thank you for your time,

Enzo and Tracey Ribaric
50055 Twp Rd 283

Rocky View County, AB T4C 3A1
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Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca

And cc:

RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the undersigned is opposed to the
application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan
Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-WS5M from General
Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and Rural
Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future subdivision of a four +/- 1.60
hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as A-SML).
Note; One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

I am opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section
is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It is my
opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these future
residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

I have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on the
environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the proximity
of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further impact from an
increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners include:
e Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
e Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
e Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail
service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time I would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to
preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

_ Sterling & Gail Motta
Name:

Legal Land Description:  SE 18-28-5 W5M
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Categories:

Gloria Anthony [

October 6, 2020 9:28 AM

Johnson Kwan

Division 9, Crystal Kissel

[EXTERNAL] - Proposal 20200104. 52057 Twp 283A

Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

| have been a resident of this rural area since 1980 and strongly object to the above proposal for subdivision and re
designation of land located SE-22-28-05-W5M The Reeve family has held a grazing lease along the back of the 283A for
many many years. This land has been the habitat of many wildlife species, which over the years have been slowly
decreasing because of increased population in the area. Humans move in, wildlife move out.

Our road conditions will further deteriorate with increased traffic. The 283 is always in a mess.

There will be increased water usage, which could impact the water tables and septics .

Thank you for your time.

Gloria Anthony
50191 Twp 283

Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Categories:

Lee Rogers

September 28, 2020 9:57 AM

Johnson Kwan

Division 9, Crystal Kissel

[EXTERNAL] - Proposal 20200104 at 52057 Twp 283A

Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Lee and Sandy Rogers

283076 Range Road 51 Rockyview County

T4C 3A1

Mr.Johnson Kwan

Senior Planner

Re Proposal 20200104

52057 Twp 283A

Dear Mr.Kwan
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My wife and | are sending this letter to you to file our opposition to the above proposal. The fact that
the proponent wants to subdivide into 5 acre parcels has always been unacceptable out here,and the
resulting additional traffic,road ware and tare. As some of the parcels are on a hill side the erosion
would be significant. This area already has major issues when we have significant rain. The added
strain on the water table in the area as well as septic concerns. We all out here are very protective of
our wildlife as this valley is home to an enormous bird concentration including many rare species.

Thank you Lee And Sandy Rogers

As a side note it looks as though the owner has already started doing approaches and other ground
work with no culverts at approaches, this will cause problems with watersheds.
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Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca

And cc: I

RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the Grand Valley Landowners’
Association is opposed to the application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of
2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-
WS5M from General Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District
(A-SML) and Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future
subdivision of a four +/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97
acre) remainder (as A-SML). One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

We are opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter
section is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It
is our opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these
future residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

We have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for several reasons including the increase in pressure on the
environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the proximity
of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further impact from an
increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners include:
e Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
e Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
e Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail
service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time, we would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order
to preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

Name: J. F. Chmilar, P.Eng.
Chair, Grand Valley Landowners’ Association

Legal Land Description: NW 17-28-05-W5M
or
Rural Address:
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Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca
and o
RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that we the undersigned are opposed to
the application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd
(Mariyan Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from
General Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-
SML) and Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future
subdivision of a four +/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/-
23.97 acre) remainder (as A-SML). One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

We are opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter
section ac).is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the
quarter. It is our opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area.
Approval of these future residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

We have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General
Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on
the environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the
proximity of Dog Pound Creek which is just south of the proposed parcels. Further
impact from an increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential
owners include:
o Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow
plowing),
¢ Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and
o Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail
service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time We would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in
order to preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our

community.

Joanne & Robert Willis

Name:

Legal Land Description: NW % Section 17, Twsp 28, R 5, West 5%

or
Rural Address: 54202 Township Rd 282A Rocky View County
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Johnson Kwan

From: Juergen Hanne

Sent: October 20, 2020 6:13 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - Application Nr PL 20200104/file Nr 08922009
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

I am a close neighbour to the property making this application with my house Nr 53190 just less than 4 Km away.

| am completely against it because with these small units of 4 or less acres the nature of this area will be completely
destroyed. A. Minimum of 20 acres per new Unit should be a requirement here.There is so much wildlife which will be
chased away by these tiny acreages, in specific this area has a lot of different animals as their livelihood.

