
 

 
 
 
 
 
September 4, 2019 
 
Our File: PBL/MD135/1703 
 
Municipal District of Peace No. 135 
Box 34 
Berwyn, AB T0H 0E0 
 
Attention:  Reeve and Council 
 Barbara Johnson, CAO 
 
Re: Review of Supplemental Information Response, Visual Impact Assessment in support of 
Application to Amend the Land Use Bylaw - River Lot 35 & 36 Plan 092 462 133 from JPAG District to 
RI-SG District 

 
The Municipal District of Peace No 135 has received an application to amend the land use bylaw, to 
redistrict River Lots 35 and 36, Plan 092462133 from Joint Plan Agricultural District (JPAG) to Rural 
Industrial: Shaftesbury Trail Gravel Pit District (RI-SG) (Section 5.17 of the Land Use Bylaw). The land use 
district establishes requirements for any application to redistrict land, and for any subsequent 
development permit application. The application requirements ensure that the applicant, the Municipal 
Council and the Development Authority have a full understanding of the proposed use and its potential 
impacts. The requirements also provide the Development Authority with information to add specific, 
relevant conditions to any development approval, to ensure that any impacts are mitigated to the 
satisfaction of the Municipal District.  
 
The amendment application should be reviewed with consideration the policies of the Municipal 
Development Plan, a statutory plan adopted by bylaw in 2009; and the Shaftesbury Trail Study, a non-
statutory policy document, accepted by Municipal District Council in 2014.  
 
The initial application provided by Lehigh Hanson Material Ltd. was reviewed in March 2018. A response 
to that review was submitted by the applicant on May 30, 2018. At that time, the applicant had not 
provided a Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment. A visual effects assessment (VEA) was submitted on 
July 31, 2018 and was completed by Golder and Associates for the applicant. A response to the VEA was 
provided by the M.D. to the applicant in November 2018 based on comments provided by MMSA and 
SLR (a subconsultant of ISL). A Supplemental Information response was submitted back to the M.D. on 
August 6, 2019.  
 
Below are comments on the Supplemental Information response provided by the applicant. These 
comments should be taken together with those provided by the technical review provided by ISL 
Engineering and Land Services and its sub-consultants, and the previous reviews of the application 
materials provided to the M.D.  
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The comments provided by MMSA to the M.D. in October 2018 recommended that the MD require the 
applicant to submit supplemental information indicating the following:  
 

Request Response provided 

1. The visual impact of the development at a 
receptor point adjacent to the nearest 
residences within the MD (but outside the 
development area).  

 

Fully addressed by the addition of new viewpoint 
receptors to the analysis.  

2. The visual impact of the development at 
receptor point(s) within the adjacent properties.  

 

Addressed to the extent that land access 
permitted.  

3. The height of vegetation or berm required to 
fully buffer the development from the receptor 
points. 

 

Indirectly addressed by increasing the berm height 
0.5 metres and providing a refined visual impact 
assessment.  

4. The volume of material required for the 
proposed buffer and for the buffer addressing 
no. 3 above.  

 

Addressed for the proposed berm.  

5. Whether there is priority planting locations 
based on the analysis.  

 

Addressed through the provision of a conceptual 
planting plan.  

 
The Applicants Supplemental Information Response addresses each of these points and includes a 
refined visibility analysis with an additional eight (for a total of 13) viewpoint receptors. The new 
receptor points include points within or immediately adjacent to the residential properties on River Lot 
33, within River Lot 34 and adjacent to the western portion of River Lots 35 and 36.  

 
Figure 1 Additional Viewpoints 

New Viewpoints 
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Of the thirteen viewpoints, the report demonstrates that the project will have no visual intrusion on 
nine of the points, including the residential properties. The report does show visual intrusion on 
viewpoints 2, 3, 12 and 13 (Figure 2), all of which are adjacent to or on the Shaftesbury Trail (Highway 
684). Based on this, the report concludes that the project will have the most direct impact on those 
traveling on the Trail. It should be acknowledged that this conclusion means that while the project will 
not have a visual impact on the nearby residential properties directly, the residents of those properties 
and all other residents along the Trail will be impacted in the short term every time they travel into the 
Town of Peace River. Based on the analysis, the traveling public would primarily be able to see the berm, 
and the top edge and back wall of some of the mining pits, depending on the vantage point.  
 

 
 

 

 
Figure 2 Visual Impact from points 2, 3, 12 and 13 

 
As with the previous analysis, where the report concludes the project will have the most impactful visual 
intrusion (viewpoints 2, 3, 12 and 13), the report concludes that impacts will not be “substantially 
uncharacteristic within the existing landscape”. This is continues to be a generous interpretation, as it 
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relies on the presence of the existing gravel pits in the area, the impact of which the MD would be 
seeking to decrease with any new application/development. 
 
Based on the refined visibility analysis, the report presents a new version of the berm (Figure 3). The 
proposed berm is now 2.5 metres in height (as opposed to 2 metres) and runs the length of the northern 
half of the excavation (as opposed to the entirety of the excavation) (see Figure 4 for approximate 
location where berm would end, as viewed from the Shaftesbury Trail). The report concludes that the 
berm is not needed on the southern half of the excavation given the existing topography and 
vegetation. The report identifies that the exact placement of the berm may need to be adjusted to 
accommodate Shaftesbury Water Co-op line, and that materials may be required to the be brought on 
site in order to have sufficient quantities to construct the berm. These uncertainties may be dealt with 
as conditions on the development permit (if one is issued), to require that the applicant continue to 
work with the M.D. to ensure that any changes to the berm provide the intended effect.  

 
Figure 3 Conceptual Landscape Plan showing berm 

The Conceptual Landscape Design also includes a planting plan that includes the planting of trees, 
shrubs and grasses (seed) in specific quantities and sizes, and also discusses the need for irrigation, 
particularly within the first two years of planting. The Design does provide for some flexibility in planting 
if/when it is implemented. As indicated above, these uncertainties can also be dealt with as conditions 
on the development permit (if issued).  
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Figure 4 Google Streetview Screen capture along Highway 684, Accessed: September 4, 2019.  

Overall, the report addresses the gaps left by the previous submissions and provides significant 
information which the M.D. can, and is recommended to, use to develop project specific conditions if 
the project receives a development permit.  
 
Please contact the MMSA if there are any questions or clarifications on any of the comments provided. 
It is recommended that the M.D. work closely with the MMSA to draft the conditions of any 
development permit, to ensure they are appropriate, enforceable and comprehensively address any 
concerns related to the development.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
Alisha Mody RPP, MCIP 
Manager of Planning 

Berm No Berm 


