ISDAB – July 9, 2020

CONTINUATION OF ADJOURNED HEARING (June 18, 2020)

AGENDA
INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD (ISDAB)
QUALITY INN & SUITES - EDMONTON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
(501 - 11 AVENUE, NISKU, ALBERTA)
Thursday, July 9, 2020

1.

Adoption of Previous Minutes
June 18, 2020 Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Meeting

2.

Reconvene Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Hearing
*

a)

9:00 a.m.
D20-041
Roll # 264000

Appeal by Kevin & Karen Neilson & 82 other Leduc
County residents relating to Development Permit
Application D20-041 by Anuj Gutpa for a rural wedding
and agricultural event facility with frame and fabric
structure - 390 sq.m and two trailers 90 sq.m each located
at NE 19-50-22-W4 (50352 Range Road 225)

3.

Next Meeting Date – at the call of the Chair

4.

Adjournment

*

Legend
Items Attached To Agenda

MISSION: To provide quality municipal services to citizens within Leduc County.

COUNTY CENTRE
SUITE 101, 1101 – 5th STREET
NISKU, ALBERTA T9E 2X3
PHONE: (780) 770-9259  FAX: (780) 955-8866
June 19, 2020

NOTICE OF INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD
(ISDAB) HEARING
(CONTINUATION OF ADJOURNED HEARING)

Take notice that the hearing concerning Development Permit Application D20-041 has been
adjourned until Thursday, July 9, 2020, commencing at 9:00 a.m. and will be held at the Quality Inn
& Suites - Edmonton International Airport (501 - 11th Avenue, Nisku).
_____________________________________________________________________________
Appellants:

Kevin & Karen Neilson (and 82 Leduc County residents)

Applicant’s Name:

Anuj Gupta

Landowner’s Name:

Sita Gupta

Legal Description of Subject Property:

NE 19-50-22-W4 (50352 Range Road 225)

Nature of Development:

Rural wedding and agricultural event facility with
frame and fabric structure 390 sq.m (4,198 sq.ft.) and
two trailers 90 sq.m (969 sq.ft.) each

Development Permit Application:

D20-041 (Roll # 264000)

The hearing by the Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board will be held
THURSDAY, JULY 9, 2020, commencing at 9:00 a.m. at the Quality Inn & Suites - Edmonton
International Airport (501 - 11th Avenue, Nisku).
The Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board established the following
procedures:
1. Section 687(1) of the Municipal Government Act states that at a hearing, the SDAB must hear:
(a)

the appellant or any person acting on behalf of the appellant.
The Board asks that oral submissions by the appellants, or any person acting on
their behalf, be kept to a time limit of 15 minutes.

(b)

the development authority from whose order, decision or development permit the appeal
is made, or a person acting on behalf of the development authority.
The Board asks that oral submissions by the development authority, or any
person acting on their behalf, be kept to a time limit of 15 minutes.

(c)

any other person who was given notice of the hearing and who wishes to be heard, or a
person acting on behalf of that person.
The Board asks that oral submissions by any person who was given notice of the
hearing and who wishes to be heard, or any person acting on their behalf, be kept
to a time limit of 5 minutes.
Page 1 of 2

COUNTY CENTRE
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(d)

any other person who claims to be affected by the order, decision or permit and that the
SDAB agrees to hear, or a person acting on behalf of that person.
The Board asks that oral submissions by any person who claims to be affected
by the appeal, and that the ISDAB agrees to hear, or any person acting on their
behalf, be kept to a time limit of 5 minutes.

2. The Board requires that any person wishing to speak at the hearing must register with the
ISDAB by email addressed to lynn@leduc-county.com prior to 4:00 p.m. on Friday, July 3,
2020. If you are speaking at the hearing and refer to any written document, including a map,
photographs or a report, a copy of the document must be left with the Board.
3. All written submissions must be received by the ISDAB Recording Secretary, Lynn White, by
email addressed to lynn@leduc-county.com prior to 4:00 p.m. on Friday, July 3, 2020.
4. All written submissions received will form a part of the Board’s agenda package. The
Board’s agenda package will be distributed to the appellants and made available for viewing
by members of the public. The complete agenda package and written submissions will be
posted on the Leduc County website at www.leduc-county.com by Monday, July 6, 2020.
If you require any further clarification please contact:
Joyce Gavan, Board Clerk
joyceg@leduc-county.com
(780) 770-9259
cc:

or

- Registered Landowner(s)
- Appellants
- Adjacent Landowners
- Councillor Rick Smith
- Leduc County Parks & Recreation

Lynn White, Recording Secretary
lynn@leduc-county.com
(780) 955-4560
- Leduc County Safety Codes
- Leduc County Fire Services
- Leduc County Public Works & Engineering
- Leduc County Assessment Services
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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD
Development Appeal D20-041 (Wedding Facility & Agricultural Event)
Registered Speakers
Name

Submission

Address

1.

Neilson, Kevin

√

50351 Range Road 225
Leduc County T0B 3M1

2.

Neilson, Karen

√

50351 Range Road 225
Leduc County T0B 3M1

3.

GUPTA, Anuj

√

50352 Range Road 225
Leduc County T0B 3M1

4.

HUNTLEY, Jennifer

5.

NELSON, Travis

√

22548 Twp Rd 504
Leduc County T0B 3M1

6.

MITCHELL, Michelle

√

50319 Range Road 225
Leduc County T0B 3M1

7.

WILSON, Lance

√

#280 50247 RR 232
Leduc County T4X 0K9

22548 Twp Rd 504
Leduc County T0B 3M1

√ submission received
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MINUTES OF THE INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD
MEETING, LEDUC COUNTY, HELD ON THURSDAY, JUNE 18, 2020 IN THE COUNCIL
CHAMBER OF THE COUNTY CENTRE BUILDING, NISKU, ALBERTA.
Order and Roll Call
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m., Thursday, June 18, 2020 by Chair Mary-Ann
McDonald and Board Members Kevin Maine, Pat Rudiger, Rod Giles and Doug Ruel present.
Present as well were the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joyce Gavan, Clerk
Lynn White, Recording Secretary
Kent Pudlowski, Manager of Information Technology
Colin Richards Team Lead Development
Charlene Haverland, Manager of Development Services
Rae-Lynne Spila, Senior Municipal Engineer

Present as well were:
•
•
•

Kevin and Karen Neilson, Appellants
Anuj Gupta, Applicant
Krishna Gupta, Resident

Agenda Adoption
15-20
Board Member Giles -- that the agenda for the June 18, 2020 Intermunicipal
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board meeting be accepted as circulated.
Carried
Adoption of Previous Minutes – April 24, 2020
16-20
Board Member Rudiger -- that the April 24, 2020 Subdivision and Development Appeal
Board minutes be confirmed as circulated.
Carried
Request for Adjournment - Appeal by Kevin & Karen Neilson & +82 other Leduc County
residents relating to conditional approval of Development Permit Application D20-041 by
Anuj Gutpa for a rural wedding and agricultural event facility with frame and fabric
structure and two trailers each located at NE 19-50-22-W4 (50352 Range Road 225)
Chair McDonald called the hearing to order at 9:01 a.m. and provided introductory remarks.
Chair McDonald indicated the purpose of the hearing today is to consider the request for
adjournment and called upon the Board Clerk to introduce the appeal.
Board Clerk Joyce Gavan introduced the appeal and advised there has been correspondence
submitted by the appellant(s) requesting an adjournment of between 30 - 45 days for the following
reasons:
•

The time frame between requesting the appeal and submitting material for the appeal is
less than two weeks.
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•
•
•
•

A large number of people wanting to be involved in the appeal are farmers who are
currently busy seeding, calving and dealing with unusually wet weather.
Lack of understanding and experience with the appeal process itself.
Covid-19 restrictions.
Difficulty contacting and organizing the large number of people who want to be a part of
the appeal.

Chair McDonald called upon the appellant(s), to speak to the requested adjournment.
Kevin and Karen Neilson, appellants, provided the following information:
1)

Live directly across the road from subject property.

2)

Didn’t hear about the development until much later than one should have. Heard about it
when one of their neighbors mentioned it to us.

3)

Didn’t know that a public hearing to consider a bylaw amendment would allow for this
development until a letter was sent out by the development authority indicating that a permit
was being considered.

4)

The original address on the application was something different and didn’t realize it was
right across the road from us. Originally thought the application was for a different property
north of us. It was when we looked at the diagram that we realized it was right across the
road and that’s when we started getting involved.

5)

There has been one delay after the other for us to deal with this effectively. Once we knew
the scope of what was being proposed, we talked with several of the immediate adjacent
neighbors who had also received the notification letter. Had asked the neighbors if they had
received the letter and how they felt about what was being proposed in the application.
Everyone has the same concerns. Since then, more people have been coming out of the
woodwork and expressing their concerns. Did not send out any form letters. Have been
trying to organize those who have concerns. Just haven’t had the time and ability to organize
everybody who wants to be a part of this.

6)

People should have the opportunity to be heard. People are busy farming and their
livelihoods take priority over this.

7)

Would like to request a postponement of 30-45 days to organize photography and people
in order to provide the appeal board a perspective of what they’re dealing with.

8)

This development will significantly impact lifestyle on the farm. The applicants don’t have a
farm so it doesn’t affect them.

9)

Do not feel that this development is an appropriate facility for this community.

10)

Feel it is only fair that the large number of people are given the opportunity to be heard.

Chair McDonald asked if there were any questions by the board members.
In response to questions by board members, Colin Richards, Team Lead Development, provided
the following clarification:
 All time limits outlined within the Municipal Government Act were adhered to in sending out
the referral and decision by the development authority.
 The address on the application was incorrect, however, the notification and full scale map
contained the correct information.
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Mr. Neilson advised that he did not receive the approval letter until one week after it went out and
further, indicated he did not realize the subject property was the land directly across from him until
he saw the map.
Chair McDonald requested staff to provide further clarification.
Mr. Richards advised that the referral comments by Mr. and Mrs. Neilson were received within
the appropriate timeline.
In response to a question from a board member, Mr. Richards indicated that notifications are sent
out by mail.
Chair McDonald asked the appellants if they any final comments and Karen Neilson asked if they
could respond to comments provided in the applicants letter, which was provided at the hearing.
Chair McDonald replied that the subject of the hearing is not a debate but to decide if the hearing
proceeds or if an adjournment is appropriate.
Chair McDonald then called upon the applicant to provide comments around the request for
adjournment by the appellants.
Anuj Gupta, Applicant, expressed opposition to the requested adjournment for the following
reasons:
 The basis for the appellants request for an adjournment is they were not allowed sufficient
time to put together their appeal package. Two weeks for all appeals is standard across the
province. Letters were sent to adjacent landowners on April 9 and submissions were to be
received by April 23.
 Feel that the appellants are using delay tactics to try to stop the development.
 In the last month and a half, nothing has changed.
 As applicants, all the issues have been addressed.
 Spoke to appellants by phone and it seemed evident that the appellants were going to appeal
even before the development was approved. The appellants waited until the last minute to
submit their appeal. Now the appellants have requested an adjournment; did not even know
this was an option.
 The appellants claim that COVID has made the process more difficult. Being able to phone in
to participate in the hearing seems far more flexible than taking time to come in person.
 There are inaccuracies in information provided by the appellants.
 Baseline point - the appellants have had more than enough time to put together their case.
 There is a house on the property which someone resides in.
 The documentation, which contained the incorrect address, was within a map completed by
an architect. The correct address was reflected on everything else.
Chair McDonald asked Board Members if they had any further questions and there were none.
Chair McDonald asked the appellants to provide their final comments.
Kevin and Karen Neilson provided the following information:
 Need to contact neighbors and gather facts and this takes time. Because we have full-time
jobs and a farm to take care of, an extension is required.
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 Are offended that the applicant thinks we are sending out emails and letters to community
members and harassing them about this. People were coming forward to us to discuss their
concerns.
 Contacted the county office to get details about how the appeal process works as this is a
new experience and the outcome will affect us personally and professionally.
 The concerns submitted by the neighbors was gathered from the applicants’ website.
Recess
Chair McDonald called a recess at 9:34 a.m., to consider the adjournment, and reconvened at
9:46 a.m. with Board Members Kevin Maine, Pat Rudiger, Rod Giles and Doug Ruel present.
Also present were:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joyce Gavan, Clerk
Lynn White, Recording Secretary
Kent Pudlowski, Manager of Information Technology
Colin Richards Team Lead Development
Charlene Haverland, Manager of Development Services
Rae-Lynne Spila, Senior Municipal Engineer

Present as well were:
•
•
•

Keven and Karen Neilson, Appellants
Anuj Gupta, Applicant
Krishna Gupta, Resident

Adjourn Hearing - Appeal by Keven & Karen Neilson & +82 other Leduc County residents
relating to conditional approval of Development Permit Application D20-041 by Anuj Gutpa
for a rural wedding and agricultural event facility with frame and fabric structure and two
trailers each located at NE 19-50-22-W4 (50352 Range Road 225)
17-20
Board Member Giles -- that the hearing of appeal by Keven & Karen Neilson & +82
other Leduc County residents relating to conditional approval of Development Permit Application
D20-041 by Anuj Gutpa for a rural wedding and agricultural event facility with frame and fabric
structure and two trailers each located at NE 19-50-22-W4 (50352 Range Road 225), be
adjourned until July 3, 2020.
Carried
Amend Motion No. 17-20
18-20

Board Member Ruel -- that Motion No.17-20 be amended.
Carried

19-20
Board Member Ruel -- that Motion No. 17-20 be amended to alter the date for
adjournment until Thursday, July 9, 2020, commencing at 9:00 a.m.
Carried
Next Meeting
The next scheduled Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board meeting will be
held on July 9, 2020.
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Adjournment
20-20
Board Member Maine -- that the Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal
Board meeting be adjourned.
Carried
The Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board meeting concluded at 9:59 a.m.

___________________________________
Chair

_____________________________
Clerk

LEDUC COUNTY LAND USE BYLAW NO. 7-08
COUNTY CENTRE
SUITE 101, 1101 – 5th STREET
NISKU, ALBERTA T9E 2X3
PHONE: (780) 770-9259  FAX: (780) 955-8866

NOTICE OF INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT
APPEAL BOARD (SDAB) HEARING
Take notice that a hearing has been scheduled concerning the following Development Permit
Application that was Conditionally Approved on May 11, 2020.
Appellant:

Kevin & Karen Neilson and 82 other Leduc County residents

Applicant’s Name:

Anuj Gutpa

Landowner’s Name:

Sita Gupta

Legal Description of Subject Property:

NE 19-50-22-W4
(50352 Range Road 225)

Nature of Development Application: Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility with
Frame and Fabric Structure (390 sq.m) and Two
Trailers (90 sq.m, each)
Development Permit Application: D20-041 (Roll # 264000)

A hearing by the Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board will be held the 18th
day of June, 2020 at 9:00 a.m. via livestream/teleconference at the Leduc County Centre,
council chamber.
Anyone wishing to participate must notify the board clerk at (780) 770-9259 or email
joyceg@leduc-county.com by noon on Friday, June 12th to:
1) pre-register and indicate whether you are speaking for or against the appeal and your
interest in the appeal; and
2) provide a written submission to the board clerk as noted above.
All pre-registered participants will receive instructions how to connect to the meeting via
teleconference / livestream by Monday, June 15, 2020.
June 2, 2020
DATE

____________________________________________
JOYCE GAVAN
BOARD CLERK

Encl. - Notice of Appeal received May 29, 2020
- Notice of Decision dated May 11, 2020
- Conditionally approved Site Plan
cc:

- Registered Landowner(s)
- Adjacent Landowners
- Councillor Rick Smith (Division 1)
- Leduc County Internal Referrals

- Development Permit Application D20-041
- Business Information Sheet
- Key Plan

NOTICE OF INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT
APPEAL BOARD (SDAB) HEARING
-2During the Covid-2019 Outbreak, there have been modifications to legislation including the
enactment of the Meeting Procedures (COVID-2019 Suppression) Regulation. This allows
council, boards or commissions to hold their meeting, an electronic meeting (e.g. live-stream,
teleconference, etc.) provided the following requirements are met:
•
•
•

notice of electronic meeting is provided and states the electronic means being used and
gives the information necessary for the public to access the meeting;
the public is able to hear the meeting as it is occurring;
anybody entitled to make submissions, before and during the meeting, can make
submissions by email or any other method that the Board considers appropriate.

Section 686(4) of the Municipal Government Act states the SDAB must make available for public
inspection before the commencement of the hearing all relevant documents and materials
respecting the appeal.
All written submissions will form a part of the Board’s agenda package. Written
submissions to be received prior to noon on Friday, June 12, 2020 to joyceg@leduccounty.com.
The Board’s agenda package including written submissions will be distributed to the
applicant(s), appellant(s) and pre-registered speaker(s) and will be posted on the Leduc
County website at www.leduc-county.com for viewing by members of the public on
Monday, June 15, 2020.
If you are speaking at the hearing and refer to any written document, including a map,
photographs or a report, a copy of the document must be submitted to the Board.
The information that you provide may be made public, subject to the provisions of the Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.

Section 680(1) of the Municipal Government Act states that at a hearing, the SDAB is not required
to hear from any person or entity other than:
(a)

a person or entity that was notified pursuant to section 679(1), and

(b)

each owner of adjacent land to the land that is the subject of the appeal, or

(c)

a person acting on any of those persons’ behalf.

Appeal for Notice of Decision of Development Permit
D20‐041

Appeal for Notice of Decision of Development Permit

We the residents of the active farming cattle area surrounding this proposed Wedding Facility
Development strongly believe that this decision was made without proper consideration for
many issues. Please consider the many reason and overturn this decision.

Reasons for Appeal
1. Lack of respect for neighbors, community and process







“Metro Edmonton’s: Premier Wedding Facility” parachuted into the “idyllic rural center …
which included on its website an idyllic photo of neighbors horses running in the wind!
Website advertising the facility was up and accepting bookings and deposits significantly prior
to the application for development was even considered
Community concerns were completely ignored in the development consideration process
Tree clearing began in advance of appeal
Stop order issued
Continued to advertise parking for 100 vehicles when the initial permit says 80.
2. Noise and disruption of our cattle, horses and other domestic animals, wildlife, and people
of this active farming community.





Operating throughout the summer months when farming is at its peak
Possible 260 to 430 guests with up to 80 vehicles brings massive noise from reception, music,
vehicles, yelling, cheering, and partying
Animals very upset with noise with past events
3. Traffic






Massive increase in traffic to bring guests from city not only to the events but for tours,
personnel, maintenance and preparation for events
Increased breakdown of county roads
Increased risk of parking vehicles on roads which is illegal
Increased risk to livestock from both massive influx of weekend vehicles

4. Security/Safety




Massive concerns for safety and security of property/trespassing, personal safety, inebriated
patrons, increased possibility of theft and vandalism with an influx of up to 430 wedding
guests
Additional risk of harm to livestock as guests trespass for the wonderful opportunity of a selfie
with a purebred bull or beautiful horse!!
5. Alcohol & drug related behavior




Website advertised help to obtain liquor license for wedding event
Alcohol consumption increases potential for drunk driving, increased risk to county residents,
families and friends within significant range of this potential facility.
6. Inability to enforce permit conditions




Compliance is limited to damage deposit which goes to the facility owner, not the county, the
neighbors, or the RCMP
Response time for law enforcement and fire hazard here is minimum of 30 minutes for
emergent situations and much longer for those considered less emergent
7. Potential Violation of Fire and Safety Regulations



Facility is fabric and plastic tent, with no fire suppression capability, located in the middle of
wooded area, dry underbrush, with a single lane access road is a disaster in the making.
Smokers, cars parked on dry grasslands, distance from fire halls are major safety concerns.
8. Increased Litter Concerns



Facility owners live elsewhere. Litter from 230 – 460 wedding guests is substantive.
9. Impact on adjacent land





This is very low‐lying land with standing water in wet years. Drainage, sewer are concerns.
Potential damage to agricultural crops from cars wandering off site
Currently there are drainage issues on both this site and neighboring lands as well as the
county road.
10. Impact on Community/County facilities. Reduced potential for use



New Sarepta Agriplex, Looma, Rolyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake all have taxpayer properly
equipped event centers
11. Reduction in farm property values



No new, potential farmer wants to deal with the noise, harassment, safety and fire hazards to
buildings, animals and residents.
12. Light pollution



Again, we reiterate. This is an active farming community!
13. Process problems
There is a previous template





County Council earlier considered an application for a separate wedding facility that had
similar opposition to this application. Council set the tone for conditional approval of such
facilities when it considered local resident's concerns as well as what they felt appropriate
restrictions for such facilities in a country residential area. That decision created a template
for future applications. The previous council decision and principles were completely ignored
when this decision was taken!
Inaccurate and unavailable information
In the County Council meeting of 10 March 2020 council considered a bylaw amendment to
enable this development application. In the minutes of that council meeting it clearly states
that all potentially interested parties were advised of the proposed amendment using multiple
communication methods including “The proposal was also referred to adjacent landowners”.
Council was advised that there was no opposition to the proposed amendment after
notification of all adjacent landowners. Such notification to adjacent landowners definitely did
not happen, and nobody living in the area was aware of this proposed amendment and the
associated public hearing. If local residents were aware of the proposed amendment there
most certainly would have been numerous people present at the public hearing portion of that
meeting to oppose. Council’s decision to approve the amendment was at least in part made
possible by the inaccurate information regarding notification and lack of opposition given at
that meeting.
Incorrect address causes confusion



Although it may be considered a small technical issue, the address on the drawings attached to
the permit application is incorrect (and I do not even think this address exists). That incorrect
address is still on the drawings that are attached to the final permit. This goes to a lack of

attention to detail associated with the development application and the issued permit.
Probably more importantly this has created significant confusion for multiple County residents
as to where the proposed facility is to be located.
14. Previous experience


The conditional approval of this venue appears to presume that a 2‐year trial is necessary to
determine whether the concerns of County residents have been adequately addressed.



This decision fails to take into consideration the fact that we have already had experience with
2 previous large weddings on this property in the last few years. These events have given us
major concerns regarding noise, traffic, parking, litter, and security. Our concerns are not
hypothetical, but rather are very real.
15. Not the right fit



Although the bylaw and amendment have the terms “discretionary” and “transitional” in them
this proposed facility in no way fits within a country residential area. All the residents of this
area have chosen to live here for lifestyle reasons including the peace and quiet this area
provides, a lack of excessive traffic, the relative reduction in crime and security issues, etc.
When considering the content of the development application as well as information on the
company’s website and Facebook pages, as well as the developers behavior thus far, this
proposed facility can be considered nothing more than a large commercial enterprise that has
no place in the middle of a peaceful quiet country residential/agricultural area. The developer
has no vested interest in this area and appears to be simply using those very things that make
this area attractive to live, to promote a commercial enterprise that is completely contrary to
many of these advantages and that will, without any doubt, compromise many of the things
that make this area attractive for all its residents. It is clear that this developer is willing to
destroy our way of life simply to make a buck without appropriate consideration of the wants
and needs of area residents. The decision to grant this permit goes well beyond the limits of
the notion of “discretionary” use, rather it represents a fundamental and substantial change in
the use of land in this area.
16. Leduc County bylaw number 7.08 states that approval for this development permit
requires that:
the proposed development would not
(a) unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or
(b) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring

parcels of land,
(c) the proposed subdivision conforms with the use prescribed for that land in the land
use bylaw.

In our submission prior to the permit being issued we (and many others) outlined in great
detail, exactly how the proposed development would “materially interfere with or affect the
use, enjoyment or value of our land”. We clearly stated that we have already experienced on at
least 2 previous occasions exactly the type of event this proposed facility would host every
week for half of every year. We experienced every one of the issues that we mentioned in our
submission such as noise, traffic (dust, noise, parking on the road, etc.) litter, alcohol & drug
related behaviour, trespassing, etc. We find it incredible that a single development officer who
sits in an office, has not been out here to see the proposed site, and has not met with us could
completely discount our experience and concerns, and issue a permit that effectively says that
it would not “materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value” of our home and
property. The proposed facility will most definitely “materially interfere with or affect the use,
enjoyment or value” of our home and property. The conditions noted in the issued permit
definitely do not sufficiently address the issues that we, and many others, have raised.

Respectfully yours,

Residents of the farms surrounding this proposal.

The following is a more detailed (long winded) summary of our reasons for the appeal of this permit
decision:
We believe there was inadequate consideration of the very large number of submitted concerns
expressed by Leduc County residents including, but not limited to, the following:
1. Noise
Noise from reception, music, DJ, vehicles from guests and trucks from caterers etc. Patrons
yelling, cheering. We’ve experienced this noise from previous family weddings held on this
property in the last few years. Noise is disturbing not only to people that live here but also to
livestock, family animals, and wildlife in surrounding areas. During these events all our livestock
and domestic animals were very upset and agitated for the entire evening and night. This
proposed facility is very large and holds 230 guests (and seating for up to 460) ‐ and 80 plus
vehicles. This Business will run from May 01 to Oct. 31 with negative effects causing

problems/concerns for residents all spring and summer. This type of business will be very
detrimental to our quiet rural family oriented agricultural community. People live in the country
to get away from the noise of city life, traffic, pollution and when we moved out here did not
expect to have a large noisy business like this to be placed in our next door.
Tent and trees are not sound barriers. The conditions set forward note that it is in the opinion
of the development authority as to whether it is deemed excessive. No one from the
development authority lives in this area and would have to deal with these issues, including the
sound, noise dust, traffic, etc. How can they decide what is excessive when they do not live next
door and have to live and listen to everything that goes on in this facility every weekend and
many weekdays?
2. Not the right fit
Although the bylaw and amendment have the terms “discretionary” and “transitional” in them this
proposed facility in no way fits within a country residential area. All the residents of this area
have chosen to live here for lifestyle reasons including the peace and quiet this area provides, a
lack of excessive traffic, the relative reduction in crime and security issues, etc. When considering
the content of the development application as well as information on the companies website and
Facebook pages, as well as the developers behavior thus far, this proposed facility can be
considered nothing more than a large commercial enterprise that has no place in the middle of a
peaceful quiet country residential/agricultural area. The developer has no vested interest in this
area and appears to be simply using those very things that make this area attractive to live, to
promote a commercial enterprise that is completely contrary to many of these advantages and
that will, without any doubt, compromise many of the things that make this area attractive for all
its residents. It is clear that this developer is willing to destroy our way of life simply to make a
buck without appropriate consideration of the wants and needs of area residents. The decision to
grant this permit goes well beyond the limits of the notion of “discretionary” use, rather it
represents a fundamental and substantial change in the use of land in this area.

3. Leduc County bylaw number 7.08 states that approval for this development permit requires
that:
the proposed development would not
(a) unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or
(b) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring
parcels of land,
(c) the proposed subdivision conforms with the use prescribed for that land in the land
use bylaw.
In our submission prior to the permit being issued we (and many others) outlined in great detail,
exactly how the proposed development would “materially interfere with or affect the use,
enjoyment or value of our land”. We clearly stated that we have already experienced on at least
2 previous occasions exactly the type of event this proposed facility would host every week for
half of every year. We experienced every one of the issues that we mentioned in our submission
such as noise, traffic (dust, noise, parking on the road, etc.) litter, alcohol & drug related
behaviour, trespassing, etc. We find it incredible that a single development officer who sits in an
office, has not been out here to see the proposed site, and has not met with us could
completely discount our experience and concerns, and issue a permit that effectively says that it
would not “materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value” of our home and
property. The proposed facility will most definitely “materially interfere with or affect the use,

enjoyment or value” of our home and property. The conditions noted in the issued permit
definitely do not sufficiently address the issues that we, and many others, have raised.
4. Previous experience
The conditional approval of this venue appears to presume that a 2-year trial is necessary to
determine whether the concerns of County residents have been adequately addressed. This
decision fails to take into consideration in any way the fact that we have already had experience
with events such as those considered for this venue. There have been 2 previous large weddings
on this property in the last few years that have given us adequate preview of what to expect from
this proposed facility. All expressed concerns regarding noise, traffic, parking, litter, security, etc.,
are not just hypothetical, but rather are very real concerns that arise from previous experience.

5. Traffic
Increased traffic and parking on county roads; increased breakdown of road/damage to road‐
road already has breakdown.
Increased traffic from not only the days of the events, but increased traffic daily of those coming
to see the facility/tours, and prepare/maintain the facility
6. Security/safety
Safety and security of property/trespassing ‐ personal safety, harassment by inebriated patrons
Increased theft and vandalism to surrounding residents
Risk of harm to livestock/ people getting hurt from livestock ‐ because they want to get up close
and personal with the animals
7. Alcohol & drug related behaviour
Events being held will invariably have alcohol and drug consumption. On the business’s website it
is advertised that the company will help facilitate obtaining liquor license.
This will inevitably lead to drunk and disorderly behavior as well as increased drunk driving on

roadways risking harm to our county residents and their family and friends
8. Enforcement of permit conditions
There is no mechanism to ensure compliance with the permit conditions other than the facility
use contract between the company and the user (and any damage deposit collected). This will
inevitably result in increasing calls to RCMP/Bylaw thereby taxing these already sparse
resources. It should be noted that the response time for law enforcement and fire to this venue is
an absolute minimum of 30 minutes for the most emergent situation, and considerably longer for
situations considered less emergent.