Sincerely

Juergen

Sent from my iPad
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Johnson Kwan

From: Jennifer Stenske_

Sent: October 27, 2020 6:43 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel;_
Subject: [EXTERNAL] - Application File: 08922009-PL20200104
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Dear, Johnson Kwan

I'm writing this short email in response to the creation of these new residential parcels.

I am opposed, and have serious concerns with the increase load on the environment. Such as water wells, septic
systems and wildlife habitat. Also the increase traffic flow it brings to our local roads, causing increased taxes

to maintain these roads.

Please reject this application in order to preserve the primarily agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our
community.

Regards,
Jennifer & Kirk Stenske

Legal Land Description: SE 17-028-05-5
282066 Range Rd. 54A

Rocky View County, AB

T4C 2W1

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Johnson Kwan

From: Kirk Stenske

Sent: October 27, 2020 9:50 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - Application File: 08922009-PL20200104
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.
To whom it may concern,

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that | Kirk Stenske, family, and neighbours are opposed to
the application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf of 2110524 Alberta Ltd (Mariyan Trnski-sole
director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from General Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small
Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future
subdivision of a four +/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as
A-SML). One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha (+/- 4.20 ac).

I am opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section is already fragmented
with 7 parcels, two through roads and a Creek in the quarter. It is my opinion that this is too much for this
environmentally sensitive area. Approval of these future residential parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

I have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General Agricultural District area
for a number of reasons including the increase in pressure on the environment and marginal infrastructure,
including well water and septic. A major concern is with regard to the proximity of Dog Pound Creek which is
just south of the proposed parcels. Further impact from an increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands
of residential owners include:

Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow plowing),

Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and

Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail service, garbage
pickup and other services expected in city subdivisions.

At this time | would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to preserve the primarily
agricultural nature and rural lifestyle of our community.

Kirk Stenske,
Legal Land Description: SE 17-028-05-5
282066 Range Rd. 54A
Rocky View County, AB
T4C 2W1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Lincoln

September 18, 2020 8:18 AM

Johnson Kwan

[EXTERNAL] - File number 08922009 application 20200104

Red Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

I’'m very against this development he is trying to make a small town in the country this will ruin our community. If he
was just making two twenty acre parcels maybe this development is not the way to go.
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Johnson Kwan

From: Lisa Gillett

Sent: October 2, 2020 5:30 PM

To: Johnson Kwan; Division 9, Crystal Kissel

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - File 0892209 application number PL20200104
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.
Dear Mr. Kwan,

Please be advised that we are opposed to the application for redesignation to accommodate future subdivision
File 0892209 Appl. PL20200104 as the proposed use is not compatible with the other existing uses in our
neighborhood. The proposal is for an excessive amount of residential parcels in a

primarily agricultural/ranching community which will push up population density significantly creating a huge
burden on the existing infrastructure.

With the drilling of four new water wells in such close proximity to our well there is the concern that our well
could have decreased production. Two of the wells would be drilled within a few hundred metres of our well
and could potentially create a huge strain if they draw on the same water source as our well.

Thank you for taking the time to address our concerns.

Sincerely,

Don and Lisa Gillett

Since we do not have the means for electronic signatures the above letter was sent to you by mail with the
necessary signatures yesterday.
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From: Michelle Mitton

To: Xin Deng

Cc: Lori-Lee Turcotte

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] - BYLAW C-8113-2020
Date: April 15, 2021 4:25:36 PM

Here is a letter for your April 27, 2021 hearing.

