
 

 
 
 
 
 
October 26, 2018 
 
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 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 Rural 
Industrial: Shaftesbury Trail Gravel Pit District (RI-SG), establishes requirements for any application to 
redistrict land to this district 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 application must include policies 
that establish how the applicant will listen to and communicate with the community and municipality, to 
facilitate the mitigation of impacts on an ongoing basis and promote good neighbour practices.  
 
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. This visual assessment was submitted on July 31, 
2018 and was completed by Golder and Associates for the applicant. Below are comments on the Visual 
Baseline and Impact assessment, as well as the response supplied in May 2018. These comments should 
be taken together with those provided by the technical review provided by ISL Engineering and Land 
Services and its sub-consultants.  
 
May 2018 Response 
The review of the application by MMSA in March 2018 noted the following limitations:  
 

Application 
requirement  

Limitation 
noted? 

Limitation addressed in Response?  

Visual Baseline and Yes N/A – Report supplied in July 2018 
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Impact Analysis 

Soils Baseline and 
Impact Analysis 

No N/A 

Activities Plan No Applicant provided clarity with respect to when the Activities Plan 
will be signed.  

Landscaping Plan Yes Noted but not resolved. See below.  

Reclamation Plan Yes Noted but fully not resolved. See below. 

Continuous 
Consultation Policy 

Yes The applicant provided a table specifying the site specific 
consultation and engagement activities that will be undertake (pg. 
26 of the response).  

Issue Response 
Policy 

No N/A 

Reporting Policy Yes The applicant supplied a reporting template (Appendix F of the 
response). 

 
Reclamation Plan  
The Reclamation Plan is addressed in items 43 to 49 of the Response. The response argues that 
providing additional detail at this state is premature and that the reclamation plan and proposed end 
land use may continue to be updated over the life of the pit (which is expected to be 25 years), subject 
to updated direction from the municipality through subsequent development permit applications. The 
Response further specifies that “a detailed revegetation plan will be developed that includes target 
species, planting densities, target reclaimed plant communities and delineation of areas targeting for 
replanting versus natural regeneration” (pg. 25) at a future date nearer to the end life of the pit.  The 
Rural Industrial: Shaftesbury Trail Gravel Pit District (RI-SG) limits the length of development permit 
approval to 10 years and also allows the MD to require a reclamation related security over and above 
that required by Alberta Environment and Parks. Therefore, the Municipality will be in the position to 
require updated information and new conditions based on that information to any subsequent approval. 
This is a reasonable approach to reclamation, given the timelines involved particularly if the municipality 
requires, at the time of development permit, a security specific to reclamation. At the time of 
development permit, given the uncertainties surrounding reclamation, the Development Authority may 
determine that the reclamation amount provided to Alberta Environment and Parks is insufficient and 
require additional security. This amount could change with subsequent permits and additional 
information and plans.  
 
Landscaping Plan 
The Landscaping Plan is addressed in items 38 to 42 of the Response. The Response states that the 
applicant does not intend to engage a landscape architect as a part of the application process. The 
Response also refers to the pending Visual Impact Assessment to address information such as the 
placement and extent of tree/shrub planting, berms and any fence. Finally, the Response stipulates that 
“If approvals are provided for this proposed project, the Landscaping Plan will be revisited to ensure the 
most suitable locations and species are selected for planting” (pg 23).  The Development Authority 
would be in the position to require a Landscaping Plan, if needed, at the Development Permit 
Application phase, should the MD choose to proceed through rezoning with the information presented.  
 
Visual Impact Policy Context 
The Shaftesbury Trail Study provides direction for the evaluation of development-related applications in 
the project area. The Study aims to balance the value of the visual environment with the ability to carry 
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out economic activities within the area, including gravel extraction. Relevant policy direction provided 
by the Study includes:  

 Vision statement:  
o The Shaftesbury Trail provides a unique lifestyle to its residents. The Shaftesbury Trail 

Study envisions an orderly and sequential pattern of land use transition accommodating 
new residential, tourism and economic opportunities while continuing to respect 
adjacent agricultural and industrial activities. The transition will strive to preserve and 
integrate natural features, open space, visual characteristics and historically significant 
sites that attract new residents, and at the same time, maintaining economic 
opportunities for those who have historically earned and want to maintain their 
livelihood in the area. All development will be supported by a well-planned and 
appropriate network of infrastructure and services (emphasis added).  