9. Fire risk
The proposed facility will be located in the middle of a wooded area with a large amount of dry
underbrush and a single narrow access road. The main facility is a fabric and plastic tent with no
fire suppression capability. There is significant risk of fire from smokers, cars parking on dry
grassland, and other sources of combustion associated with the types of planned activities.
There is grossly inadequate consideration of access for emergency vehicles and evacuation of all
patrons in the event of such a disaster. There is also a significant increased risk to life and
property for adjacent properties. It should be noted that the response time for long enforcement

and fire to this venue is an absolute minimum of 30 minutes. This is a commercial venue
designed to host large crowds. We cannot imagine that this in any way meets the fire and safety
standards for a large rural commercial facility designed to host large numbers of individuals. It
appears that the fire & safety risk has not been adequately considered as it has not been
mentioned at all in the permit decision.

10. Litter
Increase in litter and garbage around the area. The owners of this property do not live here and
haven't for years, we already deal with litter and garbage around their property, now with this
facility there will be even more.
11. Effects on adjacent land
Drainage and sewer problems to surrounding area ‐ 4000sq foot concrete pad to be put in and 2
buildings/trailers. There are drainage concerns already on this site and neighboring land and the
county road. This facility will add to the problem.
Damage to hay land and agriculture land from vehicles parking and driving on land not
designated for cars.
Potential restrictions on farming of land within the same property bordering the proposed
facility. (Venue owners will not want farming activities with associated noise, dust, etc. to be
happening while events are being held). This will not only lead to a waste of farmland but will
create fire hazard, weed problems, etc.

12. Effects on other county facilities
Detriment to local facilities which are equipped for these types of events ‐ New Sarepta, Looma,
Rollyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake. Event centers are equipped with the proper facilities,
infrastructure, monitoring of patrons, proper parking facilities, sewer facilities, etc. to deal with
large crowds. These events are in enclosed buildings and there is less noise to residents nearby,
less light pollution, people are contained in the building. In addition are in areas where people
are not affected by the negative effects as we are here in this rural setting.
13. Effect on property values
Decrease in property values ‐no one would want to buy property with this business
development in area for the same reasons we are appealing
14. Lack of respect for the community/process
The business owners do not reside in the community and have no invested interest in the
community. They will not be impacted by the negative effects of this business.
Facebook and Wedding event center website were created, and this business was taking
bookings and deposits prior to the development permit being issued and concerns voiced by
members of the community being considered.
The business owners have shown lack of respect and concern for the residents who reside in this
community ‐ they did not discuss their intentions regarding this event center, they did not ask
for feedback from residents at any time in the process.

The developer started to develop their event center despite being aware that an appeal was in
progress. They had a transformer installed on this land for this facility even before the permit
was issued. They started tree clearing and development prior to the permit being in effect.
The facility is advertised as "Metro Edmonton’s Premiere Wedding Facility". This plus the
behaviour of the developer thus far suggests that people from outside the community can
simply parachute in, use (or abuse) this idyllic rural setting, and leave without due consideration
for the community and its residents.
The website and Facebook pages are already taking bookings into 2024.
Despite the limit of 80 vehicles in the permit, the website says there is private parking available
for 100 vehicles.
All of these things carry a common theme - a consistent pattern of lack of respect for local
residents, the community in general, and the County with it’s procedures/processes. There is
nothing in the past behavior that would suggest any change in future behavior can be expected.

15. Light pollution to neighborhood.
Venue lighting and dance floor lighting
16. Process problems
County Council had several months earlier considered an application for a separate wedding
facility that had similar opposition to that surrounding this application. Council set the tone for
conditional approval of such facilities in their decision at that time. Council at that time
considered local resident's concerns as well as what they felt appropriate restrictions for such
facilities in a country residential area. And the decision at that time they created what should
have been a template for future similar applications that appropriately considered all factors. The

previous council decision and principles were completely ignored and the decision to approve
this application.
In the County Council meeting of 10 March 2020 council considered a bylaw amendment to
enable this development application. In the minutes of that council meeting it clearly states that
all potentially interested parties were advised of the proposed amendment using multiple
communication methods including “The proposal was also referred to adjacent landowners”.
Council was advised that there was no opposition to the proposed amendment after notification
of all adjacent landowners. Such notification to adjacent landowners definitely did not happen,
and nobody living in the area was aware of this proposed amendment and the associated public
hearing. If local residents were aware of the proposed amendment there most certainly would
have been numerous people present at the public hearing portion of that meeting to oppose.

Council’s decision to approve the amendment was at least in part made possible by the
inaccurate information regarding notification and lack of opposition given at that meeting.
Although it may be considered a small technical issue, the address on the drawings attached to
the permit application is incorrect (and I do not even think this address exists). That incorrect
address is still on the drawings that are attached to the final permit. This goes to a lack of
attention to detail associated with the development application and the issued permit. Probably
more importantly this has created significant confusion for multiple County residents as to where
the proposed facility is to be located.

Leduc County residents objecting to the Permit and wishing to participate in the appeal:

Boychuck
Brown
Cater
Charest
Cunningham
Dickenson
Dorie
Ducherer
Ducherer
Ducherer
Erdman
Fenske
Fenske
Fondrick
Frolich
Gregor
Gregor‐Stang
Helsby
Hipkin
Holoway
Huntley
Janke
Knopp
Kosinski
Kosinski
Kosinski
Leroux
Marceau
Martineau
McCaffery
Mcfaull
McKinney
McLean
Miller
Mitchell
Mitchell

Winston
Eugene
Jeriann
Dwayne
Don
Scott & Erin
Stevew & Shiela
Kim and David
Art and Leslie
Mike and Jill
Jacky
Wendal & Deb
Wendel and Karen
Carol
Doug
Pearl
Rachael & Eric
Stacy and Jim
Karen & Rich
Reg
Jen
Gustav
Taylor
Clint and Joleen
Judy
Jerry & Nona
Ted
Tim
Phil & Mary
Ernie
Clint and Dana
Greg & Lisa
Malcolm (&
daughter)
Shelly
Michelle
Jonathon and Carla

Montes
Mosbeck
Nakinechny
Neilson
Nelson
Paradis
Peters
Sibulak
Soch
Soch
Soch
Tauber
Tebrink
Thor
Trach
Trent
Warner
Werenka
White
Wiersma
Winland

Kyle
Dianne
Barry & Deb
Karen and Kevin
Travis & Jen
Roland & Yolanda
Jim & Tracy
Val and James
Barry and Sherrie
Tim and Laura
John
Arnie
Ralph
Lawrence
Tom
Dani & Mary
Rene and Trevor
Al & Marg
Jack
Karen
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To allow a Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event
Facility with Frame and Fabric Structure and
Two Trailers
June 18, 2020
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REPORT NAME
Appeal Against the Approval of Development Permit Application D20-041
Leduc County File No:

D20-041

Appellants:

Kevin & Karen Neilson (and 82 Leduc County residents)

Applicant:

Anuj Gupta

Landowner:

Sita Gupta

Land Use District:

Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District (AG/CR-TR)

Location:

NE 19-50-22-W4 – 50352 Range Road 225

Approved Development:

Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility with Frame and
Fabric Structure 390m2 (4,198ft2) and Two Trailers 90m2 (969ft2)
each

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY DECISION
This is an appeal by Kevin & Karen Neilson (and 82 Leduc County residents), against a decision
of the Leduc County Development Authority, whereby an application to develop a Rural Wedding
and Agricultural Event Facility was approved, with conditions.
Development permit application D20-041 was approved subject to 21 conditions on May 11, 2020.
The appellants consider that the approved development will result in detrimental impacts upon
the surrounding community, and with their appeal, request that the Intermunicipal Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board overturn the decision of the Development Authority.

POLICY
Land Use Bylaw 7-08
The subject property is districted within the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District
of the Land Use Bylaw 7-08.
In accordance with Part 9.2.1 of the Land Use Bylaw, the purpose of the Agricultural / Country
Residential Transitional District is to provide primarily for agricultural operations, while at the same
time providing for limited residential and other uses having a secondary role to agriculture.
Part 9.2.3 allows a Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility land use to be considered as a
discretionary land use within the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District.
Part 3.5.1 directs that the Development Authority may approve a discretionary use if in its opinion,
the proposed development complies with the Municipal Development Plan and the general
purpose of the land use district.
Submitted by:
Reviewed by:
Appeal Date:

Colin Richards, Team Lead, Development
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Part 3.5.2 directs that when considering an application for development, the Development
Authority shall consider compatibility with the surrounding lands, the suitability of the site for
development, the capacity of public roads to accommodate potential traffic generation and the
ability for infrastructure to accommodate the potential development.
Municipal Development Plan
The subject property is situated within ‘Agricultural Area D – Smallholding’ of the Municipal
Development Plan.
Part 4.3 – ‘Agriculture’ notes the key objectives of this area are to conserve agricultural land;
minimize fragmentation of agricultural land, and limit the amount of land converted to nonagricultural uses.
Policy 4.3.0.4 seeks to ensure the amount of agricultural land converted to non-agricultural use
is minimized through consideration of location and site design.

An extensive list of relevant policy and regulation extracts deemed appropriate to the decision
making of this application are included within the appendices of this report.

BACKGROUND
Proposed Development.
Development Permit application D20-041 proposed a rural wedding and event facility, suitable for
hosting events such as weddings, private events (birthdays, anniversaries etc.) and corporate
events. The venue anticipates gatherings with attendances varying between 30 and 230 guests
and expects vehicle traffic associated with any event to be between 10 and 80 vehicles. The
applicants anticipate between 30 and 50 events per year at the property and proposed that the
facility be allowed to operate from May 1st to October 31st per calendar year. Operational hours
were requested to be permitted between 9am and midnight, 7 days per week.
Development proposed within the application to support the property’s use as a wedding and
event facility is sited within, and adjacent to, the forested area of the property located along the
eastern portion of the property. Development includes the clearing of 2 distinct areas of trees
within the forested area of property. The first area includes a 836m2 (9,000ft2) area of tree clearing
to accommodate two 90m2 (969ft2) site trailers for use as a bridal dressing suite and a preparation
area, along with a 465m2 (5,000 ft2) concrete pad to house a 390m2 (4,198ft2) tent for wedding
receptions. The second area proposes a 279m2 (3,000 ft2) area of tree clearing to accommodate
a wedding ceremony space within a natural setting.
Parking for the facility is proposed within a 0.46 ha (1.14 ac) gravel parking lot situated along the
northwestern perimeter of the forested area of the site.
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Approval with Conditions
Although the development permit application was approved by the Development Authority, the
operational parameters of the business were restricted by conditions in order to ensure its
compliance with key policy and regulation, reduce the overall impact of the development, and to
address a number of concerns raised within letters of objection submitted during the review of the
application. Some of the key operational restrictions imposed as conditions within the
development approval, include, but are not limited to:
 The issuance of a temporary approval until October 31, 2021 in order to allow the
Development Authority to review the operational impact of the facility prior to considering
additional approval(s).
 The requirement for a Traffic Impact Assessment to be undertaken (if deemed applicable by
Leduc County Engineering & Utilities) to determine any impact upon local roadways and to
undertake any road upgrades if recommended.
 Restricting operational days and hours to Fridays and Saturdays from 9:00am to midnight and
Sundays from 9:00am to 3:00pm.
 Limiting the facility’s annual operational season from May 1st to October 31st during the life of
the development permit.
 Limiting passenger vehicles associated with the facility to a maximum of 80 on site at any
given time.
 Limiting guests associated with the facility to a maximum of 230 on site at any given time.
 Prohibiting the use of fireworks in association with any event held on site.
Site Description
The subject property is located southwest of the dissecting intersection of Township Road 504
and Range Road 225, within 32ha (79.5 ac) of land in the NE 19-50-22-W4, approximately 4km
southeast of the Hamlet of Looma and 6.5km northwest of New Sarepta. The property is located
within the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District of the Land Use Bylaw 7-08 and
is largely utilized as pasture land with the exception of approximately 5.5ha (13.5ac) of forested
land situated within the eastern portion of the property. Development on the property consists of
a house and double garage situated within the forested area on the eastern side of the property
that is accessed directly from Range Road 225.
Lands surrounding the subject property also fall within the Agricultural / Country Residential
Transitional District and are predominantly utilized for agricultural uses with residential elements.
The closest dwelling to the proposed development area is located approximately 200 metres to
the east, on the parcel adjacent to Range Road 225, with the second closest dwelling located
approximately 500 metres to the northwest. There are total of 7 dwellings located within a 1km
radius of the development area and 26 dwellings located within a 1.5km radius.
Planning History
History of subject property
A planning history search of the subject property indicates an approval in 2003 for a dwelling with
attached garage, and an approval in 2005 for a sunroom addition to the existing dwelling and a
detached garage.
Submitted by:
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A search of the County’s complaint database indicates that there have been no complaints made
by County residents against the property for noise, unlawful development, breach of bylaw, or any
other matter(s).
Following the issuance of the development permit subject to this appeal, a courtesy letter was
provided to the landowner on May 20, 2020. The letter was provided as the applicant advised the
County that tree clearing had commenced on the property and it instructed that the approved
development shall not commence until the effective date noted on the permit has passed, or
should an appeal be lodged, until a decision has been rendered by the appeal board.
History of Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility Land Use.
The Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility land use was first introduced into the Land Use
Bylaw in 2018 as a discretionary use within the Agricultural District. The use allows for
consideration of wedding venues to be created within a traditional rural setting that are designed
to be agriculturally harmonious and not detract from the rural setting in which they are proposed.
In March 2020, County Council approved a Land Use Bylaw amendment application to include
the Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility land use as a discretionary use within the
Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District of the Land Use Bylaw.
Referral and Advertising
Notice of development permit application D20-041 was referred to the County’s internal
departments for comments, and in accordance with the requirements of Part 3.4.2 of the Land
Use Bylaw, was also referred directly to adjacent landowners by way of personal letter.
In response to the referral of the application, there were no concerns raised by the County’s
internal Safety Codes, Engineering & Utilities or Agricultural Services departments, with any
requirements being included within the conditions of approval.
The County received 34 letters of objection/concern from landowners in response to the
application. Of those who responded to the application, 5 were located within 1km of the subject
property, 7 were located between 1km and 1.5km from the subject property, and 21 were located
between 2km and 6.5km from the subject property. 1 respondent’s address could not be identified.
Within the comments received, the key concerns related to: noise from vehicles, music, fireworks
and large crowds; impact upon livestock; antisocial behavior (drink/drugs/trespass/crime); litter
and garbage; property devaluation; increase of traffic on roads; dust and light pollution; the 7 day
per week operation of the business; guest numbers associated with the business; fire risk, and
that the use should be within a commercial area.
Full copies of all correspondences received are included within the appendices of this report.
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Grounds of Appeal
The appeal of the approval of development permit D20-041 has been submitted for a number of
reasons as outlined within the appellants’ grounds of appeal. Some of the key planning-related
concerns noted within the appeal are discussed below.
(This report does not discuss items noted within the grounds of appeal that are not considered to
be planning matters, which include, but are not limited to: use of alcohol and drugs, competition
for existing businesses, drunk driving, vandalism, trespass, vehicle breakdowns)
Noise Impacts
Noise impact is a key concern within the grounds of appeal. The appellants consider that the
development will disrupt cattle, horses, domestic animals, wildlife and residents of the local
farming community throughout the summer months. In addition, it is noted that noise from up to
430 guests at the venue would exacerbate these noise impacts and that animals have been
detrimentally impacted by noise created from previous events on the property.
In response to concerns of noise raised during the referral of the development permit application,
the County imposed restrictive conditions of approval. As reflected within the Notice of Decision,
condition 12 restricts maximum guest numbers to 230 on the property at any given time. To further
reduce potential noise impacts, condition 9 was included to limit the operational days and times
of the facility to Fridays and Saturdays between the hours of 9:00am and midnight and Sundays
between 9:00am and 3:00pm only, whereas the initial application requested operational hours of
9:00am to midnight, 7 days per week. In order to further reduce potential noise impacts, condition
8 restricts the operational season for the facility between the months of May and October during
the life of the permit. This condition ensures that for 6 months of the year, the facility is not
permitted to operate, and as a result, would not create any noise impact during the closed season.
During the referral of the application, a number of comments were received concerning the noise
impact of fireworks associated with events. The County agrees that the repeated use of fireworks
may create a detrimental noise impact within an agricultural area, and as a result, condition 13
was included within the approval which strictly prohibits the use of fireworks for any event.
The appellants note that the decision of the Development Authority fails to consider that the
applicant has previously held 2 events on the premises prior to obtaining a development permit,
and those events created major noise concerns. In response to this, the County’s enforcement
database shows no record of any landowner complaints being submitted in relation to any
historical events that may have occurred on the subject premises.
Within the Notice of Decision for this approval, the Development Authority considers that suitable
conditions have been implemented to both address the noise concerns of nearby landowners and
ensure that any future noise impacts are limited. Should the facility be operating under its
approved conditions and be found to create detrimental noise impacts upon the surrounding area,
this will be considered by the Development Authority prior to issuing any future approvals for the
venue. Condition 8 provides an expiry date of the development approval of October 31, 2021, and
should a new permit be sought following this expiry date, a review of the operational impacts of
the development will be undertaken prior to a decision being made.
Submitted by:
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Enforcement of Conditions
The appellants consider that the approval cannot be enforced by the County and the operation of
the facility and compliance with the conditions of approval rest between the facility owner and the
patrons.
In response to the above, the Development Authority can confirm that under the provisions of Part
4.1.2 of the Land Use Bylaw, a Development Authority may enforce any permit issued under the
Land Use Bylaw. Part 4.2.1 provides that if a development is found to contravene the conditions
of a permit, the Development Authority may serve the landowner (or occupant or other persons
responsible) with an order to either stop the development or use of the land, demolish or remove
the development, or carry out a required action to ensure compliance with the conditions of a
permit. Under the provisions of 4.1.4, failure to comply with an order issued by the Development
Authority provides the power to take whatever lawful action is necessary to ensure compliance.
Traffic & Parking
Traffic impact caused by the development is noted as a ground of appeal, with concerns being
raised that the venue will create a ‘massive’ increase in traffic as well as leading to breakdowns
on County roads, illegal parking on County road right-of-ways and risk to livestock from vehicles
utilizing the venue.
In response to these concerns, the Development Authority can confirm that during the review of
the application, it was referred to the County’s Engineering & Utilities department for review and
comment in accordance with Part 3.4.4 of the Land Use Bylaw that allows a development permit
application to be circulated to any person who may assist in the review of the application. The
County’s engineer’s review of the application included assessing potential impact on roadways
and they did not consider that the proposed development would have any detrimental impact on
the local road network or would require any road upgrades within the area. As a condition of
approval, however, condition 6 requires that prior to the operation of the venue, that the landowner
contact the Engineering & Utilities department to determine whether the submittal of a Traffic
Impact Assessment is required. It is anticipated that the development may require the applicant
to provide dust suppression, and this requirement will be agreed upon between the applicant and
the Engineering & Utilities department prior to the operation of the facility.
With regard to the concerns of the appellants that the development will lead to illegal vehicle
parking on County roads, condition 17 was included that affirms no parking shall be allowed within
any County road right-of-way. Failure to adhere with this condition may result in enforcement
action.
Drainage & Flooding
The appellants express concern that the approved facility may create drainage impacts beyond
the boundary of the property and impact adjacent lands. During the review of the application, the
County’s Engineering & Utilities department consider potential drainage impacts from the
development. During their review, no drainage concerns were raised, and as a result, it was
suggested that the County’s standard drainage condition be included on the development
approval. This is reflected in condition 16 that confirms the development shall not cause any
adverse drainage impacts on adjacent properties or nearby ditches. With this condition in place,
should it be found that the development results in detrimental drainage impacts, the County can
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take appropriate enforcement action for any issues to be rectified at the expense of the landowner.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, as any developable area associated with the approved venue is
situated approximately 250 metres from the adjacent property to the west, 320 metres from the
adjacent property to the south, 55 metres from the County road to the east and 320 metres from
the County road to the north, it is not anticipated that the development would lead to any future
flooding or drainage issues outside of the boundaries of the property.
Lighting & Light Pollution
The impact of light pollution from the approved development on the local, active farming
community has been raised as a concern. Such impacts were considered during the review of the
application, and in order to ensure minimal impacts from lighting, appropriate conditions were
implemented. As discussed previously, condition 9 restricts operational days to Fridays,
Saturdays and Sundays only, with ‘late’ operational hours only being permitted on Fridays and
Saturdays, where the venue must close by midnight. Condition 10 restricts the venue’s operation
to the months of May through October – which includes the summer months, where daylight lasts
late into the evening. Furthermore, as the venue is located within a dense forested area it is not
envisaged that any detrimental amount of light pollution will be emitted from the venue that would
negatively impact the active farming community or the health of livestock. Notwithstanding this,
condition 4 ensures that should any excessive or offensive glare (light) be imposed on adjacent
or nearby properties from the venue, the Development Authority can take necessary enforcement
actions to ensure any issues are rectified to the satisfaction of the County.
Fire & Safety Regulations
The appellants indicate in their submission that the structure proposed for this facility potentially
violates fire and safety regulations due to the materials proposed for the structure and its setting
within a forested area. In response to this, the Development Authority can confirm that the
application was referred to Leduc County Fire Services for comment, who did not provide any
comments or concerns in response to the proposed plans. To ensure fire safety is met for this
venue, condition 20 directs that firefighting access be available at all times to the venue, and
furthermore, advisory note 4 within the Notice of Decision directs the applicant to contact Leduc
County Fire Services directly to discuss how to ensure the facility complies with the Alberta Fire
Code.
Further to the above, any proposed buildings that support the approved use are subject to the
approval of Building Permits, administered by the County’s Safety Codes department and issued
in accordance with the Safety Codes Act. Condition 5 directs the applicant to obtain all required
Safety Codes approvals prior to operating the approved venue. Should the proposed building(s)
be deemed to be in violation of any relevant provisions or requirements of the Safety Codes Act,
building permits will not be granted. Leduc County Safety Codes have advised that they are
working with the applicant to ensure the proposed building(s) conform to all required building
codes.
Process
The purpose of this appeal is solely to consider whether the issuance of the development approval
was correctly administered in accordance with the provisions of the Land Use Bylaw. An appeal
to the ISDAB is not intended to debate the legalities or process of the Public Hearing / Council
process undertaken that resulted in the Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility land use
Submitted by:
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becoming a discretionary use within the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District of
the Land Use Bylaw. Notwithstanding the foregoing, as the appellants state that a process
problem and administrative errors resulted in the subsequent approval of this development
approval, this section will provide clarity concerning the aforementioned Land Use Bylaw
amendment process.
On March 10, 2020, Council passed a Land Use Bylaw amendment application (TA20-001) at
public hearing to allow the Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility land use to be
considered a discretionary use within the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional District of
the Land Use Bylaw. Application TA20-001 proposed that the land use be considered a
discretionary use throughout the entirety of the Agricultural / Country Residential Transitional
District, and was not specific to any particular parcel of land or landowner. The Agricultural /
Country Residential Transitional District covers approximately 13,000 ha (32,124 ac) of lands
within the County.
The planning process undertaken for application TA20-001 was done so in accordance with the
requirements of the Municipal Government Act and the County’s standard referral and
advertisement processes. The Municipal Government Act directs that public notifications to
consider a bylaw through a public hearing process must be, either published at least once a week
for 2 consecutive weeks in at least one newspaper; mailed to every residence in the area to which
the proposed bylaw relates, or provided through another method as adopted by bylaw. In the
instance of Land Use Bylaw amendment application TA20-001, the application was advertised in
a local paper for 2 consecutive weeks (on February 7 and February 14, 2020). The application
was not mailed to individual residences as the amendment did not relate to a specific parcel of
land, and therefore providing individual letters to all residences within a 13,000 ha (32,124 ac)
area of land within the County would not be practical or feasible.
In additional to conforming with the public notification requirements of the Municipal Government
Act, Land Use Bylaw amendment application TA20-001 was also advertised on the Leduc County
website between the dates of February 6 and March 10, 2020. The advertisement was available
to view on both the ‘public notices’ page and the ‘public participation opportunities’ page of the
County website.
Following the conclusion of the public hearing to consider application TA20-041, it was noted that
the official Council meeting minutes stated that the application was referred to adjacent
landowners in addition to being advertised in local media. This statement was acknowledged as
a typographical error within the minutes and was rectified by Council Motion 118-20 on May 26,
2020 to correctly reflect the advertising methods undertaken for the public hearing. The error
within the minutes is not considered to have any bearing on the legalities of the process
undertaken, or decision made by Council concerning Land Use Bylaw amendment application
TA20-041, or the subsequent consideration of development permit application D20-041.
Development permit application D20-041 was submitted following the approval of the Land Use
Bylaw amendment application. As the development permit application was site-specific, in
accordance with standard County practices and the advertising requirements of Part 3.4.2 of the
Land Use Bylaw, the application was referred directly to individual adjacent landowners for
information and to invite comment.
Submitted by:
Reviewed by:
Appeal Date:

Colin Richards, Team Lead, Development
Charlene Haverland, Manager of Development Services
June 18, 2020

9

Intermunicipal Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board
Summary
In summary, the Development Authority consider that the issuance of development approval D20041 was administered in accordance with the provisions of the Municipal Development Plan and
the Land Use Bylaw 7-08 and was appropriately conditioned to respond to the concerns raised
within the submitted objection letters. Conditions within the approval restrict overall operation of
the venue to 6 months of the year, and within those months, only allow operation for 3 days per
week. Furthermore, conditions restrict operating hours to ensure potential evening impacts are
further reduced in consideration of nearby agriculture. A condition prohibiting the use of fireworks
further protects the surrounding agricultural community from potential disturbances.
The proposed development is designed to respect the agricultural appearance of the property
and does not take any active farmland out of agricultural use. Should the venue fail to adhere to
the strict conditions of approval, the Development Authority has the authority to take whatever
legal means necessary to rectify any infraction, which includes revoking the development permit
if deemed necessary. As the approval was issued on a time-limited basis, with an expiry date of
October 31st, 2021, the applicants would be required to apply for a new development permit prior
to that date in order to continue the wedding venue. Should any detrimental impacts be observed,
or any breach of conditions occur during the operation of the facility prior to its expiry, these would
be considered prior to issuing any further planning decisions for a wedding venue use on the
property.
For these reasons, and the other matters discussed within this report, the Development Authority
consider that the decision to approve development permit D20-041 was correctly administered
and should be upheld, along with the 21 conditions stipulated within the Notice of Decision.

Submitted by:
Reviewed by:
Appeal Date:

Colin Richards, Team Lead, Development
Charlene Haverland, Manager of Development Services
June 18, 2020
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TAB 1
NOTICE OF ISDAB HEARING
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LEDUC COUNTY LAND USE BYLAW NO. 7-08
COUNTY CENTRE
SUITE 101, 1101 – 5th STREET
NISKU, ALBERTA T9E 2X3
PHONE: (780) 770-9259  FAX: (780) 955-8866

NOTICE OF INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT
APPEAL BOARD (SDAB) HEARING
Take notice that a hearing has been scheduled concerning the following Development Permit
Application that was Conditionally Approved on May 11, 2020.
Appellant:

Kevin & Karen Neilson and 82 other Leduc County residents

Applicant’s Name:

Anuj Gutpa

Landowner’s Name:

Sita Gupta

Legal Description of Subject Property:

NE 19-50-22-W4
(50352 Range Road 225)

Nature of Development Application: Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility with
Frame and Fabric Structure (390 sq.m) and Two
Trailers (90 sq.m, each)
Development Permit Application: D20-041 (Roll # 264000)

A hearing by the Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board will be held the 18th
day of June, 2020 at 9:00 a.m. via livestream/teleconference at the Leduc County Centre,
council chamber.
Anyone wishing to participate must notify the board clerk at (780) 770-9259 or email
joyceg@leduc-county.com by noon on Friday, June 12th to:
1) pre-register and indicate whether you are speaking for or against the appeal and your
interest in the appeal; and
2) provide a written submission to the board clerk as noted above.
All pre-registered participants will receive instructions how to connect to the meeting via
teleconference / livestream by Monday, June 15, 2020.
June 2, 2020
DATE

____________________________________________
JOYCE GAVAN
BOARD CLERK

Encl. - Notice of Appeal received May 29, 2020
- Notice of Decision dated May 11, 2020
- Conditionally approved Site Plan
cc:

- Registered Landowner(s)
- Adjacent Landowners
- Councillor Rick Smith (Division 1)
- Leduc County Internal Referrals

- Development Permit Application D20-041
- Business Information Sheet
- Key Plan

13

NOTICE OF INTERMUNICIPAL SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT
APPEAL BOARD (SDAB) HEARING
-2During the Covid-2019 Outbreak, there have been modifications to legislation including the
enactment of the Meeting Procedures (COVID-2019 Suppression) Regulation. This allows
council, boards or commissions to hold their meeting, an electronic meeting (e.g. live-stream,
teleconference, etc.) provided the following requirements are met:
•
•
•

notice of electronic meeting is provided and states the electronic means being used and
gives the information necessary for the public to access the meeting;
the public is able to hear the meeting as it is occurring;
anybody entitled to make submissions, before and during the meeting, can make
submissions by email or any other method that the Board considers appropriate.