MicHeLLE MiTTON, M.Sc
Legislative Coordinator | Legislative Services

Rocky View CounTy
262075 Rocky View Point | Rocky View County | AB | T4A 0X2

Phone: 403-520- 1290 |
MMitton@rockyview.ca | www.rockyview.ca

This e-mail, including any attachments, may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying of this information is prohibited and unlawful. If you received this
communication in error, please reply immediately to let me know and then delete this e-mail. Thank you.

From: Lisa GiIIett_

Sent: April 14, 2021 4:06 PM
To: Legislative Services Shared <LegislativeServices@rockyview.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] - BYLAW C-8113-2020

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Bylaw C-8113-2020 - A Bylaw of Rocky View County to Amend Land Use Bylaw C-8000-
2020

Application Number: PL20200104 (08922009)
Please be advised that Donald and Lisa Gillett are OPPOSED to the above proposed Bylaw.

Our new Canada Post appointed address is: 52058 Twp Rd 283A, Rocky View County, T4C
3Al

The letter of Notice of Public Hearing was sent to our old address at RR 1 Lcd Main Box 42
Site 2 Cochrane AB T4C 1A1

We are located directly north east of the parcel of land owned by 2110524 Alberta Ltd. and
our driveway

directly faces the driveway into the parcel.

As we have already submitted previously, we feel that the proposed use is not compatible with
the other existing uses in our neighborhood.

The proposal is for an excessive amount of residential parcels in a primarily
agricultural/ranching community, which will push up population

density significantly, creating a huge burden on the existing infrastructure and environment.

Our primary concern is that two of the 4 acre parcels would be very close to our own. Our
water well is drilled at the far southwest of our property


mailto:MMitton@rockyview.ca
mailto:XDeng@rockyview.ca
mailto:LTurcotte@rockyview.ca
mailto:MMitton@rockyview.ca
http://www.rockyview.ca/
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and the drilling of the water wells for the new parcels within a few hundred metres will cause
a massive drain for our water supply. As we only have 6 gallons per

minute now, this would be detrimental. We requested a groundwater supply evaluation from
Carswell Planning December 2018 at the Information Session but have not been

supplied with anything to date.

Since the parcel of land was purchased in March 2018 by a corporation that subsequently
hired Carswell Planning to draft a redesignation and

subdivision proposal by September of 2018, the intent is obviously financial gain with no
concern for the loss of biodiversity or strain on the surrounding ecosystems.

Thank you for the opportunity for us to address our concerns.

Don and Lisa Gillett
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Johnson Kwan

From: scott - I

Sent: September 24, 2020 9:37 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - re-designation application
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Hello Johnson,

We received notification of File number: 08922009, Application number: PL20200104.

We are looking at the County Plan (see link below), could you direct us to the guidelines that would be
applicable to this application. Is this application supported in the County Plan? Will Planning Services be
recommending this application?
https://www.rockyview.ca/Portals/0/Files/BuildingPlanning/Planning/CountyPlan/RVC-County-Plan.pdf
Thank you,

Lorelee Grattidge
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I am writing this letter to voice my concern as a forty year resident in
Rocky View County to the proposed expansion via subdivision mentioned in
Proposal Number 20200104 at the address 52057 TWP RD 283A.

Aside from the increased traffic and vehicular noise that accompanies such
an expansion especially during construction, there are ongoing issues of
commuter traffic and road wear.

Increasing the density of the population brings increased demands for
iImprovements that the county must provide. The rationale is that the
increase in tax revenue will offset the cost for these necessities.

In an economy that is very rocky, pardon the pun, it is a promise of false
hope since in all likelihood just maintaining the existing infrastructure will
prove difficult enough and any influx of cash would be diverted to already
present needs.

It is not uncommon for new landowners to offset their initial investment
with a subdivision to ally the cost. Our community, by and large is
generally very welcoming to new neighbours, especially since some of us
have used the same strategy. But | think it is understandable to voice
apprehension to such an aggressive expansion. Failing that, the rumoured
rezoning of this land parcel to agricultural land in order capitalize via a
commercial pig farming operation smacks of retaliatory measures meant to
coerce our community into underwriting their investment.