 

 Proposals for new industrial activities must demonstrate how dust, noise levels, visual and other 
potential impacts will be curtailed to limit their impact to the greatest extent possible on 
residents and visitors  (pg. 20) (emphasis added). 

 

 Prior to the consideration of a rezoning application to the Rural Industrial: Shaftesbury Trail 
Gravel Pit District or gravel pit development permit application under said land use district, the 
Municipal District will require the following assessments: 

o Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment (pg. 37) (emphasis added). 
 

 Landscaping Plan 
o Must outline the location and type of landscaping. Landscaping is expected to provide 

an effective visual barrier prior to the beginning of operations (pg. 39) (emphasis 
added). 

 

 Any new gravel pit should be screened by a decorative fence and/or vegetation to limit both 
noise and visual impact (emphasis added) (pg 40).  

 
The Municipal Development Plan provides direction for the evaluation of development applications in 
the MD. Relevant policy direction as relates to the visual impact of the development provided by the 
MDP includes: 
 

 Goal 7.3.3 To accommodate riverside residential development in a manner that maintains the 
visual integrity and rural character of the Shaftesbury Trail (emphasis added). 

 

 Policy 7.6.2 New development should integrate with existing agricultural operations, and 
conserved as an open space and visual amenity for existing and future residents (emphasis 
added). 

 

 Policy 7.5.6. Existing views along the Peace River and Lac Cardinal should be maintained from 
public roads and existing residential development (emphasis added). 

 

 Goal 9.2.1 Municipal District of Peace No. 135 will strive to conserve lands with significant 
natural resources including, but not limited to, sand, gravel, oil and gas to facilitate future 
extraction, and transportation of these resources (emphasis added). 
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 Policy 9.4.3. Buffering and screening between the natural resource extraction industry and 
adjacent uses may be required when development permits are applied for (emphasis added). 

 
Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment 
The application refers to Section 5.6 (Baseline), 6.6 (Impacts), Appendix I and the Visual Effects 
Assessment (VEA) by Golder to address the Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment requirement of the 
application.  
 
Section 5.6 describes the slopes between the site and the river, and variable visual connection between 
the site and the surrounding lands. It does not specifically identify the extent of the parcel currently 
visible from key receptor points including the public highway, the river, and adjacent parcels/residences 
(or internal public roadways).  
 
Section 6.6 describes the aesthetic impact of the gravel pit operations. It identifies a good housekeeping 
practices, existing vegetative buffers and proposed plantings described in the Landscaping Plan as 
mitigative measures that will lessen the visual impact. Section 6.6 does not specifically identify the 
extent of the proposed pit that will be visible from key receptor points. It does not describe how the 
proposed landscaping will impact the visibility of the pit from the key receptor points, or how the 
visibility of the site may change over time. It does not identify what barrier height along the perimeter of 
the pit would limit the view into the pit from key receptor points. 
 
The Visual Effects Assessment most directly addresses the requirement for a Visual Baseline and Impact 
assessment. The VEA assesses the visual impact from five (5) key receptor points within a 1 km radius of 
the site. Based on the covering letter submitted with the report, the report was prepared using an 
assumption that a 2 metre high berm will be installed the length of the project footprint, between the 
highway and the project.  
 
Figure 2 shows the detail of the project terrain model, showing the berm and the full excavation of the 
mining blocks of the gravel pit. The colour and low colour contrast of the Figure 2 make it difficult to 
easily interpret. Figure 2 is also limited in that it does not show the full extent of the berm that the 
model is based on.  

 

The berm extends off of Figure 2.  