Section 686(4) of the Municipal Government Act states the SDAB must make available for public
inspection before the commencement of the hearing all relevant documents and materials
respecting the appeal.
All written submissions will form a part of the Board’s agenda package. Written
submissions to be received prior to noon on Friday, June 12, 2020 to joyceg@leduccounty.com.
The Board’s agenda package including written submissions will be distributed to the
applicant(s), appellant(s) and pre-registered speaker(s) and will be posted on the Leduc
County website at www.leduc-county.com for viewing by members of the public on
Monday, June 15, 2020.
If you are speaking at the hearing and refer to any written document, including a map,
photographs or a report, a copy of the document must be submitted to the Board.
The information that you provide may be made public, subject to the provisions of the Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.

Section 680(1) of the Municipal Government Act states that at a hearing, the SDAB is not required
to hear from any person or entity other than:
(a)

a person or entity that was notified pursuant to section 679(1), and

(b)

each owner of adjacent land to the land that is the subject of the appeal, or

(c)

a person acting on any of those persons’ behalf.
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Appeal for Notice of Decision of Development Permit
D20‐041

Appeal for Notice of Decision of Development Permit

We the residents of the active farming cattle area surrounding this proposed Wedding Facility
Development strongly believe that this decision was made without proper consideration for
many issues. Please consider the many reason and overturn this decision.

Reasons for Appeal
1. Lack of respect for neighbors, community and process







“Metro Edmonton’s: Premier Wedding Facility” parachuted into the “idyllic rural center …
which included on its website an idyllic photo of neighbors horses running in the wind!
Website advertising the facility was up and accepting bookings and deposits significantly prior
to the application for development was even considered
Community concerns were completely ignored in the development consideration process
Tree clearing began in advance of appeal
Stop order issued
Continued to advertise parking for 100 vehicles when the initial permit says 80.
2. Noise and disruption of our cattle, horses and other domestic animals, wildlife, and people
of this active farming community.





Operating throughout the summer months when farming is at its peak
Possible 260 to 430 guests with up to 80 vehicles brings massive noise from reception, music,
vehicles, yelling, cheering, and partying
Animals very upset with noise with past events
3. Traffic






Massive increase in traffic to bring guests from city not only to the events but for tours,
personnel, maintenance and preparation for events
Increased breakdown of county roads
Increased risk of parking vehicles on roads which is illegal
Increased risk to livestock from both massive influx of weekend vehicles
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4. Security/Safety




Massive concerns for safety and security of property/trespassing, personal safety, inebriated
patrons, increased possibility of theft and vandalism with an influx of up to 430 wedding
guests
Additional risk of harm to livestock as guests trespass for the wonderful opportunity of a selfie
with a purebred bull or beautiful horse!!
5. Alcohol & drug related behavior




Website advertised help to obtain liquor license for wedding event
Alcohol consumption increases potential for drunk driving, increased risk to county residents,
families and friends within significant range of this potential facility.
6. Inability to enforce permit conditions




Compliance is limited to damage deposit which goes to the facility owner, not the county, the
neighbors, or the RCMP
Response time for law enforcement and fire hazard here is minimum of 30 minutes for
emergent situations and much longer for those considered less emergent
7. Potential Violation of Fire and Safety Regulations



Facility is fabric and plastic tent, with no fire suppression capability, located in the middle of
wooded area, dry underbrush, with a single lane access road is a disaster in the making.
Smokers, cars parked on dry grasslands, distance from fire halls are major safety concerns.
8. Increased Litter Concerns



Facility owners live elsewhere. Litter from 230 – 460 wedding guests is substantive.
9. Impact on adjacent land





This is very low‐lying land with standing water in wet years. Drainage, sewer are concerns.
Potential damage to agricultural crops from cars wandering off site
Currently there are drainage issues on both this site and neighboring lands as well as the
county road.
10. Impact on Community/County facilities. Reduced potential for use
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New Sarepta Agriplex, Looma, Rolyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake all have taxpayer properly
equipped event centers
11. Reduction in farm property values



No new, potential farmer wants to deal with the noise, harassment, safety and fire hazards to
buildings, animals and residents.
12. Light pollution



Again, we reiterate. This is an active farming community!
13. Process problems
There is a previous template





County Council earlier considered an application for a separate wedding facility that had
similar opposition to this application. Council set the tone for conditional approval of such
facilities when it considered local resident's concerns as well as what they felt appropriate
restrictions for such facilities in a country residential area. That decision created a template
for future applications. The previous council decision and principles were completely ignored
when this decision was taken!
Inaccurate and unavailable information
In the County Council meeting of 10 March 2020 council considered a bylaw amendment to
enable this development application. In the minutes of that council meeting it clearly states
that all potentially interested parties were advised of the proposed amendment using multiple
communication methods including “The proposal was also referred to adjacent landowners”.
Council was advised that there was no opposition to the proposed amendment after
notification of all adjacent landowners. Such notification to adjacent landowners definitely did
not happen, and nobody living in the area was aware of this proposed amendment and the
associated public hearing. If local residents were aware of the proposed amendment there
most certainly would have been numerous people present at the public hearing portion of that
meeting to oppose. Council’s decision to approve the amendment was at least in part made
possible by the inaccurate information regarding notification and lack of opposition given at
that meeting.
Incorrect address causes confusion



Although it may be considered a small technical issue, the address on the drawings attached to
the permit application is incorrect (and I do not even think this address exists). That incorrect
address is still on the drawings that are attached to the final permit. This goes to a lack of
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attention to detail associated with the development application and the issued permit.
Probably more importantly this has created significant confusion for multiple County residents
as to where the proposed facility is to be located.
14. Previous experience


The conditional approval of this venue appears to presume that a 2‐year trial is necessary to
determine whether the concerns of County residents have been adequately addressed.



This decision fails to take into consideration the fact that we have already had experience with
2 previous large weddings on this property in the last few years. These events have given us
major concerns regarding noise, traffic, parking, litter, and security. Our concerns are not
hypothetical, but rather are very real.
15. Not the right fit



Although the bylaw and amendment have the terms “discretionary” and “transitional” in them
this proposed facility in no way fits within a country residential area. All the residents of this
area have chosen to live here for lifestyle reasons including the peace and quiet this area
provides, a lack of excessive traffic, the relative reduction in crime and security issues, etc.
When considering the content of the development application as well as information on the
company’s website and Facebook pages, as well as the developers behavior thus far, this
proposed facility can be considered nothing more than a large commercial enterprise that has
no place in the middle of a peaceful quiet country residential/agricultural area. The developer
has no vested interest in this area and appears to be simply using those very things that make
this area attractive to live, to promote a commercial enterprise that is completely contrary to
many of these advantages and that will, without any doubt, compromise many of the things
that make this area attractive for all its residents. It is clear that this developer is willing to
destroy our way of life simply to make a buck without appropriate consideration of the wants
and needs of area residents. The decision to grant this permit goes well beyond the limits of
the notion of “discretionary” use, rather it represents a fundamental and substantial change in
the use of land in this area.
16. Leduc County bylaw number 7.08 states that approval for this development permit
requires that:
the proposed development would not
(a) unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or
(b) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring
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parcels of land,
(c) the proposed subdivision conforms with the use prescribed for that land in the land
use bylaw.

In our submission prior to the permit being issued we (and many others) outlined in great
detail, exactly how the proposed development would “materially interfere with or affect the
use, enjoyment or value of our land”. We clearly stated that we have already experienced on at
least 2 previous occasions exactly the type of event this proposed facility would host every
week for half of every year. We experienced every one of the issues that we mentioned in our
submission such as noise, traffic (dust, noise, parking on the road, etc.) litter, alcohol & drug
related behaviour, trespassing, etc. We find it incredible that a single development officer who
sits in an office, has not been out here to see the proposed site, and has not met with us could
completely discount our experience and concerns, and issue a permit that effectively says that
it would not “materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value” of our home and
property. The proposed facility will most definitely “materially interfere with or affect the use,
enjoyment or value” of our home and property. The conditions noted in the issued permit
definitely do not sufficiently address the issues that we, and many others, have raised.

Respectfully yours,

Residents of the farms surrounding this proposal.

The following is a more detailed (long winded) summary of our reasons for the appeal of this permit
decision:
We believe there was inadequate consideration of the very large number of submitted concerns
expressed by Leduc County residents including, but not limited to, the following:
1. Noise
Noise from reception, music, DJ, vehicles from guests and trucks from caterers etc. Patrons
yelling, cheering. We’ve experienced this noise from previous family weddings held on this
property in the last few years. Noise is disturbing not only to people that live here but also to
livestock, family animals, and wildlife in surrounding areas. During these events all our livestock
and domestic animals were very upset and agitated for the entire evening and night. This
proposed facility is very large and holds 230 guests (and seating for up to 460) ‐ and 80 plus
vehicles. This Business will run from May 01 to Oct. 31 with negative effects causing
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problems/concerns for residents all spring and summer. This type of business will be very
detrimental to our quiet rural family oriented agricultural community. People live in the country
to get away from the noise of city life, traffic, pollution and when we moved out here did not
expect to have a large noisy business like this to be placed in our next door.
Tent and trees are not sound barriers. The conditions set forward note that it is in the opinion
of the development authority as to whether it is deemed excessive. No one from the
development authority lives in this area and would have to deal with these issues, including the
sound, noise dust, traffic, etc. How can they decide what is excessive when they do not live next
door and have to live and listen to everything that goes on in this facility every weekend and
many weekdays?
2. Not the right fit
Although the bylaw and amendment have the terms “discretionary” and “transitional” in them this
proposed facility in no way fits within a country residential area. All the residents of this area
have chosen to live here for lifestyle reasons including the peace and quiet this area provides, a
lack of excessive traffic, the relative reduction in crime and security issues, etc. When considering
the content of the development application as well as information on the companies website and
Facebook pages, as well as the developers behavior thus far, this proposed facility can be
considered nothing more than a large commercial enterprise that has no place in the middle of a
peaceful quiet country residential/agricultural area. The developer has no vested interest in this
area and appears to be simply using those very things that make this area attractive to live, to
promote a commercial enterprise that is completely contrary to many of these advantages and
that will, without any doubt, compromise many of the things that make this area attractive for all
its residents. It is clear that this developer is willing to destroy our way of life simply to make a
buck without appropriate consideration of the wants and needs of area residents. The decision to
grant this permit goes well beyond the limits of the notion of “discretionary” use, rather it
represents a fundamental and substantial change in the use of land in this area.

3. Leduc County bylaw number 7.08 states that approval for this development permit requires
that:
the proposed development would not
(a) unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or
(b) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring
parcels of land,
(c) the proposed subdivision conforms with the use prescribed for that land in the land
use bylaw.
In our submission prior to the permit being issued we (and many others) outlined in great detail,
exactly how the proposed development would “materially interfere with or affect the use,
enjoyment or value of our land”. We clearly stated that we have already experienced on at least
2 previous occasions exactly the type of event this proposed facility would host every week for
half of every year. We experienced every one of the issues that we mentioned in our submission
such as noise, traffic (dust, noise, parking on the road, etc.) litter, alcohol & drug related
behaviour, trespassing, etc. We find it incredible that a single development officer who sits in an
office, has not been out here to see the proposed site, and has not met with us could
completely discount our experience and concerns, and issue a permit that effectively says that it
would not “materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value” of our home and
property. The proposed facility will most definitely “materially interfere with or affect the use,
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enjoyment or value” of our home and property. The conditions noted in the issued permit
definitely do not sufficiently address the issues that we, and many others, have raised.
4. Previous experience
The conditional approval of this venue appears to presume that a 2-year trial is necessary to
determine whether the concerns of County residents have been adequately addressed. This
decision fails to take into consideration in any way the fact that we have already had experience
with events such as those considered for this venue. There have been 2 previous large weddings
on this property in the last few years that have given us adequate preview of what to expect from
this proposed facility. All expressed concerns regarding noise, traffic, parking, litter, security, etc.,
are not just hypothetical, but rather are very real concerns that arise from previous experience.

5. Traffic
Increased traffic and parking on county roads; increased breakdown of road/damage to road‐
road already has breakdown.
Increased traffic from not only the days of the events, but increased traffic daily of those coming
to see the facility/tours, and prepare/maintain the facility
6. Security/safety
Safety and security of property/trespassing ‐ personal safety, harassment by inebriated patrons
Increased theft and vandalism to surrounding residents
Risk of harm to livestock/ people getting hurt from livestock ‐ because they want to get up close
and personal with the animals
7. Alcohol & drug related behaviour
Events being held will invariably have alcohol and drug consumption. On the business’s website it
is advertised that the company will help facilitate obtaining liquor license.
This will inevitably lead to drunk and disorderly behavior as well as increased drunk driving on

roadways risking harm to our county residents and their family and friends
8. Enforcement of permit conditions
There is no mechanism to ensure compliance with the permit conditions other than the facility
use contract between the company and the user (and any damage deposit collected). This will
inevitably result in increasing calls to RCMP/Bylaw thereby taxing these already sparse
resources. It should be noted that the response time for law enforcement and fire to this venue is
an absolute minimum of 30 minutes for the most emergent situation, and considerably longer for
situations considered less emergent.

9. Fire risk
The proposed facility will be located in the middle of a wooded area with a large amount of dry
underbrush and a single narrow access road. The main facility is a fabric and plastic tent with no
fire suppression capability. There is significant risk of fire from smokers, cars parking on dry
grassland, and other sources of combustion associated with the types of planned activities.
There is grossly inadequate consideration of access for emergency vehicles and evacuation of all
patrons in the event of such a disaster. There is also a significant increased risk to life and
property for adjacent properties. It should be noted that the response time for long enforcement
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and fire to this venue is an absolute minimum of 30 minutes. This is a commercial venue
designed to host large crowds. We cannot imagine that this in any way meets the fire and safety
standards for a large rural commercial facility designed to host large numbers of individuals. It
appears that the fire & safety risk has not been adequately considered as it has not been
mentioned at all in the permit decision.

10. Litter
Increase in litter and garbage around the area. The owners of this property do not live here and
haven't for years, we already deal with litter and garbage around their property, now with this
facility there will be even more.
11. Effects on adjacent land
Drainage and sewer problems to surrounding area ‐ 4000sq foot concrete pad to be put in and 2
buildings/trailers. There are drainage concerns already on this site and neighboring land and the
county road. This facility will add to the problem.
Damage to hay land and agriculture land from vehicles parking and driving on land not
designated for cars.
Potential restrictions on farming of land within the same property bordering the proposed
facility. (Venue owners will not want farming activities with associated noise, dust, etc. to be
happening while events are being held). This will not only lead to a waste of farmland but will
create fire hazard, weed problems, etc.

12. Effects on other county facilities
Detriment to local facilities which are equipped for these types of events ‐ New Sarepta, Looma,
Rollyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake. Event centers are equipped with the proper facilities,
infrastructure, monitoring of patrons, proper parking facilities, sewer facilities, etc. to deal with
large crowds. These events are in enclosed buildings and there is less noise to residents nearby,
less light pollution, people are contained in the building. In addition are in areas where people
are not affected by the negative effects as we are here in this rural setting.
13. Effect on property values
Decrease in property values ‐no one would want to buy property with this business
development in area for the same reasons we are appealing
14. Lack of respect for the community/process
The business owners do not reside in the community and have no invested interest in the
community. They will not be impacted by the negative effects of this business.
Facebook and Wedding event center website were created, and this business was taking
bookings and deposits prior to the development permit being issued and concerns voiced by
members of the community being considered.
The business owners have shown lack of respect and concern for the residents who reside in this
community ‐ they did not discuss their intentions regarding this event center, they did not ask
for feedback from residents at any time in the process.

23

The developer started to develop their event center despite being aware that an appeal was in
progress. They had a transformer installed on this land for this facility even before the permit
was issued. They started tree clearing and development prior to the permit being in effect.
The facility is advertised as "Metro Edmonton’s Premiere Wedding Facility". This plus the
behaviour of the developer thus far suggests that people from outside the community can
simply parachute in, use (or abuse) this idyllic rural setting, and leave without due consideration
for the community and its residents.
The website and Facebook pages are already taking bookings into 2024.
Despite the limit of 80 vehicles in the permit, the website says there is private parking available
for 100 vehicles.
All of these things carry a common theme - a consistent pattern of lack of respect for local
residents, the community in general, and the County with it’s procedures/processes. There is
nothing in the past behavior that would suggest any change in future behavior can be expected.

15. Light pollution to neighborhood.
Venue lighting and dance floor lighting
16. Process problems
County Council had several months earlier considered an application for a separate wedding
facility that had similar opposition to that surrounding this application. Council set the tone for
conditional approval of such facilities in their decision at that time. Council at that time
considered local resident's concerns as well as what they felt appropriate restrictions for such
facilities in a country residential area. And the decision at that time they created what should
have been a template for future similar applications that appropriately considered all factors. The

previous council decision and principles were completely ignored and the decision to approve
this application.
In the County Council meeting of 10 March 2020 council considered a bylaw amendment to
enable this development application. In the minutes of that council meeting it clearly states that
all potentially interested parties were advised of the proposed amendment using multiple
communication methods including “The proposal was also referred to adjacent landowners”.
Council was advised that there was no opposition to the proposed amendment after notification
of all adjacent landowners. Such notification to adjacent landowners definitely did not happen,
and nobody living in the area was aware of this proposed amendment and the associated public
hearing. If local residents were aware of the proposed amendment there most certainly would
have been numerous people present at the public hearing portion of that meeting to oppose.

Council’s decision to approve the amendment was at least in part made possible by the
inaccurate information regarding notification and lack of opposition given at that meeting.
Although it may be considered a small technical issue, the address on the drawings attached to
the permit application is incorrect (and I do not even think this address exists). That incorrect
address is still on the drawings that are attached to the final permit. This goes to a lack of
attention to detail associated with the development application and the issued permit. Probably
more importantly this has created significant confusion for multiple County residents as to where
the proposed facility is to be located.
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Leduc County residents objecting to the Permit and wishing to participate in the appeal:

Boychuck
Brown
Cater
Charest
Cunningham
Dickenson
Dorie
Ducherer
Ducherer
Ducherer
Erdman
Fenske
Fenske
Fondrick
Frolich
Gregor
Gregor‐Stang
Helsby
Hipkin
Holoway
Huntley
Janke
Knopp
Kosinski
Kosinski
Kosinski
Leroux
Marceau
Martineau
McCaffery
Mcfaull
McKinney
McLean
Miller
Mitchell
Mitchell

Winston
Eugene
Jeriann
Dwayne
Don
Scott & Erin
Stevew & Shiela
Kim and David
Art and Leslie
Mike and Jill
Jacky
Wendal & Deb
Wendel and Karen
Carol
Doug
Pearl
Rachael & Eric
Stacy and Jim
Karen & Rich
Reg
Jen
Gustav
Taylor
Clint and Joleen
Judy
Jerry & Nona
Ted
Tim
Phil & Mary
Ernie
Clint and Dana
Greg & Lisa
Malcolm (&
daughter)
Shelly
Michelle
Jonathon and Carla
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Montes
Mosbeck
Nakinechny
Neilson
Nelson
Paradis
Peters
Sibulak
Soch
Soch
Soch
Tauber
Tebrink
Thor
Trach
Trent
Warner
Werenka
White
Wiersma
Winland

Kyle
Dianne
Barry & Deb
Karen and Kevin
Travis & Jen
Roland & Yolanda
Jim & Tracy
Val and James
Barry and Sherrie
Tim and Laura
John
Arnie
Ralph
Lawrence
Tom
Dani & Mary
Rene and Trevor
Al & Marg
Jack
Karen
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Applicant Authorization
1 (we): Sita Gupta

:W4�::::-�:--.-�-:-:------------
being the regits ered owner: _E_a_ts _1_12_N_E_19_:50_:22
--::-::
(legal desa1ptlon of property)

do hereby authorize: _A_nu
....; JG
_ _ up...;.. _ta_____""iwihii';i-;;;;;;;;;-;;;;;;�;;:;;.;;;�---------(lndMdull pnon making applclCloi1)

to make application for development affecting the above mentioned property

Registered OWner(s) Name(s): _Sita
_ _G-"up'--ta---- ----- ----------
Address: -. �e,,,9:e,v,

"'* I ,

S:1TI'\ <$.u
Date:
a..n.e4,. I

M

AB .�t::loM<i Slgnalunl(s): ,�KCigt

Name:

Print

7-D 2-t)

Commercial Development Application Checklist
Completed Development Pennit Application fonn (signed by applicant and registered landowner)
Applicant Authorization Form
Site plan in computer generated format showing all required information
Drainage Plan by Qualified Professional
One set of Building Plans Including floor plan and elevations - maximum size 11· x 1
Plans for additions must Incl ude existing and proposed floor plans}

r

Parking Requirements

landscaping Requirements
One complete set of sign plans.
C.S.A. Certification (For Modular or Manufactured Office)
Photos of existing structures (if required)
Certificate of Land Title to be obtained from Alberta Registries Office within 30 Days of date
of application. (Leduc County may pull at a fee for service)
Business Information Sheet
Abandon Oil/Gas Wells-AER Documentation - Contact 1-855-297-8311 (www.aer.ca}
(required • see site plan requirements)
Alberta Transportation Roadside Development Permit Application (If Required
bUR:flwww,transportation,aB>orta,ca(Cpntent/dgcType329JProductionlrdpapp.Qdf
NAV Canada Land Use Proposal Submission Fonn (If Required)
https:11www.naycanada,cafEN1Paqes/search,aspx?k=forma Submit to: paspnr.gqpn@tc.ac.ca
Transport Canada Aeronautical Assessment Fonn (If Required)
submit to: IIQduse@navcanada.ca
httD:11wwwapps.tc.qc.ca(wwwdocsJFormsl28.04E 1:405-0:4 e,pc:11
Development Permit Fee

SCANNER
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TAB 2
Policy Extracts – Municipal Development Plan / Land Use Bylaw
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Policy and Regulation Relevant to the Decision of Application D20-041 (extracted)
Municipal Development Plan
4.3

Agriculture
The County recognizes the importance of protecting the agricultural land base to ensure
a range of agricultural products and/or services are provided to an accessible regional and
global market. Agricultural land should not be considered simply as a holding reserve for
development but as a valuable resource that needs to be protected for future generations.
Objectives
1. To conserve agricultural land on a comprehensive basis as a means of ensuring the
long-term viability of agriculture.
2. To minimize fragmentation of agricultural land for purposes that are not supportive to
the agricultural industry.
3. To minimize the loss of agricultural land by limiting the amount of land converted to a
non-agricultural use.

4.3.0.1 Agricultural uses shall take precedence within the agricultural areas.
4.3.0.2 Area D – Smallholding: to provide for agricultural activities on smaller tracts of land.
4.3.0.3 Applications for subdivision and development within the agricultural areas shall not
interfere with the purpose and intent of the agricultural areas as described in Policy
4.3.0.2.
4.3.0.4 To conserve agricultural land, the amount of land converted to a non-agricultural use shall
be minimized through consideration of location and site design.
4.4

Economic Competitiveness and Employment
Principle
The County encourages a wide range of employment development in the Rural County
that is appropriately located to minimize land use conflicts with agriculture and support
economic diversity within the rural landscape.

Definitions
Agricultural-Based Business – Business directly related to agriculture including, but not limited
to, agribusiness, value-added agriculture, and agri-tourism.
4.4.0.4 …an agricultural-based business may locate outside an agricultural hub(s):
a. if it can demonstrate that it is not practical or feasible from a functional perspective for
the agricultural-based business to locate within an agricultural hub;
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Land Use Bylaw 7-08

PART THREE - DEVELOPMENT
3.1
Development Requiring a Development Permit
Part 3.1.1 of Land Use Bylaw 7-08 stipulates that any use or development of lands,
buildings or signs in the County requires a valid development permit unless it is specifically
exempted from requiring a development permit by this Bylaw or by federal or provincial
legislation.
3.4.2

Notification of all discretionary use development permit applications and all applications in
a direct control district shall be sent to adjacent landowners as identified on the
assessment roll of the County, and to anyone who in the opinion of the Development
Authority may be affected by the proposal, and may be published in a newspaper.

3.4.5

The Development Authority shall consider an application for development and:
(a) shall approve it, with or without conditions, if it is a permitted use and it complies with
the Bylaw, or
(b) may approve it, with or without conditions, or refuse it if it is a discretionary use and it
complies with the Bylaw; and
(c) may refuse it even if it is a permitted use or discretionary use, if it does not comply
with the Bylaw; and
(d) shall refuse it if it is neither a permitted use nor a discretionary use.

3.5.1

The Development Authority may approve a discretionary use if in its opinion the proposed
development complies with:
(a) the Municipal Development Plan and any other relevant statutory plans and policies
adopted by the County;
(b) the general purpose of the land use district as established in this Bylaw; and
(c) County standards regarding drainage, municipal services and other utilities.

3.8.1

Decisions on all development permit applications shall be issued in writing to the applicant,
landowner and anyone who, in the opinion of the Development Authority, may be affected
by the decision and shall contain:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

3.8.3

a description of the proposed development;
a description of the subject property location;
the date the decision was issued; and
information respecting the appeal procedure in accordance with the Act and the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Bylaw.

In accordance with section 3.8.1, the issuance of a notice of decision on a development
permit application for a discretionary use or the granting of a variance, shall be sent to
adjacent landowners as identified on the Leduc County Assessment Roll and may be
published in a local newspaper.

3.10.1 If a Development Authority issues a development permit subject to conditions, or refuses
or fails to issue a decision on a development permit within forty (40) days of receipt of a
completed application, the applicant may appeal to the Subdivision and Development
Appeal Board.
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3.10.3 In addition to the persons referred to in 3.10.1 and 3.10.2, any person affected by an order
decision or development permit issued by the Development Authority may appeal to the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board.
PART FOUR – ENFORCEMENT
4.1
General Provisions
4.1.1 No person shall commence any development or take any action that is contrary to the
provisions of the Bylaw or to any permit or order issued under it.
4.1.2

A Development Authority may enforce the provisions of the Bylaw, and any permit or order
issued under it.

4.1.3

After serving reasonable notice, a designated officer may enter a property in order to verify
that a contravention exists or that an action required under Section 4.2 of this Bylaw has
been completed.

4.1.4

If a person fails to comply with an order issued under Section 4.2 of this Bylaw, a
designated officer may take whatever lawful action is necessary to ensure compliance.

4.2
4.2.1

Stop Orders
If a development, land use, or building is found to contravene provisions of this Bylaw or
conditions of a permit or order issued under this Bylaw, a Development Authority may
serve the landowner, occupant or other person responsible with an order to:
(a) stop the development or the use of the land or building in whole or in part as directed
by the notice;
(b) demolish, remove, or replace the development; or
(c) carry out any other action required by the notice to ensure compliance with this Bylaw
or the conditions of a permit or order issued under this Bylaw.

4.3
4.3.2

Enforcement of Stop Orders
Costs to the County resulting from enforcement actions taken to achieve compliance with
an order under Section 4.2 of this Bylaw may be added to the tax roll of lands subject to
the order.

4.4
4.4.1

Offences and Penalties
A person who contravenes or fails to comply with provisions of this Bylaw and any
decision, condition or order made under it, or who obstructs or hinders any person in the
administration or enforcement of this Bylaw, is guilty of an offence under the Act.
A person who is guilty of an offence under the Act is liable to a fine and/or imprisonment.