It is my hope that my council members will assess this proposal whose
Impact on our environmental diversity and rarity as well as our strong
community spirit is being jeopardized by a careless expansionist fever.

It is also worth noting that notification of these impending changes is being
impacted by the disruption of mail service, with its rerouting of mail to
accommodate your changes to our addresses. It's highly doubtful that this
IS a proper procedure to address these changes properly.

Sincerely

M. F. Johnson
50090 TWP RD 283 Rocky View County T4C 3A1
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October 6, 2020

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

RE: File number 08922009

Application number PL20200104

My property is adjacent to the subject property on the West side. | wish to express opposition to the
proposed development for the following reasons:

e The number one reason for me would be that the proposed 4-acre subdivision would drastically
and irrevocably change the entire valley for the worse. | moved from Mountain Ridge Place, also
in Rockyview county, to this location precisely because of the peace, serenity and beauty of the
mostly bigger properties. | have been riding on the Reeve greasing lease for over 12 years and
knew it well prior to moving there in 2018. Opening up to such small acreages would simply
destroy the very nature of the valley.

e Secondly, my property, along with Shadowbrook farms, is at the bottom of the valley and
collects all water runoff. The dogpound creek runs in my front yard on the West side and the
coulee collects all spring runoff and rain runoff from both East and North properties. | had to
increase dam heights and culvert size on all three of my dams to try and prevent the extensive
damage sudden and/or intense runoffs create. Last year it was to the point my driveway was
taken out. On the road side, it is no better. Rockyview had to come in and repair the damage.
Furthermore, there is no ditch to speak off past the culvert under my driveway roadside, which
results in pooling of water, spring blockages and damage to road every Spring. More runoff
would greatly impact this even further. (I have videos and photos of the impact of the July storm
last year)

e Third, the extra runoff from removal of trees in the small acreages will increase runoff and
sediment runoff. Even if Rockyview makes a ditch (which | asked for several months ago), more
and more runoff will find its way into the dogpound, which is where it will be diverted to. Let’s
face it, more human encroachment does not result in better management, no matter what the
developer says. Wetlands are very fragile.

o Wildlife: we are home to black bear, grizzly, cougar, foxes, beaver, wolves, coyotes and
numerous bird species. It goes without saying that adding 4-acre parcels all over the valley will
greatly impact wildlife. A nice balance exists currently.
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In short, while | recognize the financial benefits to subdivision, it is time we all act as we should when it
comes to preserving what we as humans have been given. It is a blessing | am grateful for every day and
| consider myself the custodian of the property and its wetlands.

| value my neighbours to the East, but strongly oppose and disagree with their proposed subdivision for

the reasons stated above.

Sincerely,

Micheline Maes
52120 Township Road 283

Rockyview County, AB
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Planning Services Department, Rocky View County

262075 Rocky View Point, Rocky View County, AB, T4A 0X2

Application Number: PL 20200104

Division 9

County Contact: Johnson Kwan

E-mail: jkwan@rockyview.ca

Phone: 403.520.3973

To Rocky View County :

[ am opposed to the proposed redesignation and any future subdivision.

One concern is the water in the area. We have a really low water table in the area and barely have
enough to support my property. With the neighboring properties in close proximity to this
proposed subdivision, 4 more wells will surely be a drain. I am not sure how having that many
more people using the water will affect my water flow as well. Also I fish in the Dog Pound creek
and do not want to see that habitat disturbed at all.

[ am also concerned about these roads that have been put in on 283 and 283A. Both of these roads
are not to spec and do not contain any culverts. I do road construction for a living and see that
these roads will cause fast erosion of the land and there is a neighbor directly below being affected
by it. Is Rocky View aware of these roads?

Traffic and noise is also a concern. This subdivision will create a higher volume of traffic on the
roads creating wear and tear . Dust and noise. The Rocky View County already finds this road
difficult to maintain.

[ also think the 4 x 4 acre parcels are too small. The minimum is 20 acres out here so I am not sure
why this applicant has proposed such a small subdivision?