 

The difference in elevated and 
depressed terrain is difficult to see, 

particularly under the pit mining 
blocks.  
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Figures 4 to 8 of the VEA show what extent of the pit and surrounding lands are visible from 5 individual 
receptor points. Figure 1 of Appendix A shows the viewshed extent off all 5 receptor points. Based on 
the analysis, the report concludes: 
 

 Viewpoint 1 – that the visual impact will be limited to the berm and existing vegetation.  

 Viewpoint 2 –  that the visual impacts of the project will exist beyond the berm and existing 
vegetation and include the top edge of the some mining blocks, a portion of the pit bottom, a 
portion of the southern pit wall and possibly the top of the stockpiles.  

 Viewpoint 3 – that the visual impacts of the project will exist beyond the berm and existing 
vegetation and include the top edge of the some mining blocks, a portion of the pit bottom, a 
portion of the southern pit wall and possibly the top of the stockpiles. 

 Viewpoint 4 – that there will be no new visual impact to the residents of Shaftesbury Estates 
from the new project.  

 Viewpoint 5 – that there will be no visual impact from the river, given the steep river bank that 
will remain throughout the project. This may change when the site is reclaimed, if the Province 
and the MD allow the project proponent to reclaim the site in part by reshaping the river bank.  

 

 
Figure 1 of Appendix A 

The report does not specifically include a viewpoint located adjacent to the nearest MD residences. This 
is a weakness given that it does not specifically answer if there is any visual impact at these residential 
locations. However, as River Lot 34 exists between the project site and the residences, there is elevation 
change between River Lot 33 and 35, and there is existing vegetation on River Lot 34, it is plausible that 
there is minimal visual impact. This hypothesis is consistent with the limited viewshed extending into 
River Lot 33 from the receptor points but unconfirmed by the report. The report also does not include a 
viewpoint(s) from within the surrounding properties (i.e. across Hwy 684). While the surrounding 

Nearest MD 
residences 

1 

2 
3 4 

5 
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properties are private property, it is known that area residents often walk through these lands. The 
project may impact the quality of this recreational experience and the potential of future recreational 
amenities that the MD may be able to provide through future planning processes, notwithstanding that 
the current activity is not necessarily sanctioned by the landowner, nor approved by the MD.  
 
At viewpoints 2 and 3, where the report concludes the project will be most impactful, the report 
concludes that impacts will not be “substantially uncharacteristic within the existing landscape”. This is a 
generous interpretation, as it 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. 
  
As noted above, the covering letter to the report indicates that 2 metre high berm will be constructed to 
minimize the visual impact of the proposed development, and the visual impact analysis is conducted on 
that basis. However, the report does not identify a number of the characteristics of the berm, such as 
the volume of dirt, its total length and width. In addition, while the report does indicate that parts of the 
gravel pit will be visible in spite of the berm, it does not identify what height of berm or vegetation is 
required to provide a complete buffer from the receptor points. The report does not identify priority 
locations for plantings to minimize the visual impact.  
 
In the review of the original application package, it was noted that the application does not specify on a 
site plan the location, size (length, width and height) of the proposed berm. Based on the Response 
submitted in May 2018, the VEA would address this information however; the VEA submitted does not 
fully address this deficiency. Further, the application has not specified the placement or extent of 
tree/shrub plantings nor whether or not “additional considerations for planting locations” have arisen 
based on its analysis, as the May 2018 response suggested it should.  
 
Based on the evaluation, it is recommended that the MD require the applicant to submit supplemental 
information indicating the following:  

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

2. The visual impact of the development at receptor point(s) within the adjacent properties.  
3. The height of vegetation or berm required to fully buffer the development from the receptor 

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

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

If the MD is willing to proceed with the bylaw redistricting stage of the development process, the MD 
should consider if a site plan that details the location and proposed plantings, as well as the berm, 
would be required prior to considering the development permit application.  
 
Please contact the MMSA if there are any questions or clarifications on any of the comments provided.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
Alisha Mody RPP, MCIP 
Manager of Planning 