4.4.2

PART FIVE - AMENDMENT
5.1 General Provisions
5.1.2 Any County resident, landowner or their representative may apply to amend this Bylaw by
submitting a written request to Council.
5.3 Amendment Process
5.3.2 An application for a text amendment, subdivision or site specific Bylaw amendment which
may affect any land within an intermunicipal referral area shall be circulated to the relevant
municipality for information and comment.
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5.3.3 An amendment to redistrict a lot shall be circulated to the registered owners of all adjacent
land for information and comment.
5.3.4 A Bylaw amendment shall be adopted in accordance with the provisions of the Act and shall
include public notification and a formal public hearing.
5.3.7 When reviewing a proposed Bylaw amendment Council may:
(a) ask for additional information;
(b) approve proceeding with the amendment as presented;
(c) approve proceeding with the amendment with modifications; or
(d) refuse the proposal.
PART SIX – GENERAL REGULATIONS
6.1 Applicability
The General Regulations apply to all land use districts in the County unless specifically excluded
or modified by provisions elsewhere in the Bylaw.
6.4.2

When reviewing the design and appearance of a development, the Development Authority
shall consider the quality and durability of finishing materials, aesthetic compatibility with
surrounding development, visual impacts on roadways and other public areas, site
security, public safety, and any other factors deemed to be relevant.

6.4.3

When reviewing the design and appearance of a development, the Development Authority
may solicit input from neighbouring developments, government departments and
agencies, industry representatives, and any other relevant source.

PART NINE – DISTRICT REGULATIONS
9.2
Agricultural/Country Residential Transitional District - AG/CR TR*
9.2.1 The purpose of this district is to provide primarily for agricultural operations, while at the
same time providing for limited residential and other uses having a secondary role to
agriculture. It is expected that this purpose statement and detailed regulations for this
district will change following a Municipal Development Plan review or the preparation of
an Area Structure Plan.
9.2.3

Discretionary Uses –Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility (amongst others)
*A full copy of the AG/CR TR District regulations are included in the appendices of this report.

PART ELEVEN – DEFINITIONS
Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility means an indoor facility, accessory and
incidental to the primary use that provides for an alternative of venue for events within a traditional
rural setting and is not intended to locate development that would be better located within defined
business and commercial areas. Any use and/or development considered under this definition
shall be designed to be agriculturally harmonious by way of design, appearance, scale and form
and shall not detract from the rural and agricultural context of the site or its surroundings. Uses
may include (but is not limited to) weddings, meetings, seminars, farmers markets and trade fairs.
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TAB 3
Land Use Bylaw District Regulations: AG/CR – TR District
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LEDUC COUNTY BYLAW No. 7-08
SCHEDULE A
LAND USE BYLAW

9.2

AG/CR TR – Agricultural/Country Residential Transitional District
9.2.1 The purpose of this district is to provide primarily for agricultural operations, while at the
same time providing for limited residential and other uses having a secondary role to
agriculture. It is expected that this purpose statement and detailed regulations for this
district will change following a Municipal Development Plan review or the preparation of
an Area Structure Plan.
9.2.2

Permitted Uses

Accessory Buildings≤85.0m2(915ft2)
Agriculture, Extensive
Agriculture, Horticulture
Agriculture, Livestock
Dwelling, Detached
Dwelling, Secondary * 1 ≥ 32.4ha (80.0 ac)
Home Based Business, Type 1*

9.2.3

Discretionary Uses

Accessory Buildings>85.0m2(915ft2)
Cemetery
Dwelling, Moved In *
Dwelling, Secondary < 32.4ha (80.0 acres)*
Education Service
Frame & Fabric Structure
Bylaw 10-16
Home Based Business, Type 2*
Home Based Business, Type 3*
Dwelling, Manufactured Home
Market Garden
Park
Public Utilities
Recreational Vehicle Storage
Bylaw 22-09
Religious Assembly
Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility
Bylaw 06-20

* Regulations for these uses are contained within Part 7 of this Bylaw

9.2.4

Minimum Building Setback Requirements

From the property line adjacent to:
Road, Highway - Front/Side/Rear
Road, Municipal Grid – Front/Side/Rear
Road, Internal/Road, Service - Front/Side/Rear
Other lot – Side
Other lot – Rear

9.2.5

9.2.6
9.2.7

9.2.8

Principal Building

Accessory Building

40.0 m
35.0 m
20.0 m/10.0m/7.5m
7.5 m
7.5 m

40.0 m
35.0 m
20.0 m/10.0m/7.5m
7.5 m
7.5 m

Maximum Number of Dwellings
(a)
On a lot of 32.4 ha (80.0 ac) or more there shall be a maximum of two (2)
principal dwellings, which can be a dwelling, detached, dwelling, manufactured
home or dwelling, moved in, and two (2) dwellings, secondary in accordance with
the provisions of section 7.11 of this Bylaw.
(b)
On a lot less than 32.4 ha (80.0 ac) there shall be no more than one (1) principal
dwelling and one (1) dwelling, secondary in accordance with the provisions of
section 7.11 of this Bylaw.
Site Coverage and Building Area for Accessory Buildings
The maximum combined building area of accessory buildings on a residential lot shall be
225.0 m2 (2,422.0 ft2) ft2) on a lot 2.0 ha (4.9 ac) or less and 1.125% of the lot area on
lots greater than 2.0 ha (4.9 ac) to a maximum of 450 m 2 (4,845 ft2.)
Recreational Vehicle Storage
(a)
The maximum site coverage of recreational vehicle storage use shall not exceed
5% of the parcel area and the maximum number of recreational vehicle units
shall not exceed fifty (50).
(b)
Recreational vehicle storage shall not be permitted within a multi-lot residential
subdivision.
(c)
A development permit issued for recreational vehicle storage shall be temporary,
for a term not exceeding five (5) years and may be renewed upon application.

Part Nine– District Regulations

9-3

42
LEDUC COUNTY BYLAW No. 7-08
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9.2.9

Upon expiry of the development permit, and if it is not renewed, the site shall be
restored to the satisfaction of the Development Authority.
(d)
The approach to the recreational vehicle storage shall be from a Leduc County
municipal grid road.
(e)
The recreational vehicle storage shall be sited, to the satisfaction of the
Development Authority, in such a location as to ensure it is not visually intrusive
from outside the parcel.
(f)
The design and layout, including the vehicle circulation pattern, of the
recreational vehicle storage shall be to the satisfaction of the Development
Authority.
Bylaw 22-09
Other Regulations
In addition to the above regulations, others apply. See PART SIX - GENERAL
REGULATIONS, PART SEVEN - SPECIFIC USE REGULATIONS, PART EIGHT SIGNS AND PART TEN - SUBDIVISION DESIGN.

Part Nine– District Regulations

9-4
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TAB 4
Leduc County GIS Mapping

Site Location Map
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Appeal for Notice of Decision of Development Permit
D20-041

Reasons for the Appeal:
The following are the RISKS to the residents of Leduc County (& their property and livestock)
who surround this proposed development. NO BENEFITS have been perceived or outlined by
any residents surrounding this development.
3.4 Decision Process 3.4.6(a)(b)(c)
This Business runs from May 01 to Oct. 31 with negative effects causing problems/concerns
for residents all spring and summer. We all look forward to the nice warm weather during the
spring and summer months available, especially after a long, cold winter. We all look forward
to being outside and enjoying outside activities. This type of business is detrimental to our
quiet agricultural community and our enjoyment of our surrounding area. This facility is
exceptionally large and holds 230 guests - and 80 plus vehicles. Their website states seating
for up to 430 guests and parking for 100 vehicles despite the permit allowing for 80 cars. A
business not appropriate for a quiet rural, family, agricultural area. People live in the country to
get away from the noise of city life, traffic, pollution and when we moved out here did not
expect to have a large business like this to be placed in our agricultural community. The
applicant’s authorization form, with an Edmonton address, includes a Commercial
Development checklist. We feel that plans to the county administration were misleading as it is
a large, obtrusive facility to the residents surrounding it and less of an intimate and private
facility. The permit notes this is a wedding and agricultural facility, but NO mention on the
website or Facebook page of agricultural use or events. The Owners over the years have
displayed their lack of knowledge and interest in agriculture, livestock, animals and it is our
belief that any "intent" to use their land for any type of agricultural activity would be false. The
initial permit stating it was for agricultural events was misleading to administration and the
County as a way to comply with the discretionary use (9.2.3) and make this facility more
favorable to "fit" into our community. It appears this facility's main purpose is to hold wedding
events, a highly lucrative business in this day and age. This goes against Bylaw 7-08 (9.2.1).
This in our opinion also goes against Bylaw 4.6(c) in which it does not fully comply with the
uses prescribed for that land. (9.2.3) of the bylaw states discretionary use for rural wedding
and agricultural event facility. There is no evidence to suggest this developer has any intention
of having this facility being used as an agricultural center. Cleaning up after livestock, having a
corral(s) for any horse or other animal, is not in any of their plans that should have been made
available to those being impacted. See photo of website. This is again misleading to County
residents, council and administration.
It is headlined as Metro Edmonton's Premier Wedding Facility and advertises this facility as
being "completed with all the modern conveniences we expect at any great convention center
in the City". This does not reflect the intent of the area. We are an agricultural community so
how does this advertisement promote an agricultural event center?
Noise from the reception, music, DJ, vehicles from guests and trucks from caterers etc.
Patrons yelling, cheering, yelling/speaking over the microphone system. Tent and trees are
not adequate sound barriers. In fact, they are removing many of the trees that are in the area
for the tent and buildings. The conditions set forward note that it is in the opinion of the
development authority as to whether noise is deemed excessive. No one from the
development authority lives in this area and has to experience these issues, including the
sound, noise dust, traffic, etc. How much time do residents have to spend filing complaints to

the County or to the RCMP? People in this community are busy, have lives and should not be
expected to spend time repeatedly having to deal with these concerns.
This is a development for weddings, corporate events, birthdays, as stated on their
development permit but DOES NOT promote or mention agricultural events. I don't think this
business wants to clean up after an agricultural event in preparation for the wedding the next
day. No bride wants to step in some animal manure.
6.12 Protection of Agricultural Operations
This development = "COMPLETED WITH ALL THE MODERN CONVENIENCES WE EXPECT
AT ANY GREAT CONVENTION CENTER IN THE CITY". The developers seem to be focusing
on making this piece of land an enticing venue to those who live in the City, bringing city
patrons to our quiet community to take advantage of it. These people are STRANGERS in our
community, not family and friends who would more likely show respect for the surrounding
area. The chance of these people taking advantage of the out of town location and behaving
badly, in our opinion is significant. It is a large-scale commercial facility, with loud music, DJ
events, food and alcohol service. Cannabis is now legal and the added potential use of this
drug among guests is also something we cannot ignore. This adds to the dangers of driving
under the influence and disruptive behavior. The intent of this district and character is of
farming/agriculture/livestock. It is a quiet community with young families and generations of
farmers, retired citizens wanting a quiet, safe community; and families and couples not strictly
into farming as a full-time profession but who farm part time in crops and livestock for the
enjoyment and satisfaction (6.12.1)
Per Municipal Government Act Section 687(3) c & d. It is in our opinion that this event center
will interfere with the amenities of our neighborhood affecting our way of life, livestock,
harvesting of crops, and have financial impact on farmers production and property values.
- interferes with and affects the use of our ability to enjoy outside activities/quiet t/BBQs/time
with family
- It will affect our ability to harvest crops, rent pasture to others with livestock due to their
concern of injury to animals. (3.5.1 (b))
It will affect the enjoyment and value of neighboring parcels of land through noise
pollution, light pollution, increased traffic, dust, safety and security of residents and
property, decreased property value from this commercial venue in the area, loss of wildlife
in area and their habitat (3.4.6(a)(b)(c))
6.8 Lot Requirements 6.8.2(c)(d)(e)(g)(h)
The site description by the planning department notes that this proposed site has 13.5 acres of
trees, and the remainder of the 79 acres is pastureland
- this property is not pastureland but is hay land that is rented out each year and farmed by
surrounding farmers who use this hay to feed their livestock each and every year
- This distinction is important as pastureland would only minimally affect events at this
facility, but the harvesting of hay would create dust, noise etc. that would no doubt be
objectionable to those holding weddings
- In such a circumstance, the wedding would be the more profitable, and thus the wedding
would take priority over the farming operations. Regarding the bylaw, section 6.12.1 states
that "within a land use district where an agricultural operation is listed as a permitted use,
the county shall endeavor to protect such agricultural operations from any undue pressures
that may arise due to nearby non-agriculture development
- The patrons who rent this facility are not going to want the dust and noise of a farmer
cutting hay when a wedding or reception is taking place. When time and weather is a
factor in getting good quality hay off the field, this facility will impact agricultural operations

-

-

This area is not fenced for animals and cannot be used for pasture
the 13.5 acres of trees will be significantly reduced as the developers are planning to
remove over 12000 sq. ft of trees for their buildings and concrete pad. In addition, they
show several wide pathways throughout the development, requiring more tree and
shrub/ground litter removal
Farmers use our Range Road throughout the year to transport farm equipment from one
property to another. If cars are parked along the roadway because the "parking lot" is too
muddy or wet, farmer's will be impeded from doing their job in a timely and safe manner.

Conditions of the permit #4 - shall not impose any impact on adjacent and nearby properties as noted above there will be significant impact on our property and way of life.
Conditions of the permit #17 - developers of this center have parked on our roadway when
working on the center despite a stop work order, car parked on edge of County road - see
photos. In addition, at this property 2 previous weddings, cars were parked on the edge of the
road, we didn't submit a complaint at that time because we knew about the neighbor’s event.
Conditions are being violated even before this center is built and up and running. What could
happen when we are dealing with 230 guests is unimaginable. A permit for this facility whether
permanent or temporary is unacceptable as this developer has shown no regard for the
conditions set forward in these early stages.
6.2 Noise Mitigation
Website boasts a 1000 watt Bluetooth speaker system, wired microphone - Loud music playing
for hours, people talking and yelling over the microphone system encouraging people to "get
the party going" -This is disturbing not only to people that live here but also to family pets and
livestock. Our family dogs are protective of their home and any noises that are "foreign” such
as music, yelling/shouting, cheering, horns honking, etc. and will cause distress to our animals.
(3.4.6(a)(b))
At the previous weddings held on this property, the dogs and cats were obviously anxious and
upset, barking, running to the windows frequently to see what was going on. Putting the dogs
outside is not an option as the noise would be worse for them, and having our neighbors listen
to our dogs bark at all hours of the night is not appropriate. Our horses and other residents’
livestock were affected by the noise, causing animals to spook, run and display other anxious
behaviors.
- Horses can hear frequencies between 55 and 33500h with dogs up to 45000, cats up to
64,000Hz - animals can often hear things outside our range of hearing and react to it.
These reactions can range from barking, anxious and destructive behaviors, to having
livestock bolt and break through their enclosures causing injury or damage.
- A Veterinarian, an expert testifying for people against an event venue in the US similar to
this type of facility: Dr Hillborn stated that" horses are prey animals and they respond to
disruptions in their environment with fight or flight responses". Horses get spooked and
race over pastures, making deep grooves in the pastures, sliding around increasing risk of
injury, in addition, incidents of a horse attacking another horse could occur. A sensitive
horse adjacent to this type of facility could react to louder, episodic noises, while being
startled by lights, other activity”. We are owners and breeders of registered Tennessee
Walking Horses. We have a significant investment in our animals both emotionally and
financially.
Anything added to our area that places safety risks to animals and livestock is unacceptable.
There are noises in a rural area that are "expected", such as farming equipment, farmers out in
the fields taking care of crops, dirt bikes, ATVs, etc. People who reside in the country are
grateful to have the sounds of farmers in the fields at all hours as it indicates that crops are
being harvested and food gets to people’s tables. I would argue these as being "typical" or

"usual “sounds not foreign sounds such as music, disruptive people, cars honking horns, noise
related to a celebration taking place.
The conditions placed on the permit do not provide for the safety of our animals
Effects of Noise on animals and wildlife - Nature Sounds Society states that "laboratory and
limited field research have uncovered four major ways in which animals are adversely affected
by noise pollution:
- hearing loss, resulting from noise levels of 85db and greater
- masking, which is the inability to hear important environmental cues and animal
signals
- non-auditory physiological effects such as increased heartrate and respiration and
general stress reaction
- behavioral effects, which vary greatly between species and noise characteristics
resulting in, for example, abandonment of territory and lost reproduction
In animals, noise can increase the risk of death by altering predator or prey detection and
avoidance, interfere with reproduction and navigation, and contribute to permanent hearing
loss.
Aside from the many livestock in our area, we have moose, deer, fox, coyote, owls, other birds
and small critters all of whom will be affected. We enjoy this wildlife around, and it would be
devastating for them to find other quieter, areas to live in.
Conserve-energy-future reports the Effects of Noise Pollution on Animals:
1) Reduction in feeding patterns- many animals and birds use their sharp hearing
abilities for movements, foraging, and avoiding prey. Noise pollution negates this since the
noise monopolizes all the sounds present. Result is increased migration by animals
from their natural habitats in search of a quieter place where they can feel comfortable; some
animals have slowly become extinct due to this
2) Reproduction Problems - Animals use unique voices to know the locations of mates
and stay away from danger. A noisy environment would prevent this leading to near extinction
of various species of birds and animals as it makes it difficult for them to mate and breed.
3) Reduction in production - noise deters the productivity of animals in both the wild
and domesticated. Cows produce less milk if there is any noise around them during milking.
They get agitated and tend to withdraw the milk due to fear and discomfort.
4) Behavioral change - Like human beings, wild animals also experience a change in
behavior depending on the level of peace or noise. The agitation caused by noise influences
heightened aggression levels in all animals, and even irritation has been reported in birds
5) Adaptation - whereas some animals cannot make it in a noisy environment, the
either die or bear a though skin through it to the end. It is up to the animals to survive. Instead
of the usual calling sounds between females and males, animals are using higher pitches to
surpass noise levels
EPA defines noise pollution as any unwanted or disturbing sound that reduces your
quality of life or disrupts daily activities. (3.4.6(b))
- Traffic, barking dogs, loud music all qualify, but it's how noise impacts us that really matters.
A 2014 report published by the National Institute of Health revealed that people suffer from
health issues - heart disease, disturbed sleep, increased blood pressure, hearing loss and
more - because of noise exposure. "Noise is an invisible pollutant that affects our breathing,
brain waves, and well-being, while silence replenishes and calms.

Therefore, having this development in our area, does not comply with Bylaw 7-08 as it will (a)
unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or (b) materially interfere with or affect
the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring properties (3.6.1)(3.4.6(a)(b))
In our opinion: (c) the development is not consistent with the general intent of the district and
the overall character
(d) the development will interfere with the amenities of the area or materially
affect the use, enjoyment or value of nearby properties
(c) sufficient measures HAVE NOT been taken to remedy any impacts on
nearby properties.
The County has imposed restrictive conditions:
- including restricting number of guests to 230, but there is no mention as to how this will be
enforced by the County or developers
- limiting operational times to Friday, Saturday from 0900-2400h and Sunday 0900 to 1500h
does not stop the noise from occurring, and for those of us who do not work MondayFriday (and work shiftwork) will interfere with our ability to sleep, leading to associated
health concerns
- Limiting this operation from May to October, which the County states limits the noise to
ONLY 6 months of the year ,which is prime weather for people in this community to be able
to get out and enjoy nice weather and peace and quiet of our homes and property does not
stop the noise pollution and is not an adequate measure to prevent our concerns. In our
opinion noise mitigation 6.20.2 is not adequate to address the concerns of the community.
A note was made by the Development administration that despite 2 previous weddings being
held, no complaints were received. To clarify, prior to these weddings taking place, the owners
of the residence had the respect at that time, to notify us that they were going to have these
weddings, with music, fireworks, etc., and that the event would go on into the early hours of the
morning. Being good neighbors and knowing that these were only 2 family events in several
years, we did not complain. Let it be noted, that we were disturbed by the noise which went
until 0200-0300h in the morning, our dogs and horses were anxious by the noise and people,
there were guests walking onto our property, and I was picking up trash and firework casings
for weeks after. These were 2 family events, and it was not a business that operated every
weekend, for all months during the summer for strangers to attend, and to make a profit. Had
we known that their intent was to make a business out of this in the future, we would have
submitted our complaints to the County and would have had the documentation to support our
claims that this event center has and will interfere with our enjoyment and value of our
property.
Susan O. Wagner DVM, MS,ACVIM
MedVet Medical & Cancer Centers for PETS
- has found that that the intensity of stimuli creates startle and fight or flight response- orientating startle, and fight or flight responses are all survival mechanisms which are
especially meaningful in prey animals such as dogs, cats and horses.
- Dogs exhibit negative effects from noise, such as increased heart rate, and salivary cortisol
levels and elicited postural signs of anxiety
Another study reported that between 17% and 49% of dogs experience an aversion to noise,
resulting in behaviors that include panting, pacing, shaking, urination, defecation, salivation,
hiding, escape attempts, and attention seeking

Noise studies - Any noise studies conducted should not be considered because we don't
actually have the true readings imposed by this venue as it is not up and running, or even built.
We would ask Mr. Gupta that with any noise/sound studies (or any other studies) conducted by
him, were they conducted by a third party with no prior associations with his development
company. If they were, I would be concerned about bias.
"The condition under which a recipient is subjected to noise is important (Algers et al.). The
effects of noise on animal productivity and behavior depend not only on its intensity or
loudness(dB), its frequency(Hz) and its duration and pattern (including vibration potential), but
also the hearing ability of the animal species and breeds, the age and physiological state of the
animal at the time of the exposure." According to evidence, there are many factors that need
to be considered when studying the effects of noise on animals and people.
In the article "The health effects from noise" - "sound becomes unwanted when it
either interferes with normal activities such as sleep or conversation, or DISRUPTS OR
DIMINISHES ONE'S QUALITY OF LIFE" (refer to Government Development Act Section
687(3))
Murray Schaefer soundscape research provides compelling arguments about how
humans relate to noise on a subjective level.
- In relation to this event center noise and other disturbances are subjective and WILL have
impact on the residents surrounding this facility if they say it does or experience it as a
negative.
(Is it fair that someone who doesn't reside next to this facility is able to decide what is
acceptable or not, and what diminishes or disrupts our quality of life?)
Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental Research - commercial venues are very
aware of the effects that the environment - in this case music… A study of the effects of
music levels on drinking has found that loud music leads to more drinking in less time.
Researcher Nicolas Gueguen - researchers found that loud music/environmental
music is associated with an increase in alcohol consumption.
The research points to the negative impacts that noise can have on humans and animals.
Please consider this important evidence in your decision with regards to this facility. It clearly
EMPHASIZES THE RISKS TO OUR COMMUNITY. The attempts by the County to mitigate
our concerns are weak and will not be effective at preventing these concerns. The above
concerns are directed towards Bylaw 7-08 section 3.6.1(a,b) 3.6.1 (d,e) We believe that
according to (d) sufficient measures have NOT been taken to remedy any impacts on nearby
properties.
Hours of operation - 0900 to 2400h. These hours of operation would have to be questioned
as many wedding receptions; celebrations continue well beyond 2400h
- setting up, taking down and cleaning of the facility will need to take place and be
considered in hours of operation after closure of the event, as the site would have to be
cleaned for an event taking place the next day
- Being an outdoor facility with the influences of the environment such as wind, rain, etc. the
clean up would have to be completed that night, or trash, chairs etc. will be blown around our
area and cause hazards and pollution to our area.

Not all people are 9-5, Monday to Friday workers. Kevin and I are both in healthcare and work
shiftwork. Our sleep and wake cycles vary and will be impacted by these hours of operation.
This will impact us not only personally but professionally as we need to be well rested in order
to provide safe practice to our patients. This is what's called "fitness to practice” by our
regulating bodies. Late nights, loud noise and potential behavior concerns will ad to this and
impact our fitness to practice. We have a significant responsibility to the public to practice
safely.
The many farmers in our area also have schedules that involve many late nights and early
mornings and around the clock care in dealing with valuable livestock and in seeding and
harvesting crops. People move to the country to avoid living in the city with the increased
noise, nightclubs, event centers etc.
Noise refers to sound that is annoying, a nuisance or undesired to the ears and that to
which can impact the activity of behavior of human and animal life.
- Noise can deter sleep because of its psychological effect. Having noise around can distort
peaceful sleep as it causes stress
- Inadequacy of sleep interrupts the normal functioning of the body, leading to discomfort,
fatigue and moodiness.
- Noise also reduces cognitive functioning and so is the ability to solve problems normally
noise means disturbance of peace, leading to anger and annoyance
Pertaining to Bylaw 7-08 - 4.6 (a)(b) this development will not only interfere with amenities
of the neighborhood, affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring properties but will
also affect many around professionally as well.
Restrictions to limit hours of operation to weekends, until 2400h (1500h on Sunday) during
prime summer months does nothing to mitigate concerns voice by the community and will not
prevent negative effects. People who work Monday to Friday (9-5) look forward to quiet
weekends with their families. Shift workers need to sleep during these hours.
- Condition #9 imposed by the County – We fail to see how when events end at 2400h, there
will need to be clean up, vehicles leaving premises, and those who may choose to “hang
around” because it’s a nice night in the country
- Condition #10 imposed by the County – permitting the center to hold events from May 01 –
October 31. This is prime time for people who live here to be out and enjoy the weather.
This event center is HOLDING EVENTS IN A TENT, not an enclosed, well insulated
building that can be heated during the cold months. There is no choice but to hold events
during warmer months. Not many celebrations are held outside during winter. For the
County to state that this will limit impact is insulting.
Statistics:
- In 2017, AUGUST saw the highest numbers of fatal collisions involving an impaired
driver (18.2%) and JULY recorded the highest number of injury collisions (10.2%)
- The most casualty collisions involving impaired driving occurring on WEEKENDS. The
MOST LIKELY TIME PERIOD for these collisions, on any day of the week, is BETWEEN
11P.M. AND 3A.M. (Alberta Traffic Collision Statistics Summary for 2017)
- Open.alberta.ca/database also reported: The late night/early morning time period (11pm
to 2:59am) was most likely to record alcohol-involved casualty collisions (31.1%)
- Saturday recorded the most fatal collisions at 47 (18.1%) and Friday recorded the most
injury collisions at 2,068 (15.8%)

Note: Event center hours of operation are Friday, Saturday and Sunday 0900h -2400h; except
Sunday 0900-1500h. According to statistics, this event center would likely contribute in all
possible ways to an increase in the number of fatal and injury collisions related to impaired
driving. The County's response to allowing this center having events take place on weekends,
operate until 2400h (and beyond) only will only add to these statistics, and not alleviate the
concerns documented by the residents
6.7 Lighting
Light pollution to neighborhood: Event facility has 10 LED up light, large chandeliers, Edison
lighting, projector screen, accent lighting, dance floor lighting
- these events will take place in a TRANSPARENT CLEAR SPAN TENT (information obtained
from website for Aspen Valley Weddings) This not only has a negative impact on neighbors in
the area, but to livestock and wildlife. (6.7.1)
Light Pollution- The International Dark-Sky Association which has a chapter in Alberta
states all life has relied on Earth's predictable rhythm of day and night. Humans have radically
disrupted this cycle.
- "plants and animals depend on Earth's daily cycle of light and dark rhythm to govern lifesustaining behaviors such as reproduction, nourishment, sleep and protection from
predators"
- Scientific evidence suggests that "artificial light at night has negative and deadly effects on
many creatures including amphibians, birds, mammals, insects and plants".
- Nocturnal animals sleep during the day and are active during the night. Light pollution
radically alters their nighttime environment.
- For nocturnal animals " the introduction of artificial light probably represents the most
drastic change human beings have made to their environment" Predators use light to hunt and
prey species use darkness as cover.
- "Glare from artificial light can also impact wetland habitats that are home to amphibians
such as frogs and toads, whose nighttime croaking is part of the breeding ritual. Artificial lights
disrupt this nocturnal activity with reproduction and reducing populations."(Source: IDA)
Condition #4 apparently ensures, according to the county, that any excessive glare (light)
imposed on adjacent or nearby property, necessary actions can be taken. What about the
effects on wildlife and our ecosystems - how will the County protect them?
Birds that migrate or hunt at night navigate by moonlight and starlight. Artificial light can cause
them to wander off course and towards dangerous night-time landscapes.
(Astro-Canada.ca) Unexpected negative effects: the use of excessive lighting or unnecessary
lighting constitutes a waste of energy that is costly. Wildlife and plants are also affected. For
example, night-time lighting can confuse animals that migrate, can modify predator-prey
relationships and can even alter competitiveness within the same species
We would be allowing an environment that is detrimental to our wildlife and ecosystems in the
area. Although the lighting may not be 7 days a week, this added/unnatural man-made light
pollution to our area will have significant negative consequences.
- Limiting hours of operation, days of the week and months of the year will not limit the
impact that dance lighting, etc. will have on people and animals.
- trees will not stop light from emitting through and causing harm to livestock and wildlife. As
noted, of the 13.5 acres where this facility is to be placed, it is described by the County as
"dense forested area" but several thousand square feet of trees and ground litter are being
removed to accommodate buildings and pathways