Sincerely

Mike Beach
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To: Johnson Kwan October 6, 2020
MD Rockyview Planning Dept

Re: File 08922009

Application Number PL20200104

Dear Sir,

I reside at 52065 Twp RD 283. | am the adjacent landowner on the south side of the subject property
and have lived here for 30 years. The property owner is proposing to redesignate the land from A Gen
to R RUR and | STRONGLY OBJECT to this designation and especially to the small parcel sizes (4 acres)
that are proposed. My reasons are outlined below.

Area Structure
Currently the land in this area is as follows

e The area along Twp 283 and Twp 283A is primarily farm/ranch lands which are actual working
ranches. 92% of the land is A Gen or A SML
8% is R RUR (4 parcels)

e Only 2 parcels are 4 acres. Both these parcels are geographically created. One is formed by the
corner Twp 283 and the Crown Grazing Lease; the other is on the bottom of a steep hill and is
bordered by the stream on one side and the road on the other.

¢ Environmentally Significant Area. This is the ONLY area in Canada where 4 major life zones
meet. Our area has a meeting of the Boreal, Mountain/Foothill, Prairie, and Parkland life zones.
Again, is stress THIS IS THE ONLY AREA IN ALL OF CANADA THAT THESE LIFE ZONES MEET! In
addition, the Dogpound Creek runs thru this valley creating additional habitat for birds and
wildlife. Of the 300 species of birds in Alberta, 163 species have been documented in this valley.
Many rare and unusual birds are found in this area. 9 species of owls, Ospray, nesting Eagle,
Gyrfalcon, Merlin, Blue Heron and many others have been seen in the valley. Both the Eagles
and the Blue Heron have nests here. In addition, we have numerous Cougars, Lynx, Bobcat,
Bear, Weasles, Wolfs, Moose, Deer and Coyotes.

This is the nature of our valley, which is on a dead end road. The undeveloped lands and large parcels of
trees allow for movement of large mammals and provide homes for the numerous birds. However
recent clear cutting of some of the land has put pressure on the wildlife and birds. The bioassay on
Dogpound Creek this year showed a significant decrease in fish populations. We are at the very north
end of Rockyview. There are many areas that are conducive to subdividing into small parcels where
people can live and drive to work in town every day. This valley is absolutely not one of them. A small
parcel subdivision is not compatible with the other existing uses in this valley which is primarily working
Ranches and Farms. In addition it will put pressure on an environmentally sensitive area, especially if
further development of small parcels is allowed.
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WATER is another huge issue, especially for myself and Michelene Maes, who lives next to the subject
property. Both of us have been impacted by the runoff of the hills down the road and into our fields.
Because this road is poorly constructed and has no ditch on the north side the water runs down the road
or across the road and has done huge damage to my bale yard and pastures. Last year the runoff caused
the road to erode almost 4” deep making driving on it difficult. At the top of my drive the road is not
crowned properly and water pools. In the winter the sheet of ice it creates is very dangerous to the
school bus and other drivers.

Well depth and water. My well is shallow and has excellent flow and water quality. There are many
artesian well/streams in the area. | have at least 2 on my place. Additional development means
additional wells being drilled and | am concerned that my well will be impacted.

Road Conditions are another huge concern. The amount of deep pothole and ruts are huge. It is
extremely icy in the winter and drivers are often in the ditch as its hard to see the shoulders due to the
amount of snow. Flooding by the Dogpound has caused us to be unable to get out on at least 3
occasions.

Evacuation dangers. We have numerous pipelines running in this area. In the event of a wildfire, or
pipeline problem that would require quick evacuation this road would be a disaster. Additional
residences would only make it worse and endanger more lives.

Future Development. At the present only 2 out of 45 parcels along Twp 283/283A are 4 acres in size.
Allowing parcels of this size on one property makes it easier for similar proposals. Again, this road
cannot handle more cars on it. It would take significant upgrading and based on what | have seen for the
last 30 years- it’s not likely to happen.

Sincerely,

Nannette Harrison
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Johnson Kwan

From: caren singer

Sent: October 27, 2020 2:00 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel; barbara smith

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - File Number: 08922009 ApplicationNumber: PL20200104
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.
Dear Johnson,

As a property owners on Township Road 283, we are adamantly opposed to the proposed land redesignation from
General Agricultural District (A-GEN) to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and Rural Residential District (R-RUR)
to accommodate future subdivision of four 1.60 hectare (3.95 acre) lots, with a 9.70 hectare (23.97 acre) remainder.

There are several issues of concern. Namely:

1. The proposed land redesignation will adversely impact the quiet enjoyment and quality of life our community
currently provides.

2. The proposed plan will not enhance the community to make it more attractive to those who have currently invested
in the area, but at the expense and detriment of the current property owners and residents of the community.

3. The increase in population to this area will result in:

- increased traffic

- increase in traffic noise and dust

- increase in road maintenance due to higher volume of traffic -there are several very dangerous corners and hills on
Twp 283 and Twp 283A and these roads need to be upgraded prior to considering any development in the area

- is located on a dead end road, causing limited one way access in and out of the community

- increase in crime in the area due to higher population from the higher density of residential housing

4. The proposal will have an adverse effect on the water demand. There will be a huge increase on the drawdown of the
aquifer that supplies our current agricultural use, livestock use and our domestic use. Water is a precious resource that
is shared and is required to sustain life. There needs to be an in depth water management study done prior to any
redesignation being considered to prove the communities water will not be affected.

5. The proposed development will have an adverse effect on the surrounding neighbors due to the topography. This is a
hilly area and the springtime run off and those times of heavy rainfall during summer will severely affect those
properties who are downhill of the proposed development because of the change of water flow and run-off. A storm
water study should be provided prior to consideration of the redesignation and the future subdivision.

We are asking that this land redesignation and future development application be denied. It is not a good fit nor
compatible with the current community.

Kind regards
Patrick and Karen Singer
51139 Twp 283
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Johnson Kwan

From: Roberta Remmington _

Sent: October 27, 2020 3:47 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel;_
Subject: [EXTERNAL] - Opposition to proposed subdivision
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Planning Services Department — Rocky View County 2020-10-27
262075 Rocky View Point.
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 via e-mail to jkwan@rockyview.ca

And cc: CKissel@rockyview.ca

And cc: I

RE: Application File: 08922009—PL 20200104

This letter is to inform the Rocky View County that the undersigned is opposed to the application by Carswell Planning (Bart Carswell) on behalf
0f 2110524 Alberta Ltd(Mariyan Trnski-sole director) to redesignate portions of SE 22-28-05-W5M from General Agricultural District (A-GEN)
to Small Parcel Agricultural District (A-SML) and Rural Residential District (R-RUR) in order to facilitate a future subdivision
of a four +/- 1.60 hectare (+/- 3.95 acre) lots with a +/- 9.7 hectare (+/- 23.97 acre) remainder (as A-SML). Note; One of the four is +/- 1.70 ha
(+/- 4.20 ac).

I am opposed to the creation of these new residential parcels because this quarter section is already fragmented with 7 parcels, two through roads
and a Creekin the quarter. It is my opinion that this is too much for this environmentally sensitive area.Approval of these future residential

parcels could set a dangerous precedent.

I have serious concerns with intrusion of small parcel residential lots in this General Agricultural District area for a number of reasons including the
increase in pressure on the environment and marginal infrastructure. A major concern is with regard to the proximity of Dog Pound Creek
which is just south of the proposed parcels. Furtherimpact from an increase in non-agricultural parcels and the demands of residential owners
include:

L] Increased density will further tax the inadequate local roads (poor maintenance, snow plowing),

_| Increased load on the environment (water wells, septic systems, wildlife habitat), and

|| Residential owners protest response time for emergency services (fire, police, etc.), mail service, garbage pickup and other services expected in city
subdivisions.
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At this time I would urge the Rocky View Council to reject this application in order to preserve the primarily agricultural nature and

rural lifestyle of our community.