-

It is noted and can be seen from photos that there are areas here that are cleared, so to
state that this is dense forest and will mitigate the effects of light pollution is again
misleading
The County's reference to providing "appropriate conditions" (condition 9) as being
implemented, in our opinion are not sufficient. Limiting "late" hours of operation to Friday, and
Saturday (2400h) is unrealistic and misleading
All lighting will not shut down at 2400h. Patrons will need to gather their belongings and leave
the facility (they won't be doing this in the dark), many will continue to gather and talk, there will
be people clearing tables and cleaning up the facility, and people will be going to their cars
with lights on waiting to leave the premises. Lights will need to be on for hours after to
accommodate these activities.
Condition #10 restricts the venue to May to October "which includes summer months, where
daylight lasts late into the evening". Lets first be reminded that these are prime months for
residents to enjoy their property and summers. During the months May, late August,
September, October - the days are still short. In addition, June 21 is the summer solstice and
our days start to get shorter. For the County to feel that appropriate interventions have been
taken to prevent light pollution from affecting neighboring properties, livestock and wildlife is
again misleading.
Loss of habitat for Wildlife such as deer, moose, owls, fox, insects that live with us in the
country. Noise, light pollution, increased vehicle traffic, tree clearing will have an impact on the
wildlife, their environment and home. There are Owls and owl nests in this proposed area that
we have seen, and all the effects of this event center will definitely affect this species, among
others
3.5.2 (c)
- Increased traffic and parking on county roads
- Increased breakdown of road/damage to road- road already has breakdown. See photos of
road at this site
- Increased traffic from not only the days of the events, but increased traffic daily of those
coming to see the facility
- RR225 is a school bus route posing added risk to students and pedestrians
The County reports that the development would not have a detrimental impact on the local
road network, however, when we are adding 240 plus extra vehicles (coming and going) on
our road each and every weekend in the summer, how can the roadways and residents not be
impacted. As of the beginning of June, residents in the area have already noticed increased
vehicles and people walking around the area, on the road and near surrounding properties of
the event center location.
Alberta Traffic Collision Statistics Summary: Number of Collisions by Location - 2018
Alberta Traffic Safety, Alberta Transportation
Urban - Fatal 767; Personal Injury 79,349
Rural - Fatal 952; Personal Injury 26,458
(Rural includes a) primary or secondary highways, as well as local roads, or b) a speed limit at
the collision site exceeding 60km/hr
The majority of fatal collisions (67.6%) occurred in RURAL AREAS
Urban N=84 32.4%
Rural N=175 67.6%

Total Number of collisions = 259 (100% FATAL)
Saturday recorded the most fatal collisions at 47 (18.1%) and Friday recorded the most
injury collisions at 2,068 (15.8%)
Total collisions for 2017 are up 7.0% compared to 2016 and total casualties for 2017 are up
3.3% compared to 2016 t
- this type of venue will only add to the possibility of something terrible happening in our
community
The developer may say there are ONLY an extra 20, 50, 80 or 100 cars with this facility, but
one must keep in mind that no matter what the actual number is, these are added vehicles in
our community and on our roadways that wouldn't normally be present.
The County's restrictions and statements made that traffic will not have a detrimental impact on
our roads is completely false according to the statistics here in Alberta and places our
community at higher risk for injury and death to our residents, as well as property damage. In
our opinion, allowing this event center in our community will not only contribute to
these statistics but will be enabling the consequences of the increased traffic on
roadways. Goes against section (3.5.2(b)9c))
3.4.6(a)(b)
Safety and security of property/trespassing - personal safety, harassment by inebriated
patrons. “No Trespassing” signs do not prevent curious or bad intentioned people from
entering a property. Intoxicated individuals are more likely to take risks.
Increased theft and vandalism to surrounding residents
- guests that may take note of what our residents have on their property (scoping out the
property) and return at a later date to steal
- people coming to look at this facility and potentially taking note of valuables on surrounding
properties
Farmer's invest significant amounts of money on equipment, in addition farm life allows for
residents to use ATVs, dirt bikes, side by sides and other means of transportation on their
land, enticing and prime targets for thieves.
Statistics on Rural Crime:
- Police services serving a mostly rural population served 16% of the population in the
provinces in 2017, reported 23% of violent crimes, 17% of property crimes, 27% of Criminal
Code traffic offences, and 23% other criminal code offences (Statistics Canada)
- In 2017, the police reported crime rate in rural areas (6,210 incidents/100,000 population)
was 23% higher than the urban crime rate (5,051 incidents/100,000)
- Higher crime rates were mainly due to high rates of physical assault, mischief and disturbing
the peace. These common violations were reported about twice as often by police services
serving a mostly rural population
- From 2009 to 2017, rural police services reported a total of 1,078 homicides, for an average
annual rate of 2.02 homicides/100,000 population; urban are as reported 4,068/100,000 for an
annual average rate of 1.55 homicides/100,000
- other violent crimes overrepresented in rural areas included sexual violations against children
and violent firearms offences

- In 2017, the rate of impaired driving was about twice as high in rural areas as it was in
urban areas. THE GAP WAS EVEN WIDER FOR INCIDENTS OF IMPAIRED DRIVING
CAUSING BODILY HARM OR DEATH
PROPERTY CRIME - most common crime in rural areas is mischief:
- more than twice as common in rural areas than in urban areas with rates of 1,248
incidents/100,000 population compared with 566 incidents/100,000 population
- Proportion of offences related to disturbing the peace is more than double in rural
areas
- the most common of these offences in rural areas, with police reporting just over 28,000
incidents related to disturbing the peace in rural areas
- disturbing the peace is an offence that is most often relatively minor and like mischief may
sometimes by handled through municipal by-laws
- a high number of accused see no charges filed or recommended against them - therefore no
deterrents to continuing to behave in ways that disturb our lives
- Break and enter and motor vehicle thefts highest in rural Alberta
- rates of break and enter were 29% higher in rural areas compared to urban areas in 2017
- police reported 978 break and enter incidents/100,000 population in rural Alberta, 48 %
higher than in urban Alberta
- motor vehicle thefts were 15% higher in rural areas
- as with most property crimes, rates of break and enter and motor vehicle theft were higher
in the Prairie provinces, especially Alberta
- theft of $5,000 or under more common in urban areas, theft over $5,000 more common in
rural areas
- the rate of possession of stolen property was almost twice as high in rural than urban
areas, which may be due to the higher rates of theft $5,000 and break and enters in rural
areas
-Rural property includes very expensive farm machinery, trucks, ATVs, dirt bikes, riding
lawnmowers, etc.
There is no consideration by the County or developers of the impact that this event center will
have on our community with respect to the above. No concerns are being addressed by the
County and although this may not be a part of the development administrations decision
process, these are very real concerns and a permit for this facility will add to these statistics.
We feel that it is in the best interest of the County to allow developments that will not contribute
to crime, vandalism, B&E's. instead of those that will as in this type of event center. Alcohol,
drugs, music, dancing, large numbers of people, celebrations are a recipe for disaster.
This facility holds ceremonies and receptions. After a ceremony, while photos are being taken,
where will the patrons go while waiting for the reception/dinner to start. This can be a few to
several hours. Will they walk or drive around our community, seeing what's around. Perhaps
taking inventory on equipment, "toys", other items of value and return at a later date to steal. I
doubt that these people will return to the city for the wait.
3.4.6(a)(b) Drunk and disorderly behavior as this event center has the option of being a
licenced facility, with the business owners helping to facilitate the liquor license
- increased drunk driving on roadways risking harm to our county residents and their family
and friends

-

sleeping off the effects of alcohol in their vehicles on the property after the event because
they are too drunk to drive home to the city? Or will they "pass out" on the way home and
cross the center line on highway 21 and kill someone from our community

Fact: TWP 504/625 are single lane with very narrow shoulders
- 625 is a heavy equipment route with movement of large pieces of equipment at all hours
- Highway 21 is a single lane highway with very narrow shoulders and is a main highway
connecting many rural areas/cities with the City of Edmonton
- This contributes to increased risk for potentially fatal consequences
Kevin and I are both healthcare professionals. Kevin works as an Emergency Physician (over
35 years), I am a Registered Nurse who has worked in Emergency Nursing for over 16 years.
Unfortunately, we are both too well aware of the consequences of drunk driving and the other
effects of alcohol and drug use on our society. Having to care for victims of a drunk driving is
something that no one wants to experience. Looking after a person injured or dying while
family members arrive for their loved one is traumatic for any healthcare worker, let alone what
the family and friends of the injured or dead have to deal with for the rest of their lives. We
would be devastated to know that any members of our family, community or our friends have
been injured or killed as a result of a celebration at this facility.
Now that Cannabis is legal there is the added potential of impaired driving and disorderly
behaviors related to cannabis use. Although it is not sold at these types of event centers,
people will purchase and bring their own supply into this type of facility. The reality is that this
is an outdoor event center and most people behave differently in this type of environment.
Statistics: Alberta traffic Collision Statistics summary: - In Alberta, one in ten drivers
involved in fatal collisions were legally impaired. This compares to one in 59 drivers involved
in injury collisions
- There were three times as many male impaired drivers as female impaired drivers
- As the severity of the collision increases, so does the likelihood the collision will involve
impairment
- A recent Canadian study of alcohol and drug use among drivers found that drug use in
nighttime drivers exceeded that of alcohol use
- In Canada, studies indicate that drugs are found in up to 40% of fatally injured drivers
- 3.2% of drivers involved in injury crashes were judged to have consumed alcohol prior to the
crash, compared to 16.3% of drivers involved in fatal collisions. As the severity of the collision
increased, the involvement of alcohol dramatically increased
MADD (2014) Crashes involving alcohol and/or drugs are a leading criminal cause of death in
Canada. Everyday, on average, up to 4 Canadians are killed and many more injured in
alcohol and /or drug-related motor vehicle crashes...
- 299 deaths, or 13% occurred in crashes involving individuals who were positive for alcohol
alone
- 618 deaths, or 26.9% occurred in crashes involving individuals who were positive for drugs
alone
- 356 deaths, or 15.5% occurred in crashes involving individuals who were positive for both
alcohol and drugs
Cannabis, the most commonly found drug, is present in almost half of the drug-positive fatal
crashes. Since these stats have been released, Cannabis has been legalized making it more
readily available/acceptable

Canadian Government Statistics: IMPAIRED DRIVING CAUSING DEATH IS SEVEN
TIMES HIGHER IN RURAL AREAS THAN IN URBAN AREAS: (Statistics Canada)
Urban and Rural areas are very different with respect to travel:
- these differences are reflected in impaired driving rates, with the rate being generally TWO
AND A HALF TIMES HIGHER IN RURAL AREAS than in urban areas
- the difference between impaired driving rates in rural vs urban is accentuated when more
serious offences are considered i.e. those causing bodily harm or death
- 2017, the rate of impaired driving causing bodily harm was THREE AND A HALF TIMES
HIGHER in rural areas than in urban areas; the rate of impaired driving causing death was
SEVEN TIMES HIGHER
- Greater distances and, sometimes higher speeds on rural roads could partly account for the
larger differences in rates for the most serious impaired driving incidents
- Like impaired driving, the 2017 dangerous driving rate was, overall MORE THAN DOUBLE
the rate in rural than in urban areas.
There are no conditions placed on the permit by the County that will alleviate these concerns
of the residents in the community. Nor, have the business owners made any attempt to
prevent this dysfunctional behavior, and by allowing alcohol/drug consumption in this facility,
only contributes to negligence. This is a very serious concern as the lives of our citizens and
their family and friends are at risk.
Statistics are boring but are a VERY REAL indication and representation of what is happening
in our rural areas. They are numbers that need to be considered and taken seriously because
the statistics will only rise with the addition of this facility. An additional number that needs to
be considered is the number of additional strangers this facility will bring to our community:
- The developers anticipate 30-50 events per event year (6 months). The event center holds
up to 230 people per event. This adds 11,500 people (230 x 50) coming and going in our area,
from May to October each and every year.
- Potentially 690 people EVERY WEEKEND. In my calculations, there is the potential for up
to 78 events every 6 months, if every weekend is booked. This brings the number up to
17,940 strangers in our area.
- Take into consideration that at any event each and every person may consume AT LEAST
one alcoholic beverage and probably more. These are 11,500 people who will be celebrating,
making noise, wandering in our area, drinking and driving, in addition to all the other
associated risks/behaviors we stated every summer.
These numbers are staggering. How many residents reside in our area within a 1.5km radius?
I haven't found this number but would assume that it isn't 11,500 permanent residents. (The
Leduc County website reports the current population is 13,172 with a population density of 5.3
persons/km sq.) These are people unfamiliar with our area and our roads. Farm equipment
being on the roads, animals in the area, kids on bikes, residents riding horses along the
roadway. People from outside our area may feel it is okay to speed in our community and take
advantage of being out of the city. It is the responsibility of the County, Appeal Boards and its
members to ensure the safety of our communities and residents. This includes making
decisions regarding developments and businesses that will or may have detrimental effects
and not allowing them to affect our way of life. The potential consequences are huge and
potential legal ramifications of knowing the risks and not doing anything to mitigate or stop
them from happening are serious. Event Liability Insurance taken out by those renting the
event center will cover damages to the venue or property, or if someone is injured at the
special occasion, if they are found legally responsible. This covers the landowners if
something should happen to their property or someone at an event there. This insurance will

not cover any damages to our properties or residents and will not stop any of this from
happening in our community. It will make lawyers richer when a lawsuit ensues because
someone leaving this center got behind the wheel drunk and injured or killed someone. Based
on the numbers and statistics it is only a matter of time that something tragic will happen and
the only way to prevent this is to not allow this non-essential business in our area.
Risk of harm to livestock/ people getting hurt from livestock - because they want to get up
close and personal with the animals, take selfies, try to be a cowboy and get up on one of our
horses in the pasture; taking a selfie with the neighbors longhorn cattle and risk getting gored.
We, in addition to our neighbors, have had these types of encounters with our animals and
with increased visitors to our area, some who may become intoxicated at these events will
increase these encounters. (see photos of cattle)
Section 6.5 Environmental Considerations
Section 6.8 Lot Requirements
As you can see from the photos this facility site is on elevated land with water draining down to
surrounding area - 5000sq foot concrete pad to be put in and 2 buildings/trailers. There are
drainage concerns already on this site and neighboring land and the county road. (3.5 & 3.5.1)
(3.5.2 (a)(b))
This facility will add to the problem. Increased clearing of trees to facilitate the tents and
buildings and this large concrete pad will no doubt affect the drainage. See photos.
(3.5.2(a)(b)(d)
(3.5.2) (3.6) As you can see from the photos the facility is on elevated land, the water drains
down, into the culvert and into our pasture and down to property to north’s pasture
- the fence line is affected by the water, costly to property owners who have to spend time and
money repairing fence to prevent livestock from getting loose.
- (3.6 & 3.6.1(d)(e) Valuable pasture and wetlands are being affected on both our property
and the property to the north
- loss of feed for livestock
- wetland can cause disease in animals (such as scratches in horses) having to stand in the
wet pasture. Added costs for veterinary care to owners.
The addition of the 5000sq foot concrete pad, the 4000 sq. ft tent, two wellsite buildings and
several pathways/roadways in the facility will contribute to watershed concerns for neighboring
property
- loss of trees/shrubs and other natural drainage factors prevent water runoff from being
absorbed into the ground or evaporated from the leaves of trees and other greenery. Trees
are most effective at reducing runoff in smaller frequent storms. (6.16.1)
- Vac trucks, catering truck and supply trucks will be traveling on pathways on site to take
supplies for the 230 guests to the prep areas 6.8.2(f)
- oil and other fluids from these vehicles will pollute the ground
- No mention is made for septic systems for the washrooms. Will the sewage be pumped
out via vac truck or will septic system be installed? Section 6.8.2(d) not addressed
- How is oil, grease and other cooking and food waste be disposed of. There is now the risk
that all these toxic substances will be dumped onto the land and contaminate the soil. We
are relying on the trust of people that they will not act in ways as to interfere with the quality
of our surrounding land
- the impact of contaminating our soil extends far beyond this property and onto adjacent
properties affecting crops, livestock and wildlife, water wells of surrounding residents.
(6.16) Tree Clearing

"Conservation and Logging on Private Land in Alberta" (Grundbeg, Vanderwel) States:
"forest most commonly includes stands of aspen, black poplar". Timber harvesting can have
long-term effects on your farm and the surrounding landscape, the subsequent land use may
have even greater impacts.
Impacts relate to: runoff, gully erosion, in-field erosion, streams, water tables, wildlife habitat,
aesthetics, and economics.
- gully erosion and other runoff related problems, such as flooding can occur when surface
runoff from rainfall or snowmelt occurs...increasing the risk of runoff problems for you AND
YOUR NEIGHBORS
- trees intercept rain and dissipate rainfall energy, reducing volume and energy of rain
reaching forest floor
- Water on forest floor moves within the litter cover layer which slows water movement,
allows water to infiltrate the soil, leaving less water to contribute to surface runoff
Watersheds can generate sufficient runoff to wash out culverts or flood low lying land
- farm watersheds, because of their small size, can respond quickly to runoff events
- even local showers can produce rapid runoff therefore risk of gully erosion and flooding
can be high, increases potential for erosion, sedimentation, and water quality degradation
throughout the area
- trees act as living pumps that draw moisture out of the soil and release it into the
atmosphere; prevent excessive evaporation from dry sites
- clearing trees can have the following effects on water tables: waterlogged soils that are
difficult to reforest or crop, reduced soil moisture and drying of existing wetlands;
fluctuating water tables causing increased soil salinity or changes in pH; problems with
water quality or quality in existing dugouts, springs or wells (defined drainage pattern may
not develop until trees and litter cover are removed)
- wildlife need food, water, shelter, and cover to hide in; forested land provides more habitat
for more species than pastureland
- removing forest cover changes the aesthetics of the local landscape
(6.5.12)
In the County's review on potential drainage impacts, and with supporting evidence as noted
above, we are not sure how the removal of trees, development of wide pathways, the addition
of 2 buildings, the addition of a 5000sq ft, concrete pad and 4000sq ft tent could not impact the
drainage in the area. We have drainage concerns now on adjacent properties, the road and in
the ditches, so stating that there would be no impact is false. In addition, parking on this land
for up to 80 vehicles will contribute to pollution of the land and adjacent land.
(6.5; 6.5.10; 6.5.11; 6.5.12)
ESA - see diagram Although this noted area on the ESA diagram which is located on/near the
proposed land development property, is small it is still significant and may be impacted. This
needs to be taken into consideration with this development.
(6.9.7; 6.9.12)
Parking facility on site - large gravel parking lot equipped to accommodate 80-100 vehicles
(see website photo) will also impact drainage, cause environmental pollutants into the ground
from oil, antifreeze, and other toxic fluids from vehicles, trash/cigarette butts from guests,
pollutants from paved surfaces.
- endangers the land, feed for animals, contaminates crops for human food, and is toxic and
potentially deadly to livestock and wildlife in the area
- pollutants from pest control and bugs control that will affect our environment.

The website notes that bus service is available to transport people to and from the city of
Edmonton AT AN ADDITIONAL COST to the clients.
Detriment to local facilities which are equipped for these types of events
New Sarepta, Looma, Rollyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake, New Beginnings, Red Barn
- centers are equipped with the proper facilities, infrastructure, monitoring of patrons,
security, proper parking facilities, sewer facilities, etc. to deal with large crowds
- events are in enclosed buildings and there is less noise to residents nearby, less light
pollution, people are contained in the building
- workers in the buildings ensuring that events are done safely and that the events held in
the facility are shut down according to guidelines/permits
- appropriate fire regulations and fire suppression systems available in these facilities
- these facilities are in areas where people are not affected by the negative effects as we are
here in this rural setting.
- Residents surrounding these facilities reside knowing they are part of the community –
when we moved to our home, we did not expect to have this type of facility be built next
door – wouldn’t have bought the land knowing this was a possibility
Another Wedding and event center in the area, such as the one proposed by the developer
and landowner adds to the potential risks of our community. I am not sure how many event
facilities we need in our rural areas to provide a facility for city residents to come out and
disrupt the lives and increase risks to citizens in our County. I don't think this is a good selling
feature or promotion for our community. Collisions, fatalities on our roads, and problem
behaviors resulting from this event center do not make for good headlines on the news and in
our papers.
.
Increase on RCMP resources - No security or employees on site to monitor for number of
people attending and # of vehicles on site
- Lack of enforcement of contract agreement for use of the facility
- Clients that do not abide by the contract, lose their deposit only – a financial benefit for the
business owners, while surrounding residents are left to deal with deviant behavior.
- Making calls to the RCMP potentially with every event is an imposition on residents, and
more importantly indicates that there is a disturbance on the property
- RCMP in rural areas have enough to deal with, have limited personnel and resources on
nights, and these calls are an added and unnecessary expense to residents of the County
- response times from the RCMP can be significant from 30 minutes to hours depending on
the acuity of the call, if RCMP are at other scene calls, and available resources. This means
the surrounding residents will have to deal with the consequences until the authorities arrive.
May include drunk, disorderly behavior, people "passing out in ditches", fights/arguments,
trespassers, to potentially threatening behavior to residents
Decrease in property values -no one would want to buy property with this business
development in area for the same reasons we are appealing. People move out to the country
to avoid living in loud, congested areas where there is increased traffic, noise, deviant behavior
- This is not an amenity that people in this area is feel is beneficial to them
- In real estate an amenity is something considered to benefit a property and thereby increase
its value; it is something that helps to provide comfort, convenience or enjoyment; intended to
make life more pleasant and comfortable for the people in area; none of these which will
provide for OUR residents.
Realtors Assessment - We consulted with a realtor regarding the proposed development in
our area. Here is her assessment: "I have discussed your situation with several agents to see

what the consensus is regarding the addition of an events center across the street from where
you live. It is undeniable that your MARKET VALUE WILL DECREASE. How much sadly only
time will tell. One can only assume that the tranquility of your rural lifestyle will greatly be
affected by traffic, partying, and constant noise that comes with the big events happening
there. Not to mention the chaos that comes with alcohol and drug consumption." Shawna
Raven RE/MAX Elite
7.23 Outdoor Storage/ Litter /Environmental considerations
- Increase in litter and garbage around the area
- the owners of this property do not live here and haven't for years,
- we deal with litter and garbage around their property, now with this facility there will be
even more. Over the years I have picked up garbage from this surrounding property
because no one is around to do it
- do not want garbage blowing around onto our property, surrounding properties and in
pastures and hay and grain fields for livestock and other animals in the area to accidently
consume.(I will happily ensure that our community stays looking clean, but I cannot and will
not clean up after events that host large numbers of guests, nor is it my responsibility)
- After an event ends in the early hours of the morning, who will clean up the garbage that
has been thrown or has been blown around by the wind into the surrounding trees, fields
and surrounding properties. I find it difficult to believe that after an event ends at 2400h or
later, that people renting the facility will wander around the grounds in the dark looking for
and picking up trash that was not disposed of properly, and have the site ready for the next
day 0900h start. This means that there will be people and vehicles around at all hours of
the night dealing with the aftermath of these events. See attached photos.
6.17 Wildfire Provisions
- Fire risk due to smoking from guests and cars parking on dry grassland
- increased response times in rural areas of fire department puts adjacent landowners at risk
of loss of property and life
The Leduc Fire Department is 30 minutes away at the very least, provided they are not on
a call
- New Sarepta has a volunteer fire department which has on call fire professionals
- No water source nearby for the fire trucks and therefore water would have to be trucked in
- if the hay land on this property is not farmed (6.12.1) and left to grow, as the harvesting of
the hay will interfere with events (noise, dust, etc.) the tall, dry grasses pose an even
greater fire hazard
- increased likelihood of the fire getting out of hand quickly especially in dry conditions and
putting surrounding homes, structures, people and animals and other property at risk
- There is currently only one access into this event center, an access under water most of
the time (see photo). During a fire or other emergency, when people are scared, anxious
and in "flight mode", trying to get off the property while fire and other emergency services
are trying to get in, it is easy to imagine the chaos that will ensue.
6.2 Protection of Agricultural Operations
- Damage to hay land and agriculture land from vehicles parking and driving on land not
designated for vehicles
- Damage to fencing, gates and other structures from vehicles and patrons; will have
consequences to our livestock as well as a financial impact on farmers
- Insurance will not compensate for farmers time and in many cases, this type of property
damage

-

Increased insurance claims from damage to equipment, land, etc. is a burden all of us will
end up paying for

The business owners do not reside in the community and have no invested interest in the
community. They do have a residence on site but have not resided in it for several years. (see
photos) If they have been on the property it has been to maybe cut grass but haven't physically
stayed in their house for years. In FACT, over the years, as a good neighbor, when cutting
grass on our property, I have gone across the road to cut their grass to make the home look
lived in and Kevin has blown snow off their driveway during the winter months again for access
and to have the home look lived in as they moved back to the city to live. Several years ago, a
stolen vehicle was left on the Guptas property and started on fire near their residence.
Another neighbor saw the fire and called the fire department as the Guptas weren't living there
and probably saved their home from burning. Another neighbor pulled the Guptas van out of
the snow, at night in the very cold, when they first bought or were looking at the property. This
is what good neighbors do for each other and yet the Guptas failed to be good neighbors in
return. They will not be impacted by the negative effects of this business, nor have they shown
any concern about the effects this business will have on county residents. Not living
permanently in a rural, agricultural community they do not appear to understand the benefits of
living in this community, nor the apparent risks this facility will have on our community. It
appears that they have wanted to push this proposed facility through "under the radar" and as
fast as they could and have it up and running before residents in this area could even know
what was happening.
Facebook and Wedding event center website were created, and this business was taking
bookings and deposits prior to the development permit being issued and concerns voiced by
members of the community being considered. Any costs already incurred by the business
owners shouldn't be a deciding factor in this decision as they have taken on this development
precipitously.
Business owners have shown lack of respect and concern for the residents who reside in this
community
- no information by mail, email, or contacting people directly was initiated by the property
owner or developer (son) A considerate neighbor would have at least approached those
most affected by this large facility
- They did not discuss their intentions regarding this event center at any time
- they did not ask for feedback from residents
- they started to develop their event center despite being aware that an appeal was in
progress
- they had a transformer installed on this land for this center even before the permit was
approved/issued
- They started tree clearing and development with no visible permits and knowing that an
appeal was in progress
Kevin and I met with Krishna and Sita Gupta to express our concerns over this development
and even suggested that the Guptas meet with those directly affected by this facility. Our
conversation was met with closed minds in our opinion, the registered landowner appeared to
be uninterested in our concerns and our request to talk seemed to be an imposition. We have
not heard back from the Guptas regarding consulting with others in the community regarding
this project. This again reinforces the notion that they have no regard or respect for the people
here, and that making this land profitable is more important.

The owner of this development is president of ANU Developments, owner of ANU Homes,
labels himself as a real-estate investor/developer/mortgage broker (per internet search). They
do not permanently reside on this property and it appears that it is an investment
property/business, financial asset. Financial gains related to this property and business seem
to be the motivating factor, whereas the risks to residents surrounding this event center haven't
been considered or don't matter to the developer. This includes risks to property, homes,
lifestyles and livelihoods. The residents surrounding this property are a farming/agricultural
community who enjoy typical country activities such as horseback riding, biking, riding dirt
bikes, and enjoying their quiet community with family and friends. We as residents do not want
the character of our homes and community to be affected by this type of un-essential service.
There is the concern as to where this developers’ ideas and changes to this community will
stop, all in profits name.
The owners of this development have not shown any transparency regarding their intent for
this facility. We feel that they have mislead residents of the County with regards to the size
and intent of this facility. Any new voiced plans by the developer presented at this appeal
regarding holding any type of agriculture event, in the community members minds, are a mere,
weak attempt to try to justify the bylaw/permit request. No one in this community feels that this
developer will actually go through with holding any type of agricultural events on their land.
The owners of this property have never shown interest nor attempted to participate in knowing
about agricultural activities since purchasing this property.
Contradictions: Are taking/advertising Monday-Thursday bookings, despite conditions of the
permit stating Friday, Saturday and partial Sunday use. I believe since the permit was issued,
until now they have had ample time to update their website, instead of misleading clients. They
have a 2-day package that does not allow for consecutive days, thereby only allowing people
to choose a Friday, Saturday or Sunday event and then a weekday option. The website was
also up and running Feb 2020, well before development permit approved and appeal heard.
They are taking deposits from people for this center, when it doesn’t exist yet and are taking
bookings well into 2022,2023 despite the permit being temporary and requiring re-approval
No residents surrounding this event center were made aware that the land was being re-zoned
for this facility, by the County, homeowner or developer, otherwise we would have opposed
this development at the time of the re-zoning.
-

This event center is a service for the people of Edmonton and surrounding cities who want
to come out to the country to have a party or celebration and then leave without regards for
the residents of the community
- There is no benefit to the residents in this rural/agricultural community
- Residents here will not be spending enormous amounts of money to rent this center when
we all have the country facilities in our own back yards
- We would rather support our current facilities in the area
- This event center will negatively impact our lifestyle and way of life for years to come if
allowed to continue.
Clearly the risks of such a facility outweigh the benefits to the residents in close proximity to
this business and to those of Leduc County.
We have demonstrated why this development does not comply with the Land Use Bylaw 7-08
- it will impact our agricultural land (6.12)(9.2.1); it is not advertised for agricultural use

-

Numerous residents in the surrounding community and beyond have expressed their
concerns as to why this facility does not belong in our area
- Risks/concerns with this center have been documented consistently among residents
- it does not serve needs of members in this community; it is non-essential
- we have outlined all the sections in Bylaw 7-08 that this development interferes with
Additional sections of the Bylaw that may pertain but have not been addresses by the
developer include:
3.4 & 3.6 – Decision Process
6.5 – Environmental considerations (6.5.8; 6.5.10; 6.5.11; 6.5.12)
6.8 – Lot Requirements (6.8.1; 6.8.2)
6.9 - Parking (6.9.7; 6.9.12)
6.14 – Site Levelling, Infilling, Grading, Stockpiling
6.17 – Wildfire Provisions (numerous sections)
6.20 – Noise mitigation (6.20.4)
7.23 – Outdoor Storage (7.23.1(a)(b)(c)(d)
It is difficult to understand why, when so many oppose this development, are we having to
appeal and fight with the County to maintain the integrity of our community and maintain the
lifestyle that we have chosen to live. The County has the responsibility of serving in the best
interest of its members and the majority of its members have requested that this development
be stopped, and for the County not subject us to the negative consequences that accompanies
it.
We have demonstrated the many RISKS to our community, and UNLESS THE BENEFITS
OUTWEIGH THE RISKS TO THE SURROUNDING RESIDENTS of this facility, we
respectfully request that this development be denied.
Respectfully,
Karen & Kevin Neilson
50351 Range Road 225
Leduc County, AB
T0B 3M1

Response to Anuj Gupta adjournment hearing submission
In case Mr. Gupta's letter to SDAB provided at the adjournment hearing 18 June 2020 is taken into
consideration we would like to highlight some points. The contents of this letter are so dishonest and
misleading that we feel this cannot go unanswered.
1) Mr. Gupta states that Kevin previously communicated his support for the project. This
information is false. Kevin and I have not at any time supported this project, nor do we agree with this
project as the impacts are all negative for us, and there is no benefit to us. We didn’t even know
about the proposed project until the permit application information was distributed to adjacent
landowners by the County. We would not be going through this appeal if at any time we were in
favor. Regarding asking for deadfall on the fence, when the Gupta's bought the property years ago,
Kevin offered to help dispose of the deadfall for us to use if they had no way to dispose of it
themselves. This was long before, and had nothing to do with this proposed project
2) In Anuj Gupta's letter to the SDAB, he made several comments about us harassing, spreading
fear in the community, coercing residents, spreading misinformation, and providing templates to
residents with how to respond to this development. We find these comments insulting, an attack on
our character, and slanderous. It is also an insult to other residents in our community with the
implication that they cannot think or respond for themselves. Perhaps someone educated like Mr.
Gupta feels that "people of a farming community" don't have the ability to make an informed
response or decision on their own. Kevin and I consider ourselves as good, honest, hardworking
people, with good standing in our community and who care about those around us and our
community. We did decide to distribute Mr. Gupta’s letter to surrounding residents to get their
feedback regarding the possibility of any unwanted "harassment" by us or anyone else. Responses
include:
- "there is in no way you have been influencing our reasons for this proposed development"
- "I am quite sure that everyone has their own minds and own reasons for wanting this to be denied"
- "It's evident that by not living out here they have no idea what goes on"
- "I haven't felt swayed by anything you've said in the past. All the opinions and thoughts on this
development we've formulated on our own"
- "everyone in the community is entitled to speak to each other regarding the development"
3) Mr. Gupta notes that even though 6 landowners were sent notices, that the Development Office
was contacted by over 30 people stating opposition (at the time, we knew there was opposition but
not this significant amount) Refer to the information provided by Colin Richards from Planning and
Development submitted to the appeal board. This is a significant number of people against this
project and we feel this should be taken into consideration by the SDAB. It is also false that we "the
appellants provided anyone and everyone that would listen to them with a formatted letter". This is
completely inaccurate, false and misleading information provided by Mr. Gupta.
4) It Needs to be noted that Kevin has never met or spoken with Darren Vansicle at all regarding this
event center. Anuj claimed we were talking to Mr. Vansicle "in great detail about why HE should be
opposed". This is false information provided by Mr. Gupta. Implying that either of us would go out of
our way to spread misinformation and rally support to stop this event center is insulting.
5) Mr. Gupta notes that "even if we were to take the appellants at their word, and believe that they
only began formulating arguments, and canvasing community members since May 29". Again, false
inaccurate information. Since the Notice of Decision May 11, 2020 Kevin and I had started to
formulate OUR appeal. Time requested for an adjournment was so we and others in the community
could have enough time to write their submissions around busy schedules. Accusing Kevin and I of

behaviors that we have not participated in, is an indication of the types of business owners and
property developers that we do not want in our community. It is also a reflection of character and
dishonest practices. As a member of this community, I would not appreciate a developer or business
owner who accuses the residents of the community of such false behaviors and actions. Providing
false information is not acceptable. It makes us question what other bad intentions Mr. Gupta may
have in the future. In addition, during the Gupta's past wedding events, had we had known their
future intentions, we as well as others in this community would have put in complaints about the
events which were disruptive, and would have had supporting evidence to back up our concerns. At
that time, we were trying to be good neighbors, but it appears that these business/property owners
have no intentions on being good neighbors now that this is a money-making venture for them.
It is very unfortunate that Mr. Gupta has resorted to such dishonest, misleading, and inappropriate
tactics in order to attempt to sway the SDAB decisions.
Karen & Kevin Neilson

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED IN SUPPORT OF
APPEAL (AGAINST THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Calley Armstrong
Lynn White
Letter of Concern Re: Development Permit Application D20-041
June/25/2020 8:37:59 PM
Event Center Letter of Concern.pdf

Hello Lynn,
Attached below is our letter of concern regarding the Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center for
the upcoming hearing on July 9th. As neighboring residents of this proposed facility we want
it to be clear that we do not support its approval, and support Kevin and Karen Neilson in the
appeal to stop its development. We are unable to attend the hearing in person due to work
commitments but ask that this letter be taken into consideration.
Regards,
Calley Armstrong

To whom it may concern,
We would like to express our concerns regarding the proposed development of the Rural
Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility located at 50352 Range Road 225. We are current
residents of 50303 Range Road 225. From our understanding the development application
process began earlier this year upon which adjacent landowners were notified starting April 9th
by the county. Despite our close proximity to the development site (approximately 1km) at no
point were we ever contacted by the developer, landowner, nor the county regarding any
concerns we may have or provided any information in regards to the proposed development. We
see this is a complete lack of consideration as this development would greatly impact us. The
developer is not a resident of this community and has shown no consideration to date of the
neighboring residents as demonstrated by his complete lack of effort at seeking the opinions of
those impacted, taking pre-bookings prior to any approval being granted, and proceeding with
the development process (power access/tree clearing). We only became aware of the
development two days prior to the appeal date leaving no time to prepare a statement regarding
our concerns.
As residents of the community we are very concerned with the impact this Facility will have on
residents, livestock, wildlife, and the neighboring land. This is a facility that will bring in many
people from outside our community, primarily from the city of Edmonton (as advertised on his
website) and neighboring towns, and would not be a facility utilized by members of the
community, such as that of a community hall for example. Many of these patrons are city-goers
who have little to no experience and respect of agriculture, nor understand the impact that their
excessive noise, litter, and party going carelessness can have. Events such as weddings, bring
large crowds of people, excessive traffic, drinking, drug use, smoking, music, litter, and
fireworks.
The Event Center website is also very misleading and gives the impression that patrons will get
to see horses (yet shows an image only of neighboring horses), go for scenic walks down the
public road, and have an overall country experience. As owners of livestock we are very
concerned that patrons will seek the opportunity to be photographed and get themselves a
unique selfie endangering both themselves and the livestock if they are to spook. The operating
time of this facility is to be from May to October, which is the primary time most agricultural
activity takes place. Overflow of traffic will mean vehicles will be parked on the public road
impeding farming equipment and local traffic. Wandering patrons, especially those under the
influence of alcohol and/or drugs is also a major concern and poses a risk to both local
personnel, livestock, and property. As we understand it, this facility is to operate 7 days a week
meaning these activities could very well become a daily/nightly occurrence and will become a
huge disruption to what has been up to now a peaceful lifestyle.
A Facility such as that proposed is not well suited to this area. As residents we cherish the
peaceful lifestyle we have established in this community and do not want it tarnished by a
commercial enterprise nor its patrons that have absolutely no ties to the community. We
sincerely hope that you take our concerns into consideration and deny approval of the proposed
development.
Sincerely,
Calley Armstrong and Craig Ciric

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Winston Boychuk
Lynn White
Regarding development permit D20-041 at 50352 Range Road 225. I oppose this development for all the
relevant listed reasons. Adjacent land owner, Winston Boychuk at 50410-Range Road 225.
June/30/2020 5:11:26 PM

The information transmitted herein is intended for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, you are hereby notified that any use, review, retransmission,
dissemination, distribution, reproduction or any action taken in reliance upon this message is prohibited. If you received this in error,
please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Wedding and Event Center
June/27/2020 9:45:20 AM

From: Sara Braun <braun.es@gmail.com>
Date: June 26, 2020 at 9:35:49 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Wedding and Event Center


PLEASE NO!!!
We do not want such a venue in our quiet and peaceful neighbourhood!
The traffic and noise this would generate would be quite disruptive to our
surroundings and would be most unwelcome!
We can hear the train 3-4 miles away and we definitely don't want to be listening
to anyone's party music and noise at anytime of the day or night. This is why we
moved out of the city!
Please do not approve this. We very much disapprove!
Eugene and Sara Braun
50454 Range Road 222A

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Wedding venue
July/02/2020 10:00:23 AM

From: Jerriann Cater <caterja@yahoo.com>
Date: July 2, 2020 at 6:24:34 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Wedding venue
Reply-To: "caterja@yahoo.com" <caterja@yahoo.com>


Hi. I'm writing to oppose the proposed Wedding Venue. I believe it will spoil the
rural atmosphere in the area. My sister has lived on a small farm nearby and it's a
concern...not only for her but the animals. Drinking party goers don't always
make good decisions. Increased traffic and late hour noise and this would likely
be every weekend.
I'm hoping it doesn't get approved.
Jerriann Cater
New Sarepta
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
July/01/2020 12:51:56 PM

From: Nathan Curlett <nate.curlett@gmail.com>
Date: July 1, 2020 at 11:29:22 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center


Hi Joyce,
It is in regards to the Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center that I am writing this
email. It has come to our attention that there is a proposed development of
property in close proximity to our location that will negatively affect all those in
the area. We moved to an acreage a year ago in order to escape the hustle and
bustle of the city and provide our three girls with the opportunity to grow up
spending the majority of their time in the great outdoors. This includes the ability
to keep pets (currently just cats and dog) as well as spending some time riding
bikes and going for walks without the need for constant and direct supervision. It
is our belief that the increased traffic caused by such an event centre would
negatively impact our ability to live life in the country as we see it. We live in the
area, we understand there is a large population of wildlife in the area and as such
we drive with significant care and attention. Inviting those who are unfamiliar
with those simple things is an invitation for trouble.
Next. A venue such as an Event Center will include the serving and distribution of
alcohol. Is Leduc County going to be increasing their police presence in the area
in order to minimize the risk of inebriated drivers racing down TWP 504?
Bluntly, this email, along with many others no doubt, is the first thing I will point
to should I ever hear of an incident that stems from this event centre. I'm sure that
the argument could be made that these centres need to be "somewhere", however I
would suggest they are much better suited to an area that is 5 minutes from the
nearest police station instead of 20 minutes or more.  
Lastly the noise from that venue is going to carry in the stillness of the country.
Who is going to be there to monitor that? We moved out of Beaumont a year
back because of the neighbors noise and partying. Now, the rezoning of this area
is threatening to bring the thing we moved away from, right back into our
backyard.  
Listen, I pay roughly $5000 a year in taxes. For that, I get almost nothing. The
occasional grading of half a kilometer of road and snow clearing to the tune of 4
or 5 times a year in my subdivision. I don't whine about it, I simply pay. The
facts are this "event centre" is an abomination in the middle of the country. I
honestly ask for nothing from the county of Leduc, the least that could be done is
to leave the noise and additional associated issues where they belong, anywhere
BUT here.
Regards,

Nathan Curlett & Family
30-50355 RR 222
Leduc County

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
June/29/2020 5:32:52 PM

From: Tom Davidson <lookingbackranch@hotmail.com>
Date: June 29, 2020 at 2:11:19 PM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center


email letting you know I am opposed to the Event center.
My contact information is
Thomas Davidson
22354 TWP RD 502
Leduc County AB
T0B 3M2
780-619-2245

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Wedding facilty/ events center
June/27/2020 9:41:38 AM

From: S Dorie <stevedorie@icloud.com>
Date: June 22, 2020 at 7:05:32 PM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Wedding facilty/ events center


To whom it May Concern,
I am writing this email to express my opinion on an application number:D20-041
on property description: NE-19-50-22-4. It has been brought to my attention that
the land owner wishes to put a tent and 2 trailers on this property for the purpose
of having events there. Currently the property is very poorly maintained and I
doubt this will change if the land owners are permitted to proceed with their plan.
New Sarepta has a wonderful facility that I feel would benefit with the added
revenue and is better set up to host these kind of events and the community would
benefit greatly with some added events being held there. I would like to add that
Looma and Rollyview both have halls available for rent that could also use the
added revenue. I feel having this facility on this property would also take away
from the country living lifestyle that we all enjoy and would make several
residents frustrated if this plan is permitted to proceed. Several Residents in the
area aid in the clean up of the ditches (cans and garbage) every year and we take
great pride in having a clean and safe community in this area which I feel would
be changed if a facility like this is permitted to be built. It has been suggested by
Anuj Gupta that there has been a generic letter provided to us by Kevin Nielson
stating some of the issue's around this facility, this is false, I do not know Kevin
Nielson or any of the surrounding people, my opinions are strictly my own. We
already have a few rural businesses in this area and there is always damage done
to the range roads to which the county has to do "extra" work to keep them
maintained. With the country's current pandemic with the COVID-19 virus this
would put our kids, elders and families at an increased risk along with the added
traffic and the possibility of drunk drivers leaving the facility, I feel this is an
unnecessary risk and should not be taken. This is an unnecessary facility in a
farming community, there are already facilities in place for these kinds of events
like I have stated, and the drunk driving is my biggest concern as well as the noise
pollution, there are no accommodations for people to stay in so this would put an
added risk in the community that we don't need and is unacceptable. I am against
this facility being built and am available at anytime to discuss it further @ 587357-6593, my name is Steve Dorie and I reside at 50454 range road 224 and I am
open to any questions what so ever at anytime. Thank you for your time.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

tfondrick@syban.net
Joyce Gavan; Lynn White
kjneilson@kneilson.com
RE: Response to Application # D20-041
July/02/2020 7:02:32 AM
Letter of concern D20-041.docx

Please see attached previously submitted letter of opposition.
From: tfondrick@syban.net [mailto:tfondrick@syban.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2020 2:12 PM
To: 'development@leduc-county.com'
Subject: Response to Application # D20-041

Please see attached letter.
Thanks,
T

Tracy FONDRICK
50461 Range Road 224
Leduc County, AB T0B 3M1
April 23, 2020
Leduc County
Planning & Development
Suite 101, 1101 5 Street
Nisku, AB T9E 2X3
development@leduc-county.com
To Whom It May Concern,
Re: Application Number: D20-041
Property Description: NE-19-50-22-4
Roll Number: 264000
I am writing to express my concerns with the above noted application. As a long-time resident of Leduc
County, I am extremely troubled by this proposal.
This business “Aspen Valley Wedding & Events Centre” intends to run 7 days a week from 9am to
Midnight. They are expecting gatherings of 30 to 230 people and between 10 and 80 vehicles.
The Leduc County Municipal Development Plan has zoned this property as Agricultural. Section 4.3 –
Agriculture states that the County recognizes the importance of protecting the agricultural land base to
ensure a range of agricultural products and/or services are provided to an accessible regional and global
market. Agricultural land should not be considered simply as a holding reserve for development but as
a valuable resource that needs to be protected for future generations.
The Principle reads the County champions the importance of agriculture and is committed to ensuring
its long-term viability.
It contains the following Objectives: 1. To conserve agricultural land on a comprehensive basis as a
means of ensuring the long-term viability of agriculture. 2. To minimize fragmentation of agricultural
land for purposes that is not supportive to the agricultural industry. 3. To minimize the loss of
agricultural land by limiting the amount of land converted to a non-agricultural use.
And finally Policy item 4.3.0.1 states that Agricultural uses shall take precedence within the agricultural
areas.
The County has a responsibility to conserve agricultural land. Even though the proposal states that the
tent and trailers will be contained within the tree’d area, their website indicates a “west ceremony
garden” which is not indicated on the site plan. From the photo this is located on farmable land.
I am very concerned with the increase in traffic. The County has trouble maintaining the roads as is
without the addition of hundreds of cars per day. The proposal anticipates the number of vehicles at 10
to 80, however their website indicates parking for 100. I question the accuracy of this estimate as their
website also indicates room for 460 people between the tent and alter space. That is a lot of people and
vehicles that will potentially spill out to the road for parking.

The increased noise is not what any of us want to listen to while we are outside or through open
windows during the summer. They are offering a fireworks package which is not only noisy but a fire
hazard.
With all of the extra people there will be an impact on neighbors with garbage ending up on others
property.
When you bring in that number of people plus alcohol, there is the potential for vandalism and other
crime in addition to impaired drivers.
This proposal will impact our quality of life. We live in a rural area to avoid the noise and traffic
associated with this facility. There have been events like this held on this property in the past with a
negative impact on the neighbors. This is not something we want to deal with every day during the
summer.
This facility is being proposed by someone who doesn’t live here. They own the property but are not
residents and they don’t seem to be giving any regard to those of us that do live here.
I hope that the County takes our concerns seriously and denies this application.
Thank –you for your time.
Sincerely,
Tracy FONDRICK

2

Joyce Gavan
Board Clerk
Leduc County Centre

Conditional Approval of a Rural Wedding and Agricultural Facility (D20-041) in an active
agricultural area. I urge the Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board to
UPHOLD the Appeal to the Conditional Approval of this Facility.
My concerns are many.
a. Adjacent landowners were not informed by letter as is past and current practice of Leduc
County. Apparently, there are some reasons for this, however, the reasons are insufficient for the
community. Notifications via the Representative are outdated use of communication. The Rep is
a non-entity in the world of 2020. The County has a Tax Roll data base. Notifications could be
easily accomplished regardless of the "letter of the law." Community is important to us. Some
landowners were born here. Others have been here 50 years. We are in full support of changes
that enhance not detract from our community!
b. The timeline of events:
• April 11, 2020 apparently that is the date of the initial application for this Wedding
Facility.
• March 11, 2020 the By-law No. 7-08 Part 9.2.3 Discretionary uses as amended "in the
public interest" to provide specifically for this Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event
Facility.
• May 11, 2020 Conditional Approval granted in accordance with the amended Bylaw
c. Does this amendment meet all the provisions of Leduc County Amendments By-law
PART FIVE - AMENDMENT 5.1 General Provisions and if not, why not?
The Purpose of the Land Use Bylaw is clearly stated in 5. 1.2.1 This Bylaw is intended to
regulate and control the use of lands and buildings in order to achieve orderly and economic
development in the County, ....
I contend that the spirit of this Bylaw is most certainly not met. How is a Wedding Facility
parachuted into an agricultural district in a spur of the moment request for amendment of the
Bylaw considered orderly development in the long-term interests of our community?
d. By-law 7-13 Regulation of Concerts and Other Special Events ..... provides (in part) for
a) the safety, health and welfare of people and the protection of people and property
b) people, activities and things in, or near a public place or place that is open to the public

e. Need for a complete Environmental assessment of the impact of Event Centre on Wetlands.
Sewer disposal, drainage issues. Draining yet more wetlands in our community is excruciatingly
detrimental! This is part of the Cooking Lake Moraine!!
I believe that this Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility is completely inappropriate.
Safety, health and welfare of the neighboring people, land and animals are major concerns.
I was unable to put my fingers on a specific NOISE By-law however there must be one and I am
hoping the Appeal Committee will access that By-law and determine its applicability.
Other Reasons to Uphold the Appeal
a. Noise and disruption of agricultural neighborhood --our cattle, horses, other domestic animals,
wildlife and people for the entire summer months!
b. Traffic influx into rural neighborhood increases risk to our families and domestic animals not
to mention wildlife
c. Security/safety of people, animals and property as increased risk of vandalism and pranks
d. Alcohol and drug related risk of increased incidents during special events
e. Inability to enforce compliance
f. Potential violation of fire and safety regulations. A fabric tent? Wooded area? Dry underbrush?
Dry grasslands?
g. Increased litter. Our community has bitter experience with the influx of acreage owners and
litter. We need no more disrespectful litterers.
h. potential damage to agricultural crops as cars "wander" off site
I. please consider the economic impact of such a facility on the already existing facilities built at
community volunteer and taxpayer expense.
We urge the Appeal Committee to realize this decision makes our current agricultural halls and
centers less viable. It disrupts, threatens and challenges our safety, health and welfare in
numerous ways. The Bylaws call for orderly development in the long-term interests of our
community. This Facility is definitely NOT in the interests of our long term orderly economic
development. There is very little if any consideration given to our quality of life.
Please uphold the Appeal.
Pearl Gregor
50342 – Range Road #221
Leduc County, Alberta
T0B 3M2

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
July/03/2020 8:58:34 AM

From: Stacy Helsby <stacyhelsby@yahoo.ca>
Date: July 2, 2020 at 6:34:52 PM MDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center

Good morning, it has come to my attention that there is to be a wedding facility
erected on a parcel of land that is only a short distance from my property meaning
all the patrons would have to use the same major roadway as my family, I feel
that this would be putting us at risk of drunk drivers who are leaving after an
evening of festivities and the noise that increased traffic would bring. I also worry
there would increased crime, loud music and fireworks every weekend. I am
opposed to this development and think that my family and others around the
community should have received a letter informing us about it instead of it quietly
been pushed through.
Another traffic issue is the intersection at highway 21 and 504 does not have a
designated left turning lane when coming from the north and it also does not have
a set of flashing warning lights when coming from the east to the intersection to
warn of a signal change. I believe that this intersection will be negatively effected
by the increased traffic on the nights there is events.
Jim & Stacy Helsby
50357 range road 230
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: objection to wedding event centre
June/29/2020 5:32:25 PM

From: Charity Huculak <charityhuculak@gmail.com>
Date: June 29, 2020 at 10:33:36 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: address...


Hi there Joyce, I forgot to include our address...
22270 Township Road 504, Leduc County T0B 3M2
From: Charity Huculak <charityhuculak@gmail.com>
Date: June 29, 2020 at 10:28:04 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: objection to wedding event centre


Hi Joyce,
On behalf of my husband David and myself, I am writing to object to the
Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center at 50352 Range road 225.
Although we can appreciate that Leduc County has cut back their original
appeal to reduce their hours and have sound restrictions etc., we are still
concerned enough about the existence of a facility like this to continue to
object. We understand that you would give sound guidelines and curfews
to a place like this but once a facility is there it is much harder to handle
then if it was never there in the first place. Having moved to the country
recently for peace and quiet from the city, I'm sure you can appreciate how
frustrating this would be for us. Weekends are our time to relax and enjoy
our yard with friends and family and a facility like this will make our road
and surrounding roads much more dangerous every single weekend from
much higher volume of traffic and drunk or high drivers. Additionally, we
are concerned that many nights when conditions are right we would be
hearing their music or other noise.
Please reject this facility completely.
Thank you for taking the time to look at this file again and if possible
please put yourself in our shoes. Would you want to live with this facility
down the street from you?
On a side note, since moving to Leduc County last Fall we have
appreciated the folks in your office very much. We are also currently

fighting a tower that is supposed to be erected right next to our land and
the folks there have been doing their best to go to bat for us. My parents
have lived here longer than us and they too appreciate your county. In
speaking with the proponents of the tower, they said that Leduc County is
a good county to live in because they take care of their residents but
difficult for them to try to work with. Yay!
Thank you for all you do for your residents,
Charity (& David)
P.S. Below is the letter my husband sent earlier to Greg for reference.

Hi Greg,
Myself (David Huculak) and my wife (Charity) object to this plan. Our
address is 22270, TWP Rd 504, TOB 3M2, Leduc County, AB. We live
just east of this proposed event centre.
We don't think that it will help the community and surrounding area in a
positive way. This will be a great disturbance to the surrounding
neighbours of this location. Events and Corporate Meetings and whatever
else, means lots of noise, drunkards, rowdiness, city folks who don't care
about the surrounding community, possible accidents on the road (TWP
504) , the list goes on...….
There are lots of event centres that are closer that people can choose
from within Leduc, Beaumont, and Edmonton and even other county's
nearby. We don't need to be creating more havoc and useless event
centres when there are already lots to choose from, lots of options out
there.
Lets keep the Event Facilities in the City or nearby towns.
Please keep us in the loop going forward.
Anyways hope you have a great day Greg
Regards,
David Huculak
Cell: 780 982 6444

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Notice of Appeal
July/02/2020 9:58:52 AM

Begin forwarded message:
From: "J. Kosinski" <jckosinski@gmail.com>
Date: July 1, 2020 at 12:45:38 PM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>, "kjneilson@kneilson.com"
<kjneilson@kneilson.com>
Subject: Notice of Appeal


To Joyce Gavan,
I am writing today to express my concerns about the approval of Aspen Valley
Wedding Centre. I am uncertain as to why Leduc County would approve a
business venue in the middle of an agriculture area. The current
infrastructure does not support this type of building in the area.
Our concerns are as follows:
1. Drinking and driving in the area due to the type of events this venue will hold.
2. Loss of revenue for the current community buildings, Looma Hall and New
Sarepta Agriplex
3. Additional traffic in the area, leading to deterioration of gravel roads.
4. Increase of noise level for neighbouring properties and livestock. (causing
undue stress on the animals)
5. Increased exposure to the county homes now needing extra surveillance and
police protection.
6. devaluing the land and homes in the area
With all the above we are NOT in support of the approval of the Aspen Valley
Wedding Centre.
Please hear our concerns.
Regards,
Clint and Joleen Kosinski
50158 RR 225
Leduc County AB T0B 3M3
780 941 3777

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Centre
June/29/2020 5:31:50 PM
Appeal for Aspen Valley Wedding Centre.docx
ATT00001.htm

From: Nona Kosinski <nonak49@gmail.com>
Date: June 28, 2020 at 9:33:37 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>, "kjneilson@kneilson.com"
<kjneilson@kneilson.com>
Subject: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Centre


Good Morning,
Please find attached a letter listing our concerns for the application for the above
mentioned facility.
Thanks
Jerry and Nona Kosinski

June 27, 2020
Attention: Jocyce Gavan, Board Clerk
Legislative Coordinator of the County Manger’s Office
Leduc County, A
It has come to our attention that the request by the Aspen Valley Wedding Centre
to open this centre has been approved and that a Notice of Appeal has been filed
by the neighbors.
We are extremely concerned that the County of Leduc has/will approve such a
Centre in the middle of a farming area. The current infrastructure in the area will
not be able to support the increase in traffic and people who attend functions in
the facility. Neighbors and animals will be forced to deal with everything that will
arise from the facility in such a rural setting. We are sincerely in support of this or
any other Appeal which could stop any approval which would allow this facility to
be approved.
These are some of concerns:
1. Impact on the community at large. We already have two facilities in the
area; the Agri-Plex in New Sarepta which has a capacity of 300 and also the
Looma Hall which has a capacity of 200. Both of these facilities are under
currently utilized and another venue would create further hardship for the
existing facilities and the people who are employed there. These are
community driven facilities that need support without further competition.
2. Additional traffic in the area. These are country roads that will be
impacted. They will have to carry the extra traffic leading to deterioration
of infrastructure in the area.
3. Increase in noise levels. Parties are inherit in causing increases in noise
levels impacting neighbors and especially animals. This is a farming area
where there are many kinds of animals who would normally not be
subjected to this kind of noise levels.
4. Drinking and Driving in the area. Celebrations such as what is being
presented as the primary events for this proposed facility will undoubtedly

result with people drinking and driving around the area. Firstly, just to find
the facility because it is actually in a very rural area which will be difficult to
find for patrons. Dangers then result for all the local people with people in
this condition.
5. Impact to the farming community. The proposed facility is again located in
a rural setting, with farmers and animals surrounding it. As well, the site is
not conductive to handle large volumes of traffic. Overflow parking will
end up on the country road creating further issues.
6. Increased surveillance for the area. With the additional traffic, people who
are drinking and travelling within the area will required additional police
protection. Another risk that locals need to contend with.
Submitted by:
Jerry and Nona Kosinski
22504 Township Road 502
Leduc County, AB
T0B 3M1
Phone: 780-941-2482

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judy Kosinski
joyceg@leduc-countycom; kjneilson@kneilson.com; Lynn White
Aspen Valley Wedding Event Centre
July/01/2020 7:54:37 AM

To Whom it May Concern:
I am not supportive of this wedding venue that is proposed for Leduc County east of highway
21 and south of 625. The noise alone will disturb the quiet sereneness of this rural farming
area of the county. Who wants to go to bed at night and listen to blaring music and partying
and all the other celebrating that will be going on. Along with this is the more traffic that will
be coming to our area. With this influx of traffic comes the threat to the safety and security of
our area. Vehicles driving around lost and trying to find their destination. Because it is a
farming area, there are tractors and farming equipment on the roads, which could result in
more traffic accidents.
I do not understand why this type of venue would be approved for the rural area of the
County. Please do not approve this. Only going to be trouble and upset residents.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ernie McCafferty
Joyce Gavan
Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
July/02/2020 10:47:10 PM

I am writing this letter to state that we are still opposed to the development of the Aspen
Valley Wedding Event Center. We are opposed to the increase in noise and vehicular traffic
that this type of facility would bring to our area.
Thank you,
Ernie and Lianne McCafferty
50435 Range Road 225
Leduc County, AB
T0B 3M1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Wedding event center near New Sarepta.
June/27/2020 9:42:26 AM

From: Dana McFaull <aimee01t@gmail.com>
Date: June 22, 2020 at 10:05:03 PM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Wedding event center near New Sarepta.