Roberta Remmington

Name:

Legal Land Description:

or

Rural Address: 282152 Range Road 54A




Johnson Kwan
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Categories:

Robyn Mackay

October 20, 2020 7:14 PM

Johnson Kwan

Division 9, Crystal Kissel

[EXTERNAL] - opposition to rezoning

Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.

Re: proposal number 20200104

To whom it may concern,

We are writing to officially oppose the rezoning and future subdivision in our community. This rezoning will have a
direct negative effect on our lives because of increased traffic and noise as a result of the future number of residents
accessing the area. The environmental effects will be devastating on the wildlife and the road wear will be much
greater resulting in an increase of taxes. The shocking lack of care of the road east of our residence; 53015 Twp Rd 283
after the logging by our neighbour is a clear display of what care the county of Rockyview will do with a further

disruption in our valley. Shameful.

We strongly oppose any further major disruption in this valley.

Regards,
Robyn MacKay
Bruce Roberts
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Johnson Kwan

From:

Sent: September 28, 2020 12:27 PM

To: Johnson Kwan

Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - Opposition to Redesignation Application #PL20200104
Categories: Yellow Category

Do not open links or attachments unless sender and content are known.
The following is my submission in opposition to the the following:

Application # PL20200104
File #: 08922009

| am the immediately adjacent landowner located at 52005 Township Road 283A. (SE 22 28 5 5)

The subject Application is for a redesignation of the subject property to A-GEN AND R-RUR with a stated purpose for
future subdivision of four 4 acre lots with a 24 acre remainder. | am opposed to this application as stated.

| would submit that the addition of four small 4 acre parcels is NOT compatible with the other existing uses in the area,
where most parcels in the area are much larger. There are a few smaller residential parcels in the area, but in some
instances they exist only to accommodate cut outs from roads, creeks and right of ways. The majority of land parcels in
the area are designated A-Gen or larger. The subject parcel of land, and the neighboring parcels are located at the
outer edge of the County where small 4 acre parcels are not common. This level of density was not anticipated and is
not supported by neighboring landowners.

If one assumes at least 2 vehicles per acreage, the increase in traffic generated by a R-RUR designation and the
proposed addition of 4 parcels would increase the vehicular traffic by a factor of five.(from the same parcel of land).
Township Road 283 and 283A have been notoriously difficult for the County to maintain even now. Residential
subdivision and the increased traffic is NOT compatible with the existing access road.

The ability of the existing area to supply an acceptable level of fresh water to a substantially increased density is
unknown. Likewise, the ability of the existing area to support five times the septic capability is also unknown and both
of these factors could impact adjacent or nearby property owners. Certainly, there are other areas in the County where
increased density has compromised landowners ability to access water.

| also a have general concern with respect to environmental issues and the accommodation of wildlife in the immediate
area if the County moves to approving higher density designations and/or subdivisions. This includes such issues as the
actual presence of wildlife and water run-off that could result from higher density development. This issue relates not
only to additional land development but also to an increase in the number of people, vehicles and noise that would be
generated if the present application were to be approved.

Thank you.

Ron Montgomery
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Planning Services Department
Attn: Johnson Kwan

262075 Rocky View Point,
Rocky View County, AB,

T4A 0X2

RE : Application PL. 20200104

OPPOSED TO APPLICATION FOR RE-DESIGNATION AND SUBDIVISION

We the undersigned oppose the land use re-designation and future subdivision of the
application listed above located SE-22-28-05-W5M approximately 4 km (2.5 miles) south of
Mountain View County, approximately 4 km (2.5 miles) west of Horse Creek Road, on the north
side of Township Road 283. 52057 Twp 283A.

Name o nevzﬂfe 7+ IW/'I/f k—e/é oy

vaiing address: TN

Municipal Address: $ [ 2/ ¥ b

A len b Date Ae ¥29 2o

Signature
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