I live east of New Sarepta and although not as close as some people that are
protesting this event center I am very concerned about the increased noise and
traffic in the area also. My main objection is that we have a perfectly fine venue
in New Sarepta and also one in Looma that are not being utilized fully. I feel at
this time we do not need a another place offering events. I think we need to direct
people to the venues we already have.
Dana McFaull

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Events Center
June/27/2020 9:44:08 AM

From: Linda McLean <hotoma53@outlook.com>
Date: June 26, 2020 at 9:25:53 AM PDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>, "kjneilson@kneilson.com"
<kjneilson@kneilson.com>, "bsoch@telus.net" <bsoch@telus.net>
Subject: Re: Aspen Valley Events Center


To whom it may concern,
We strongly opposed to having this center in our community. Firstly there are five
underused facilities in a 20 minute drive from where this center is located. Also
increased traffic on our roads is a concern because of volume and dust and safety
of our community members who use the road for purposes such as moving of
farm equipment, horseback riding, bike riding, etc. With the increase of the
volume of people there are safety concerns due to the lack of police presence on
our roads. The fact that the celebratory nature of this project may bring unruly
behaviour such as noise, drinking and driving, and vandalism. Most residents
have sought out this area to live to avoid these issues and are seeking a quiet
peaceful life.
In closing, we are strongly opposed to Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center at
50352 Range Road 225, Leduc County
Malcolm and Linda McLean
50136 Range Road 225
Leduc County,AB
780-941-2350
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle
Lynn White
Fwd: Application number D20-041 roll number 264000
June/26/2020 10:29:44 AM

From: mm <mmitch0@gmail.com>
Date: June 26, 2020 at 10:25:04 AM MDT
To: JoyceG@leduc-county.com
Subject: Fwd: Application number D20-041 roll number 264000

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Michelle <mmitch0@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Apr 20, 2020 at 11:04 AM
Subject: Application number D20-041 roll number 264000
To: <development@leduc-county.com>
I have serious concerns about the proposed use of this adjacent land use as a party
venue. I have longhorn cattle sheep goats and LGD to protect my herd from
predation. The use of fireworks and loud noice ie music the possible trespass of
my property by inebriated patrons of the festive gatherings let alone my right to
live in a quiet rural setting will all be sacrificed from May 01 through to Nov 01
the added traffic on the gravel roads this is zoned agricultural/residential not
commercial use. I have lived here for 30 years this is a safety concern as well to
our children as well as our livestock I certainly do not support this proposed land
use. Thank u for your time Michelle Mitchell 50319 RR225 Leduc County T0B 3
M1
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

kjneilson@airsurfer.ca
Lynn White; Joyce Gavan
FW: APPLICATION D20-041(NE-19-5-22-4)
July/02/2020 5:30:07 PM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Barry Nakonechny <hummer.valve@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 12:48 PM
Subject: Fwd: APPLICATION D20-041(NE-19-5-22-4)
To: <JOYCE@leduc-county.com>

HI JOYCE: ANOTHER COMMENT WOULD BE , EXISTING COUNTY AND LEDUC/NEWSERAPTA
FACILITIES SHOULD BE UTILIZED
PRIOR TO BUILDING OR STARTING NEW VENUES, ALOT OF THEM ARE UNDERUSED NOW.
AND IN AN ENVIROMENT SUITABLE
FOR A MORE PUBLIC USE. WE ALSO DONT APPROVE 80 PEOPLE OR MORE COMING IN TO
OUR COMMUNITY WITH POTENTIAL COVID-19
SPREAD. BEAUMONT HAS AN AGRICULTURAL FACILITY JUST WEST OF BEAUMONT, THAT SITS
VACANT 80 ACRES, ALSO, NOBODY UTILIZING TO CAPACICITY EITHER ??
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Barry Nakonechny <hummer.valve@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Apr 22, 2020 at 2:00 PM
Subject: APPLICATION D20-041(NE-19-5-22-4)
To: Deb Nakonechny <nakocarlson@gmail.com>

ATTN: ADELE PYSAR: DEVELOPMENT@LEDUC-COUNTY.COM
THE APPLICATION FOR RURAL WEDDING AND AGRI EVENT FACILITY ON THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY IS AGAINST ALL OF VALVUES IN
LIVING IN RURAL LEDUC COUNTY, DUE TO EXCESSIVE TRAFFIC, NOISE 7 DAYS A WEEK TILL ALL
HOURS OF THE MORNING.
THIS WOULD DISTURB OUR DOGS AND ESPECIALLY THE HORSES AS SPARKS AND FIREWORKS
IM SURE WOULD BE USED ALONG WITH LOUD MUSIC.
TOO MANY SUB STRUCTURES AS TRAILERS, TENTS OUTHOUSES VEHICLES DUST AND
CONTIMANTION GARBAGE BEING BLOWN AROUND. EYE SORE
FOR OUR ARE PROPERTIES AND NO TAXES PAID ON TEMP FACILITIES. IT WOULD LOWER OUR
REALESTATE VALUES ALSO. THIS WOULD BE A TOTAL DISREGARD FOR
OUR FARMING AND AGRICULTURAL LOOK, HERITAGE AND DISRESPECT TO THE FARM LAND.
WHY IS THIS EVEN BEING CONSIDERED ???

DEB NAKO
50458 RR 224 , LEDUC COUNTY, AB-Barry Nako
PH (780) 920-8140

--

-HUMMER VALVE INC.
EDM. & TWO HILLS, AB

Barry Nakonechny
PH (780) 554-7180

--

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

travis@topdrivesolutions.com
Lynn White
Joyce Gavan
Appeal to development D20-041
July/03/2020 9:39:54 AM

Good day,
My name is Travis Nelson and I live just north west of the proposed "Rural wedding and
agricultural event facility"
I was not “coerced” or “forced” to oppose this proposed development. No one came to my
door spreading “fear” or “misinformation”.
From the proposed development, my family and I live just northwest, across TWP 504, with
direct line of sight from my yard to the site of the proposed development. It directly impacts
my families quality of life.
I oppose this development for a plethora of reasons.
- a very large increase of traffic on a narrow gravel range road and township road. Traffic that
could easily increase the chance for a bad accident.
There is a little hill that can’t be seen over right at the driveway of this property, increased
traffic right there is asking for trouble.
People may want to park on the road, causing problems getting farm equipment by.
Very high probability of impaired drivers. That's the last thing anyone needs.
- noise pollution, a very loud sound system loud music early to late, many days a week.
- litter, some is bound to get away.
-fireworks very noisy, will terrorize livestock and wildlife, potentially causing livestock to
panic and stampede, causing damage and potential fatalities to livestock.
Also fireworks are a huge fire hazard and could start fires that could easily spread
Given that the landowner is rarely at the property (they don't live there) there is no chance of
the permit applicant being bothered by noisy party goers over staying the time limits they have
proposed.
Please do not approve this un-neighborly idea.
Thank you
Travis Nelson
780 984 9333
22548 TWP rd 504

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joyce Gavan
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
July/03/2020 8:58:15 AM

From: Angela Overacker <angela_mclean93@hotmail.com>
Date: July 2, 2020 at 7:42:48 PM MDT
To: Joyce Gavan <JoyceG@leduc-county.com>, "kjneilson@kneilson.com"
<kjneilson@kneilson.com>, "bsoch@telus.net" <bsoch@telus.net>
Subject: Aspen Valley Wedding Event Center
To whom it may all concern,
We are strongly opposed to the approval of the Aspen Valley Wedding Event
Center at 50352 Range Road 225, Leduc County. We have many concerns and
really hope that as long time residents of this community our voices will be heard.
A major concern is the increase in traffic along our quiet country road. Not only
will there be more dust and maintenance needed with the increased traffic, the
road is used by many of the residents for walkimg, biking, horseback riding ect.
and will affect safety of residents. Most residents of our quiet community chose
this area for the quiet way of life.
Another very valid concern is the type of business this is. With weddings comes
alcohol and with alcohol there are many who act irresponsiblly. Activities such as
reckless behavior, impaired driving and vandalism are not a possibility but a
probability. With a lack of RCMP and emergency services in our area would be a
public health and safety issue.
There are also many halls and community centers in our area and the proceeding
of the event center will be very hurtful to other organizations in our community.
This is not a desirable business for our rural community. We have young children
and choose to live here because of the safety and peaceful lifestyle the rural life
provides. This business do not fit this lifestyle.
Please take the residents into consideration over this matter.
Wade and Angela Overacker
50130 Range Road 225
Leduc County, AB
T0B3M3
780-941-2360

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Showtech
Joyce Gavan
Lynn White; kjneilson@kneilson.com
Objection to any approval, conditional or otherwise, of permit D20-041
July/02/2020 1:11:01 PM
Objection to Application # D20-041.docx
D20-041 - DP Referral - Referral Decision Adjacent Landowner Package - Redacted - 264000 - 5-11-2020.pdf

Greetings Joyce, & Happy belated Canada Day!
Re: Development Permit #D20-041
We have come to understand that an appeal process is underway and would like to know
when and where & whom is able to be in attendance? I would like to include a letter that we
sent to the county on April 23, outlining our position regarding this development, for further
consideration by anyone connected to this process. Please distribute this to whomever is
concerned.
Regards,
Roland & Yolanda Paradis
50442 R.R.224
Leduc County   T0B 3M1
(780)504-7485

Attention Mr. Smith, I believe this is in your area of responsibility…

April 23/2020

It has come to our attention just yesterday that an “Event” facility is being proposed a stone
throw away from our home. In consideration of this, how has the public been notified of this
possible development? This proposal will have an impact on the entire area & I can’t
comprehend why only the adjacent land owners are being notified?? And I’d like the term
“discretionary use” defined? Whatever activity any landowner has in mind, should only be
discretionary if it has no impact on anybody else. In this example, that is not the case.
This is a disturbing development to myself & my wife who have recently moved into the area
looking for peace & quiet as we head into our retirement years. The last thing we need is to
have overwhelming traffic on these township & range roads which are not built for it. We plan
to grow a garden and raise a few animals; a few chickens and a cow. Dog & Cat for the house.
An idea we cherish and look forward to achieving.
But not only will there be noise of all kinds, like fireworks, etc. but the numbers of people
looking for this place will surely spill over to our property with people poking around. Will there
be the police presence to deal with the issues that surely will arise? Incidence of Crime is surely
to rise. How many drunken individuals will be tearing around our land, on who knows what?
Increased traffic means increased accidents, and the response time for EMS in the event of an
emergency in our area will be increased due to the extra congestion.
Some weddings being proposed depending on cultural origin, could last for a week?! The hours
being proposed is 24/7? “Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility”? What Agricultural
events are we talking about here? I would guess this is all smoke & mirrors and there will be no
“Agricultural” events whatsoever. Do you see plans for corrals or buildings to house any
animals for any so called “Ag Events”? I have a copy of the application, and I don’t see anything.
At this time of Covid pandemic, I can’t even imagine the consideration of mass gatherings in our
area. The pandemic will take upwards of 2 years to pass, and what are these people going to do
in the meantime. You can bet they will try to get events running long before anybody should.
This, to happen in our area amounts to a disaster and we will join with our neighbors to oppose
this development.
Please carefully examine every aspect of this application before our unique & interesting
farming community is ruined. Who will be responsible for cleaning up the garbage that surely
will be piling up in the ditches around here? How will the activity affect local livestock or even
the wildlife in the area which is vibrant and alive. We won’t see the deer moose or wild geese
that we are used to, if it is all scared off.
This is no place for an “event” facility & the application should be denied. These people should
be directed to take their idea into town or the city where the infrastructure exists to support it.
It does not exist here. For so many reasons, this application should be denied.

Please, please help stop this development,
Roland & Yolanda Paradis
50442 R.R.224
Leduc County, T0B 3M1
(780)504-7485

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Val Sibulak
Lynn White; Joyce Gavan; Michelle Edgerly
Fwd: letter for appeal
July/03/2020 8:46:38 AM

 To Whom It May Concern:
Re: Application Number:
Property Description:
Roll Number:
Development:

D20-041
NE-19-50-22-4
264000
Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility

We (James and Valerie Sibulak) are appealing against the above facility which will be
located half a kilometer from our residence and have many concerns regarding its approval.
First, we have researched the plan via the Aspen Valley Wedding and Event Center website
and it seem to be much bigger than stated in the proposal. This concerns us that the owners
are not going to follow any guidelines that a set up to protect the surrounding neighbours.
Our concerns are the same as everyone else’s as pointed out by Mr Gupta in his letter at the
adjournment hearing. The same as everyone’s because these are big concerns that the county
doesn’t seem to be addressing. And because they are reasons a party venue doesn’t belong in
a rural farming location.
Let’s start with the road. Our deteriorating gravel road. Any addition traffic would cause it to
deteriorate even faster and the Event Centre is looking to add up to 300 vehicles a weekend.
The road simply cannot support it. Even when there is no event occurring, there will be
traffic from customers looking to view the facility and check out the location and amenities
will increase the amount of vehicles and dust from the roads.
We also are worried about the event party-goers leaving the property in various stages of
inebriation driving on our roads and highway endangering our neighbours, and themselves.
The City guests are also concerning us as they will want to venture out and accessing
properties, visiting the neighbour’s livestock and possibly allowing the livestock to escape by
attempting to enter fields and breaking fences. Vandalism, theft and harrassment are of great
concern to us also. The increase of traffic and guests increases the awareness of properties
tucked quietly away where normally not many would notice.
There is also the worry of the driving and parking of vehicles on the grass which is a fire
hazard. The closest Fire Dept a 9 minute drive away, that is after the volunteers have
assembled so looking at closer to 19 or 20minutes, which leaves our property at great risk.
(Having had two emergency calls at our home we can confidently say this. Our volunteers are
wonderful and well trained but it takes time to get to us). It is just dry grass/hay field between
us and the facility which given the right conditions would be a very quick burn.
Fireworks/pyrotechnics are delightful to watch but in a rural area, they are startling to
livestock and family pets causing them to panic and try to run away. This causes injury,
broken fences and lost animals. And where would they be setting up the fireworks to launch?
The Guptas have had fireworks over the years during family celebrations held at this location.
They were set off from the road or edge of driveways. They are quite loud and would be
disturbing to those neighbours who would be sleeping in preparation for their workday which
starts quite early in rural areas. And again, risk of fire to the area.
Now, if this goes ahead and we are not happy with the change to our quiet country location
anymore, how can we even move? Our property will be undesirable to others as well.

Property value will definitely drop substantially and it will be difficult to sell. Who will move
to a country acreage next to an party center? In the city, no one would want to be next to one.
Becomes much less when you are looking for a quiet peaceful piece of paradise. Yes, it’s
only summers, but summer is when living out here is at its best!
That all being considered, we as a neighbouring land owners , Do Not support the approval
and want to appeal the decision for Aspen Valley Wedding and Event Center at 50352 Range
Road 225, Leduc County.
Sincerely,
James and Valerie Sibulak
50320 Range Road 225
Leduc County, AB
T0B 3M1

Get Outlook for Android

June 10, 2020
Planning and Development
Appeal D20-041
To : Joyce Gavan

There is no need for another celebration venue in this community. We have several that are not used to
capacity.
The proposed venue will increase traffic on range road 225 which is used to move large farm machinery
so that the use of twp. 504 is minimal. The dust factor for the adjacent land owners will be increased
substantially. Having only 80 vehicles for 230 guest doesn’t seem feasible.
Noise is a definite concern. A crowd of 230, loud music will definitely travel. Bylaw 18-09 states a noise
study should be requested.
There is a lack of overnight accommodations and public transportation to accommodate intoxicated
guests. Driving under the influence could be a major factor.
Several of the neighboring farms have herds of livestock, tampering with gates and or fences is a
concern. Having popped balloons landing in neighboring fields and water holes is an animal health
concern for both domestic and wild.
The proposed site is on lowlands! We are in the Cooking Lake Moraine and every bit of
lowland/wetlands must be conserved.
Fire is always a concern. One cigarette not extinguished properly could put the whole area in flames.
Our community wellbeing is at risk. Excessive traffic, noise and material pollution are inevitable. Our
rural life style will be severely impacted.

Barry and Sherrie Soch
Our rural address is 22428 township road 504
Barry Soch

Received
July 2, 2020

From:
To:
Date:

ann tenbrink
Lynn White
June/29/2020 12:45:46 PM

hi lynn tis is ann tenbrink again just send letter but forgot to include rural address.se30 50   
22 w4 sorry about that thanks again
ann tenbrink

aspen valley wedding event center
dear lynn we are ralph and ann tenbrink .we live at 50434 range road 225 leduc county our
email address is annralph47@gmail.com.and our phone number 7804677610
we are writing in the disapproval of aspen valley wedding event center at 50352 range road
225. we want to state that we strongly disapprove of this plan we live in the country for peace
and quitte and do not appreciate all this going on and fireworks te boot we have 1 other
neighbor doing fireworks on a few occasions as we are elder people do not appreciate
waking up at night by fireworks and certainly not good for our animals .so once again we
would realy like for the county to refuse this idea
thank you in advance
ralph and ann tenbrink

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Terri Trent
Lynn White
Fwd: Aspen Valley Event Center
July/02/2020 11:45:17 AM

From: Terri Trent <ttrent.109@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 11:41 AM
Subject: Aspen Valley Event Center
To: <joyceg@leduc-county.com>, <kjneilson@kneilson.com>
Regarding the application for the above event center, this email is to let the county know that
we are not in support of this project at all. We have concerns about the amount of projected
people, vehicles and hours that the center is projected to accommodate. A big concern is the
increase in traffic, not impressed with 230 people who have attended a social event being out
on our roads.The traffic light at Highway 21 and 625 can barely handle the amount of traffic
that is on that highway now, never mind an increase of those numbers. There are no turning
lanes on that corner and the county did not put a flashing yellow warning light going from east
to west. We have family and friends that are on TWP 504 all the time and this increase of
traffic and the noise is hugely problematic for us. We are also not very happy with the way
the county notified area residents, we are only one mile away from this property and we did
not find out about this from the county, another neighbor in the area let us know about it.
Tom and Terri Trent
50337 Range Road 230
Leduc County

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holly Van Dyk
Joyce Gavan; Lynn White
proposes aspen Valley wedding center
June/30/2020 1:34:03 PM

My address in 50345 Range Road 230,
First having this pushed through deep concerns me, as when my husband was trying to get get
a type 1 business permit I had to jump through hoops, but a bussines that would have
hundreds people attending the property at one time can be pushed through silently. why is
this ?
why isn your county some people get permits pushed through blindly and then others have to
jump through hoops every step of the way.
with this event centre bringing hundreds of more people in our quite area opening it up to
more drivers under the influence on the road, as well making roads busier making it unsafe for
the way of life out here, animals in pastures along the side of road. Horse riders in ditches and
lets not forget the amount of families with young children that walk, ride the bikes in ditch
side.
I for one am against this. I didn't not choose where we built our house to have an event centre
so close. For no letters to go out to the community to disheartening and against Leduc
Countys own by laws!!!
Every time you speak to some one in the county regarding permit requirements you get
different information. No one in that department knows the own bylaws, or they all interpret
them in different ways
Holly Van Dyk

Received
July 2, 2020

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Barb White
Lynn White
Fwd: Notice of Appeal
July/02/2020 1:24:42 PM


From: Barb White <babswhite78@icloud.com>
Date: July 2, 2020 at 1:13:24 PM MDT
To: joyceg@leduc-county.com
Subject: Notice of Appeal


    This is a letter to inform you that
Albert J. White and Margaret White are requesting that you stop the development
of the Aspen Valley Wedding and Event Centre at 50352-Range Road 225, Leduc
County.
    We have only received one letter from the County concerning this matter, well
after the date intended to submit our disapproval of this project. We called Greg
McGovern about the letter received and were told that he would look into this
matter and get back to us. So far, we have not heard back from Mr. McGovern.
    We wish to inform you then,
that we fully support the Appeal to Stop the development of the Wedding and
Event Centre at 50352-Range Road 225. You can contact us at:
780-467-3412
Address:
23023
Township Road 504
Leduc County, AB.
T0B 3M1
Sincerely,
Albert J. White
You Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Lance Wilson
Joyce Gavan
Lance Wilson
Notification of Request: Participation in SDAB Hearing on Permit Application D20-041 (Roll #264000)
Monday, June 8, 2020 1:47:09 PM
High

Good Afternoon,
The above mentioned Development Application just came to my attention. Although I frequently
review matter from Leduc County; I never saw this application for development. In part, this may be
due to my being involved with active treatment with the Cross Cancer Institute; OR, it may be that
the initial notice was not provided to those outside of directly connected to the land area where the
proposed development is being considered.
Either way, I wish to make it clear that:
1. I do NOT support this application
2. I wish to speak AGAINST this application
3. I WILL provide a WRITTEN SUBMISSION to you prior to June 11th, 2020.
\
If the submission needs to be sent to any address prior to this email, please let me know and I will
ensure to forward as appropriate.

I am NOT sure of the process to pre-register, so request that you forward me any information that
supports my ability to pre-register, submit my submission, and speak against this application. Thank
you for your help and understanding in this matter.
Please feel free to contact me directly by this email; or call me at xxx if there are any concerns or
problems with this request.
Respectfully
Lance Wilson
#280 50247 RR 232
Leduc County, AB
T4X 0K9

June 11, 2020

RE:

Reasons for Appealing Notice of Decision of Development Permit D20-041

Submitted by:

Lance and Deborah Wilson, Leduc County, AB

•
•

•

Thank you for the opportunity to raise concerns regarding the proposed Development Application
above.
I have had the opportunity to be made aware of the concerns raised by Kevin and Karen Neilson,
and other members of the community; and also echo the concerns they are bringing forward,
including:
o Noise Disruption to Livestock, Domestic animals, and personal community life.
o Lack of respect for Neighbour, Community and Process
o Traffic and associated issues (including safety)
o Safety (alcohol, traffic, crime, vandalism)
o Reduction of property values and devaluation of agricultural value and decrease of
community enjoyment
Rather than repeating these issues in full which others have already expressed, I wish to emphasize
some of these concerns; and explain how there is incomplete information regarding the current
proposal to support that this development is in the best interests of the community, residents and
businesses of Leduc County.

CURRENT CONCERNS NOT ADDRESSED:
1. Disruption to Livestock, Domestic animals and personal community life: Although some
mitigation appears to have been addressed by the removal of fireworks, that is clearly not
adequate when addressing the impact to livestock etc.
Cattle are very sensitive and have a wider range of hearing than humans (a human’s auditory
range is from 64 to 23 000 Hz, cattle’s from 23 to 35 000 Hz). Intermittent sounds such as
clanging of metal (e.g. gates), shouting and whistling can be particularly stressful, especially if
they are sudden and at a loud volume.
The reported range of frequencies for horse hearing is reported as 55 to 33,500 Hertz with their
best sensitivity between 1,000 and 16,000 Hertz. Anyone who deals with such livestock are
aware that they are sensitive to things we do not hear ourselves.
Simply removing fireworks will not address the impact to cattle, as there appears to be no way
to reduce the sound within a “tent” structure (not including the traffic and person sound that
may occur from multiple events on the same day and weekends during operating periods). To
mitigate against this would probably require a more bricks and mortar structure, with
appropriate sound testing from the property to adjacent properties.

There is every reason to believe that the noise and activity associated every weekend during
operating months, sometimes potential numerous events on the same day, will have a
prolonged, and adverse effect on the surrounding livestock. To make a proper assessment
requires some objective measure and testing which to date I am not aware have occurred.
2.

Lack of Respect for Neighbour, Community and Process
Many of these concerns are already outlined in the Neilson Submission, I would add and
amplify:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Many residents not directly adjacent to the property were not initially notified of this
development (such as myself). While this may suffice for many land management “legal”
consultations, it is not necessarily the best practice, or a transparent practice or process.
The increase noise, congestion on highways, and traffic to and from a premise that will be
licensed to serve alcohol will increase risk to all County Residents who travel the same roads
for personal or livelihood reasons.
The original Notice of Decision dated May 11, 2020 calls the Approved Development a
“Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility…” I am concerned that this is misleading to
the public and surrounding community. I am not aware how this structure promotes or is
supported by any of the surrounding Agricultural families or businesses. I may stand
corrected on this, but it would be interesting to know who this is supporting Agricultural
events or fairs, etc., especially when there are already community facilities such as; New
Sarepta, Rollyview, Cloverlawn, Hastings Lake etc. that area already in place to support such
events. It would be interesting to note current demand and usage already in place and
which may already be in part supported by taxpayers; and what the impact of this new
facility would be on existing facilities.
It is also impossible to assess the true impact with the intent. It appears that the applicant is
already booking events online and by the use of social media (Facebook) and indicates that
the facility can accommodate up to 400+ people which is in excess of the application. As
such, the proposed approval, and the advertised intent provides little comfort for the
community members that live in, work in and make their home Leduc County.
The Business Information section of the original application seems to indicate a total
number of employees as being “2”. Again, I do not believe this is the truth, or the intent. I
am not sure how the business plan is going to conduct multiple events, on the same day, at
the same location with hundreds of people with “2” employees. We have no way of
knowing either the impact of employee travel, either in numbers or hours.
Hours of Operation: These are suspect. Again, I find it improbable that an event can go on
to Midnight on a Saturday night, and then be shut down and ready to roll for more events
on Sunday. The tear down and set-up required for a business like this seems to indicate that
there will be numerous staff and traffic throughout the late hours and early hours. Again,
lack of information, transparency and consistency between what is in the application, and
what is advertised, makes all of this suspect and impossible to assess.

3. Traffic and Associated Issues:
The proposed Development will drastically change the environment not only adjacent to the property,
but on the roads and infrastructure within the larger community. Trying to piece together the full
impact is impossible, when the “County Applications” and “The Social Media Advertising” are not
consistent. The intent from the business side seems to indicate possibility of multiple events on the
same day, with ability to hold 400+ people. How many people each weekend will this mean are on our
highways, during peak farming times? Not only those who attend events, but the employees, which we
have no idea of how many or the hours but assume it is more than 2 and they are working before and
after, (tear down and set-ups).
We also can assume that there will be people that have been drinking that are on the road; hopefully
they are all passengers with designated drivers, but we all know that this is NOT always the case. This
assumption is based on the fact that it will have a liquor license, it is set-up for celebratory event where
liquor is common, and that there may be multiple events on the same day, meaning someone has to
leave while someone else is coming in!
Current surrounding road structure will not support hundreds of additional drivers each and every
weekend from morning until well after midnight. These operating hours are the same time as the
heaviest agricultural demand cycle, from seeding to harvest. There are already challenges on the
current roadways as local residents have experienced. Local residents get that “we might have to wait
for a combine or a cattle crossing” … I am not sure that the same understanding will exist between
people that do not live here and are hurrying back and forth between churches, photographs and the
celebrations in a “tent” where the noise will be heard by livestock that have wider range of hearing.
Simply put, the intersection and location of the proposed site cannot put up with what could be literally
hundreds of vehicles, day and night, not from just the “event” but from employees, delivery trucks, etc.
This is a business that will run each weekend, during peak farming times and disrupt current economic
and social and safety issues of the community that lives here, supports here, and raises their families
here.
The last part should go without saying. Adding hundreds of vehicles that are travelling to and from an
area that serves liquor as part of their service is likely going to increase the number of people on the
road who have been drinking. That will increase the risk of accidents, and with the increase in accidents,
it is sooner of later until there is someone dead on the streets. While we can wish that this was not the
case, I really hope it is not a resident or family member of a resident that is taken out on overly
congested highways filled with large busy vehicles and people who have been drinking who are not
familiar with the roads and highways around our community. That will be a very tragic day, as I believe
that day can be avoided by making the right decision to deny this application that brings no direct
benefit to our community or residents.

4. Safety (Alcohol, Traffic, Crime, Vandalism)
I’m not going to repeat the same issue as above, but rather wish to just amplify the point. Increased
traffic volumes that cannot be determined with conflicting information from the number of people at an
event, the number of events each week, the number of employees, true business hours including setups and take downs, etc. make it impossible to assess the true impact.
We do know however that the rural residents are already concerned about crime, safe streets,
vandalism, garbage dumping to the nervous situation of “trespassing”. In November the Provincial
Government announced a strategy to address rural crime. From their notice:

“We are sending a strong signal to rural Albertans who have been victimized
for far too long. We have listened to you. We have heard you. And we are
standing with you," Justice Minister Doug Schweitzer said. "We want to
ensure you know that we are going to do everything we can as a provincial
“The experience has been eye-opening. People in the bigger cities do not
know the extent of the havoc that rural crime has caused communities, the
impact that it’s had is leading to mental health issues, anxiety, the general
feeling of not being safe in their communities,” said Schweitzer.
It is a little unsettling to see that the Provincial Government seems to understand the day to day impact
of rural Albertans better than Leduc County representatives. How will having hundreds of strangers
driving around dark rural roads during the night, drinking and partying provide any sort of relief to the
anxiety already being experience by rural residents? Do you think there will not be increased people
“getting lost” in the middle of the night…or will that increased traffic and strangers poking around our
property just be another new normal?
I won’t even get into the numerous “civil and legal liabilities” that will be associated with either the
accidents that happen between combines, cattle and party goers, or damage done by increased
trespassing or lost and drunk strangers that are walking around on the property during whatever hours
in the morning.
Again, all of this is real. You can not increase the volumes without impacts.
You cannot change the pattern of traffic and hours of business without impact.
You cannot increase the number of alcoholic beverages served within the access of a highway, without
impact.
Although not all impacts are negative, I am failing to see what the positive impacts are to the families
and businesses that live and work in Leduc County. But I see a lot of risk.

5. Reduction of property values and devaluation of agricultural value and decrease of community
enjoyment

In summation, I want to share that I have been a resident of Leduc County for about five years. It is a
beautiful place to call home, and one that we should not take for granted. I am impressed for the most
part by the Leduc County. Do not get me wrong, I am actually pro-economic development.
However, there should be a tangible benefit for the community. Leduc County has done a pretty good
job at that. We all have seen benefits from good economic development decisions. In those decisions,
the benefit to the community outweighs the risk and or inconvenience sometimes associated with
growth. And again, from my perspective, Leduc County Council should be recognized for the many good
decisions they have made that support and enhance our community.
In this case though, I fail to see any benefit to the community; from economic development, to safety, to
social. The residents will be impacted by increased traffic, increased strangers on rural properties and in
all likelihood, it is only a matter of time before a real tragedy occurs. I won’t even get into the extra
stress that will be caused to the livestock from cattle to horses to sheep and other.
I hope I am wrong, but it is not unreasonable to think it is only a matter of time that when you fill
congested rural roads with hundreds of non-residents that are coming to our community to “drink and
party” that sooner or later, there will be a death on the highways. Let’s hope it is not one of our
children or family members. If so, a reminder that we did not need to approve this will do very little to
soften the blow.
In light of the lack of information, it is impossible to assess the actual impact. There is not enough
testing or knowledge to say whether a tent will limit the impact of noise to surrounding livestock. We
do know that the hearing range for livestock and humans is different. Just because we don’t hear it,
does not mean that livestock will not, and will not be stressed non-stop between May and October.
We have no idea what the traffic count, or hours will be. What is the cost of extra policing and
emergency services, and who will pay for that? So many questions. In addition, this is as much as the
beginning of a Business Application as it is a Property Development Application. Or it appears to be. I
do believe that it is misleading to claim that there are only two employees, or that this will only be busy
during weekends. Anyone who has done a wedding knows all the work both pre- and post (set-up and
tear downs) that goes into this. And…this is a business that as far as I can tell, that for the most part
caters to people outside of the region, for the benefit of those outside of the region, but with a huge
cost to the people who live here.

As for the reasons I have outlined above, I do hope that this application is not approved, at least until
more information is made available on the true scope and magnitude of the business, including the
number of employees and actual hours of not just events, but business…(which includes hours of
delivery, staff working hours, numbers etc.). In addition, more objective testing is required to
understand the impact of the business on the surrounding livestock; and negative economic impacts to

businesses that already exist, from farming, ranching to other social facilities already existing within our
community.
At that point, perhaps we can then hear more about “what the benefits are to the people of Leduc
County”. Again; I’m not seeing them, but I am seeing a lot of risk.
Thank you for your time and attention to this concern.

Lance and Deborah Wilson
Residents, Leduc County

June 24, 2020

RE:

Notice of Decision of Development Permit D20-041

Submitted by:

Art and Leslie Ducherer
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Leduc County, AB T>>>>>>>>>>

`

Originally, we received notification of this development as we are adjacent property owners to the
property identified in the Development Permit.
Due to the current environment, with COVID upheavals, and the time constraints associated with fields
and animals; it has been hard to fully comprehend the impacts of this proposal. In conversations with
various family and community members on this development, we are becoming increasingly concerned.
To be honest, in reviewing material there is just not enough information to be able to see how this will
not impact our daily lives.

Disruption to Agriculture and Livestock
The location under question is familiar to us, in fact b/c it is adjacent and within ear and ear shot. Even
more so for the bulls, cattle and livestock that occupy the immediate land areas around this proposed
development.
I am not sure if you have ever had to run out in the middle of the night during a storm, when animals are
upset and have broken out onto the road. It requires immediate attention for the safety of not only the
animals, but for those who are on our roads.
I’m not sure if you have ever had to deal with a Bull that is deciding “it is not going back through that
gate”. Or if you have had to deal with looming rain clouds and rushing the fields and trying to safely
navigate down tight dusty roads between plots of land. Ours is NOT a 9-5 Monday to Friday world.
We already deal with weird things. People who drive up to our door wondering what we are going to do
with “the baby Moose that can’t jump the fence”. We deal with people who are broken down and lost
or “looking to borrow a can of purple”. We deal with people stealing equipment and destroying fields.
Basically, we deal with a lot of things that we really shouldn’t have to…but that’s part of being a member
of the community. That said, we really don’t want to spend our time dealing with people who don’t live
here, and are basically just coming into our backyard to party.
The noise coming out of a tent with wedding tunes and congregations of people and traffic will upset
our livestock. Livestock are more sensitive to things than most people realize. You will see their
behaviour change well before you and I can hear the first crack of lightening. And this proposal will
subject them to non-stop noise and agitation every weekend from morning until after midnight. At
least.

And that puts not only our livestock at risk, but ourselves. How long until someone wants “that perfect
picture” next to some livestock, or decide to “slap a bull on the ass” for fun. People do stupid things.
What is the liability to us when things “go wrong” as often happens during times of fun and libations?
There are other concerns as well directly related to livestock. What are the plans for water and sewage
in the area, and what will be the impact? There is no way that you can think that a proposed structure
with thousands of party goers will not have an impact on current resources and infrastructure. How is
that being addressed…and on who’s dime?

Safety: An unneeded Risk for our Community:
The current road system already is challenged by normal growth. Trying to get a combine down a road
where there is competing traffic already causes a lot of stress for the farmers, ranchers and citizens who
live here.
Patience is needed to be successful when dealing with mother nature and weather, but there is a big
difference between patience and unnecessary delays. The current road ways are not compatible to be
dealing with hundreds of cars every weekend and large machinery. Sooner or later there will be an
impasse.
I am not confident that not only are the roadways going to be a real problem, but that there is not the
consideration to emergency services that are required when you are looking at bringing in thousands of
party goers every weekend. This is a fact of the business. And that means that not only will we need to
deal with strangers getting lost in our backyard each weekend, but an increase on the probably number
of drunk drivers.
On the same roads that our kids and grandchildren work on, rely on to go to school, or hockey. Busloads
of kids going from one school or one rink to the other; but now dodging hundreds of drivers who are
coming and going from an establishment that is there for “celebratory reasons and serving alcohol to
people who will be likely on those same roads. Basically, we are bringing the risk to our roads and to our
families, children and grand-children.
And I have to ask? What is the benefit of increasing the risk to the safety of our kids? What are we as a
community getting out of this? How does this proposal benefit “our community” to a degree to even
consider taking this risk? Not every business should be granted equal opportunity. Location matters.
Would you put a liquor store or porn shop next to a primary school? Would you put an establishment
that is in the middle of highways and secondaries that caters to partying and serving alcohol in the
middle of a “residential and agricultural” setting? It’s just not the right place for this business.
This proposal is a risk to the safety of our citizens, with no benefit to our citizens for entertaining that
risk.
The people who reside here did not come here to be live next to a weekend party tent that serves
alcohol every weekend between May and October. It’s not a fit.

Social Fabric:
A rural community is not an urban community. Anyone having lived in both will understand that
statement without need for a debate.
Many citizens to our community have made choices to live in a rural setting. Some planned for it, some
were raised on it. Either way; there is an element of choice, decisions, and sacrifice people and families
make when they look at moving a family or business to a rural area.
In all cases; there is a bit of a risk/benefit trade off. But it usually works, because neighbours make it
work. It’s about community. But this proposal, does not pass the community sniff test to me. What are
the benefits to the community? What tangible benefit does this proposal bring to our community that
justifies the risk of approving it?
Is this what anyone who lives here wants? A business that brings in party goers from outside of the
community, disrupting our life, our jobs, our safety?
We already deal with theft, with damage, with trespass, with dumping and with drunks on the road. Do
any of us really want to see more of this? Is this “our community”?
Anyone paying attention to anything knows that rural crime has become a more topical issue. And the
stats bear it out. There is no reason that I can think of that would be strong enough to support bringing
more strangers into direct conflict on our roads and community. And it will happen. Because we live
here; and they don’t.
None of this proposal lines up with either the Leduc County MDP, or the Provincial Government Strategy
to address rural crime. And I won’t even get into Covid. Thousands of people all congregating to party
each weekend down our corridor? What could possibly go wrong?
Again, there is NO BENEFIT to this proposal to the businesses and families that call this home, but there
is a lot of risk; from livelihood to personal safety.

What is the Benefit?
In summation; there is a lot of personal and financial risk to the businesses and safety of people who live
here in supporting a development that basically will attract thousands of people onto improper
infrastructure, interfering with agricultural livelihoods and put our families and kids at risk.
What is the benefit to any of the families or businesses in approving this?
There are already many locations like the New Sarepta Agriplex that are more set up for this sort of
venture, which would address some of the concerns. Even then though, a larger question on the
benefit still needs to be explained, but that in itself is hard to do when the information we have been
provided is inadequate and insufficient to put any trust in.

How many staff, what are the hours of operation, how many people will be at each event, what
associated activities are there from deliveries, rehearsals, etc. What is the full impact of this proposal on
the landscape and on the community?
Thank you for your time to listen to some of our concerns. Let’s not lost sight of this wonderful
community we call home for our families and businesses; and make sure that as we move forward, we
do not jeopardize our future, or the future of our children.

Regards

Art and Leslie Ducherer
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Leduc County

July 6, 2020

RE:

Notice of Decision of Development Permit D20-041

Submitted by:

Jerry and Debbie Ducherer
22342 TWP 504
Leduc County, AB T0B 3M2

`

Although we were not made directly aware of this proposed development, we have become aware of it
through conversations with family and friends who reside in the general area within Leduc County.
Ourselves as long-time residents who work the land and raise cattle have concerns regarding this
proposed development and appreciate the opportunity to raise them here. While there are many
potential concerns, for the sake of brevity, I will focus on the four main concerns we have at this time;
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓

Infrastructure limitations: roads, water, sewage
Impact to farm animals and wildlife
Increased crime: theft, vandalism, accidents
Harm to the community: business and social
Infrastructure limitations: roads, water, sewage

The current infrastructure system in relation to roads, water and sewage are already taxed. In fact, it
was not long ago that Leduc County Council was looking at a potential Local Improvement Tax to
support water demands. So, what are the impacts to the water demands of a party facility that will be
hosting thousands of people? Are we next going to be looking at another LIT to support something that
I am not convinced the current residents of this area even want?
The roads themselves are challenging at times. If you’ve ever met a combine on a dusty road during
harvest sunset you will understand exactly what I’m saying. Intersections themselves and entrance and
exits can be challenging and this is with limited traffic. In addition, Highway 625 and 21 are both major
truck routes, and have recently been widened to help with the flow of traffic, and while that has been
great; putting hundreds of party goer vehicles up and down these unfamiliar roads, to and from a place
that sales liquor is not going to help any of us to get home safely.
We need to remember that it is the residents and businesses already here that rely on this
infrastructure. The new demand that will come with this proposal will mean expenses for all of us, and
yet, this proposed development and business is for none of us. It’s for people who don’t live here, but
make no mistake, it will be at our expense. An expense to our livelihood, our peace and our safety.
✓ Impact to farm animals and wildlife
Cattle and other livestock react to their environment, just like you and I do. They are exposed in the
elements and react to their surroundings. There is no doubt in mind, that the increased noise by and
event tent running day and night every weekend will be disruptive.
Whether it is from the noise of wedding dance music, or the continuous congratulatory “whoops and
whistles”, or the non-stop traffic there will be an added element of stress that will impact our animals.

And this disruption will also impact the wildlife and ecosystem around us. This is still an area of coyotes,
rodents, birds, moose, deer and the like. The habits of these wild animals’ impact ranching and farming
directly. What is the impact of this on not only livestock, but the surrounding wildlife, or did anyone
even consider that?
No matter how you look at this, the impact on the surrounding environment will affect our livestock by
subjecting them to non-stop increased stress; and that will also hold true for us who live here.
✓ Increased crime: theft, vandalism, accidents
It should be no surprise to anyone living in the County that crime has become a more vocal issue. The
news is filled with examples of hard-working people being put before courts when protecting their
families, their homes, their possessions.
There are numerous studies and stats that support an increase in rural crime. As such we see
movement from provincial governments to try and address this trend. My question to you is how does
this proposed development do anything but actually increase the risk.
We’ve already had to install gates and we’re not far from this proposed “event tent”. We’ve already
had enough of the theft, the vandalism, the dump and runs from people that don’t live in this
community. Bringing in a party tent so that people can stumble around in our fields while partying is not
in anyway supportive of the people who live here.
The reality is that there will be an increase in crime. Things will become so busy that soon we will not
even be able to recognize “who is a neighbour”. Is that what the residents of Leduc County really want?
Having thousands of cars migrating in from the city to party each and every weekend from May until
October. Increased drinking and driving on the roads we rely on for our work, for our families, for our
schools, for our hockey teams?
And that brings us to our final overlying concern, that this proposal harms the fabric of our business and
social environments.

✓ Harm to the community: business and social
Progress is inevitable; and can be good. But it is always a matter of weighing the benefits against the
cost. The cost of this proposal is big. It will impact our ability to conduct our business of farming,
ranching. Our livestock will be stressed, or roads will be congested, and we will probably see an increase
in thefts and damages. All these things will have a direct cost on businesses.
And then the cost to families. How many thousands of cars can you increase on these crowded rural
roads each weekend, to and from a party tent that serves booze and expect to not have a fatality? This
is the middle of a rural agricultural area. This are the homes and the families of the people we live with,
work with and love. Do not put them at risk. This proposal is not in the interests of us who live here and
call this home.

Thank you for the time to consider our concerns. This is our home, and our business. We might not be
directly adjacent to the proposed development, but we are on the exact same roads. The difference is,
we live here. This is not just our “business”. As such, I believe that this is the business and interest of
everyone in Leduc County and wish to on record state that I do not believe that this has yet had the
proper notice provided to the larger community. In addition, the information which I have been able to
obtain, there is not enough information on the full business hours, staffing, and impacts to make a
decision.

Sincerely

Jerry and Deb Ducherer

FROM THE DESK OF

Ducherer Farms
David & Kim Ducherer, NW7-50-22-W4
22557 TWP 502
Leduc County, AB T0B 3M1
July 3, 2020
Leduc County Planning & Development
Suite 101, 1101-5 Street
Nisku, AB T6E 2K3
RE: Rural Wedding and Agricultural Event Facility, Application Number D20-041
While not originally notified of the development due to not residing adjacent to the property, we
were notified by community members and conversations and are concerned about approving this
development. We reside near this location although not directly adjacent, and we do rent land
around this area as part of our operations.
Not the Right Fit (intent of the MDP):
I understand the Land Use Bylaw 7-08 (LUB) deems this land as AG-CR, Agricultural Transitional
and therefore this is considered discretionary, however the new Municipal Development Plan
(MDP) that the County approved in April 2019 is very agriculture-forward, more recent, and I
believe holds more relevance.
Section 4.3.0.3 presents “Applications for subdivision and development within the agricultural
areas shall not interfere with the purpose and intent of the agricultural areas as described in Policy
4.3.0.2”. Simply putting “Agricultural Events” on the proposal does not mean that it either is
supportive of agriculture, or that the project has the support of the majority of the people who
actually are involved in agriculture.
Because this land falls within Agriculture: Area D - Smallholding and is part of Policy 4.3.0.2, I
believe this application should be denied because of the negative impact it will have on our
industry. In this case, I feel the LUB and the MDP are not aligning with each other, perhaps it’s
time to take a closer look at the LUB and what’s considered discretionary usage in our area.
In its opening, the MDP states “The County is taking steps to protect high-quality agricultural
lands. The Leduc County Agricultural Strategy (2016) asserts that for agriculture to grow and
prosper, a long-term commitment must be made towards the protection and conservation of
agricultural areas”. That is such a positive statement and it gave me so much hope when reading
it. I implore you to read and re-read it while deciding whether or not this facility will be approved.
A risk to current business and families in this area:
The actual operations of our agriculture, ranching operations will be impacted by this proposed
development. Crop damage and an increased traffic are just one concern. The proposed
parking area for this centre border agricultural land and regardless of how many vehicles are
anticipated in their proposal, there’s no way of knowing how many will show up definitively and

stay within that area. What happens if they start parking on the road or in adjacent fields and
we’re unable to pass in our equipment or they cause damage? We try to prevent crop damage
but usually, we come across it too late and it comes out of our bottom line. It’s also not feasible
for us to try and track wedding attendees down to move a vehicle if there’s a rainstorm coming.
This area where we work hard to raise crops and cattle are not set-up to handle literally thousands
of party-goers each and every weekend during the same time we are seeding and harvesting
(May to October). The roads are not designed for this and there are numerous concerns
regarding emergency entrances and exits, intersection design, road weights and volumes. This is
just not the location for a party tent that puts our business and our community at risk, with very
little, if no direct benefit for the families and businesses that call this area home.
Livestock can be disturbed by many things and the noise of the vehicles, commotion of partying,
and total disruption of activities will have a negative impact. Cattle and horses have hearing
outside of our own hearing and can sense a storm coming long before we typically can. I am not
looking forward to a midnight call to address a situation where one of our bulls has charged
through a fence or we have to take serious action because cattle have broken through onto the
roads. Trust me, it happens.
Besides the already challenging road infrastructure, when it comes to large farm equipment on
the secondaries and heavy rigs down highways 21 and 625 we are not looking forward to an
increase in thousands of drivers who have been drinking pouring out onto our community homes
each and every weekend throughout the day and night. According to the proposal, this is exactly
what it will bring.
Do we have the taxis, busses, emergency services, etc., available in adequate amounts to help
mitigate against accidents or respond to them? I’m not convinced we do. Again, I have to ask,
“what is the impact to the families and businesses that call this area home? What is the benefit to
us? What is the risk?
A risk to quality of life for residents:
Even if you can mitigate against these increased risks, I still have concerns about the increase in
crime, trespassing, and damages. We all know the number of city people who get lost out on the
country roads and come onto our properties to either get bearings or get help. We already deal
with people who drive over our fields, dump on our fields, who get mixed up about why crops are
planted, maybe stop to discharge a firearm or take pictures because it looks like a good spot to
stop. Do you think that adding thousands of people into this area, many who have been drinking
and partying, will do anything but exasperate our current experience?
Again, this proposal asks all current community businesses and families to take on the risk and I
keep asking myself at the benefit of who?
We already deal with damages, stolen equipment, increased insurance and costs for security.
Those are costs that we already have to absorb as a direct result of people who do not live in the
community and have no real connection to it. We really are not looking forward to bearing the

risk of another enterprise, especially this one, where it may be a drunk driver and a family
member. The ask is just way too much.
On May 27, 2019, CBC News published a story that referenced a report by Statistics Canada
stating crime rates were 38% higher in rural than in urban Alberta in 2017 compared to2009. A
38% increase in 8 years is astronomical and that will only increase with more exposure from
people unfamiliar with our area.
I also have to ask Leduc County Council, “how does approval of this line up with the Provincial
Government Strategy on dealing with rural crime issues?” I hope that this will be addressed,
along with safety and security concerns associated with emergency egresses, road infrastructure
changes, proper liabilities insurances by business and County Council etc., prior to approval.
It’s just not a fit in an agricultural setting:
Another issue that is not addressed but is a concern is competition for resources, and I’m not just
talking roadways. What about water? It was not that long ago that Leduc County Council was
looking at local improvement taxes in relation to water. What is the impact of this new facility that
will support thousands of external party-goers every weekend? Water and sewage.
Will they be trying to drill wells that will deplete the underground springs in the area for the
residents? What about the farmers that have wells for their livestock? Cattle and grain should take
precedence over weddings but if they tap into the wells in the area, does that mean I’ll have to
try and drill another one or dig a dugout for my cattle because they deplete the source? Or will
this be followed by another attempt by Leduc County Council to bring in more tax increases to
address water issues on the back of the taxpayer?
What about the amount of sewer trucks they’ll have to have in there to empty their septic tanks? If
they’re going to be holding weddings for 30-230 (or 460?) people like they state, they could need
a septic tank emptied daily not to mention all the other wedding traffic that would be on site as a
result - caterers, equipment rentals, DJ’s, photographers, florists, setup and takedown help in
addition to all the guest vehicles.
That would deteriorate the road condition and infrastructure that’s already in place. At that rate,
will they be required to bond the road or pave it so the County won’t be using taxpayer dollars to
repair the
damages? Or again, is this just another cost that we the businesses and families that operate and
live here will be on the hook for paying for.
I see the current families and businesses in this area taking all the risk, and none of the benefit.
And its not just that there is no benefit. Is it even necessary? The County recently spent a great
deal of time and money on the upgrade to the New Sarepta Agriplex. Is that being used to its
potential and to the benefit of the community? The Agriplex upgrades are fantastic and should
be marketed more in order to bring in more revenue. There is no market demand currently for
this proposed development, and it really undervalues the current existing facilities that exist
within our community.

From economic development, to safety, to quality of life, I fail to see any benefit to the
community if this venue is approved; the current businesses and residents of this community will
be taking the brunt of the impact. This is simply a decision that places all the risks at the feet of
the community with very little tangible benefits for the community itself and it is not a fit. I feel it
is a move backwards in relation to the Leduc County MDP and provincial strategies to address
rural issues.
The risk is just too high for the reward, especially when any reward is external to the community.
It is really not in the benefit of Leduc County to be the “outsourced” location for city people who
wish to drop by to party in some else’s backyard.

Best

David & Kim Ducherer
cc:

Rick Smith, Division One Councillor, Leduc County

22557 TWP 502 LEDUC COUNTY, AB T0B3M1 (780) 499-8809 KIM@FARMWIFESTYLE.COM

Notice of Intermunicipal Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Hearing
RE: Addressing Concerns Raised in letter from Appellants Kevin & Karen Neilson related to Development
Approval Decision D20-041
We believe that the Approved Development Decision of the wedding and community events facility on
our property would provide benefits to the area by showcasing the natural beauty of the district to
those in attendance at each event, and has been designed to ensure that there is no impact on any
neighboring properties, property values, or property owner’s enjoyment of their property. The Venue’s
increased tax base, and economic benefits to those in the district, and greater County by way of working
with neighboring farmers, and businesses in the region offer added value to the community. We have
already been in contact with local Leduc based businesses, from live entertainers, to event planners, to
catering companies and decorators. As we continue to develop our business, we see partnerships with
horse and carriage operators, local farmer’s market vendors (farmers, bakers, artists, etc), and more.
We have specifically requested, and been granted Sunday morning – 3pm operating hours to potentially
facilitate events like farmer’s markets, spring summer and fall fairs, and other community gathering
events that would showcase what Leduc County has to offer, and preserve the agricultural character of
the District. This is directly in keeping with the County’s existing Municipal Development Plan for the
AG/CR Transitional District (which is designed to be a small holdings area), as it will preserve the
agricultural feel of the area.
Since I am only being provided with the opportunity to speak for 5 minutes at the hearing, and this
development is incredibly significant to my family and I, I am providing members of the SDAB with this
letter. The purpose of this document is to directly address the 16 concerns raised in the Notice of
Appeal, provided by Kevin and Karen Neilson. I will be addressing each concern in the order of their
letter, labelled as per their letter.

1. Lack of Respect for Neighbors, community and process

a. We have not secured any bookings to date, instead we are simply allowing for
interested couples to reserve dates -as weddings are generally booked several months
in advance. We have taken no deposits, secured no dates, or conducted any site tours
with prospective clients. As a new business, looking to be operational in 2020, and
dealing with the long range nature of wedding facility bookings, we began marketing the
business as early as possible in the hopes that we could be generate some revenue in

2020 after spending hundreds of thousands of dollars, and countless hours on the
development of the venue. In order to be on prospective couples ‘list’ of venues, we
needed to be visible. We have not even opened a bank account at this point.
b. No community concerns we raised when the application for rezoning was made so the
appellant’s claim that we ignored their concerns is again misguided. In fact, Kevin
Neilsen even had a discussion with my father, Krishna where he said that he’d like us to
give him the cut down trees from the development of the venue for him to use for the
commercial boiler he has on his property just earlier this year. Anyone is free to change
their mind, however, to state that we did not speak to him about the development is
not an accurate description of the events.
c. When the Appellant’s brought up concerns with my father Krishna at the time of the
Development Application Notification being received, I called him, and spent over an
hour on the phone with Kevin, asking for his input, and explicitly asking him what
concerns he had, and how we could address them once operating as a business. When I
described all of the protocols we were already putting in place to minimize any impacts
on the community, he said that what I was describing was reasonable, but that he
always looks at the worst possible outcome when looking at any situation. In that
discussion, I was actively trying to get his input so that we could address his concerns,
and be able to operate the venue accordingly. I asked him if it was operating hours, or
days of operations, or size, or noise limits, or what we could do to make the venue
palatable to him, and he said he would not accept the venue in any format -that the
only thing he would accept is that the venue not exist.
In our discussion, I asked Kevin what was bringing on this level of fear and hostility,
because I did not understand his extreme apprehension to the Development of a Rural
Wedding and Community Events Facility -a joyous place where people would celebrate
one of the happiest days of their lives with their close friends and family. I even
recommended he visit our website so that he could watch the video of the venue’s
virtual walk through, and understand that we weren’t planning on putting up what he
called a ‘party hall’. We instead are designing a venue that highlights the beauty of our
property, and encourages respectful behavior just based on its design (in keeping with
the ‘broken windows’ theory), and then also having all of the policies we plan on putting
in effect would further ensure that the site, and neighboring properties are respected.
He explained that since he is an active Emergency Room Surgeon that works in the City
of Edmonton, he is trained to always be looking out for the worst possible outcome
when evaluating any type of situation, and accordingly he is imagining a situation of
excessively drunk people using, abusing, exploring, and destroying his, and neighboring
properties. I explained to him that our intention is not to destroy the beauty of our
district (which includes our own property), but to instead provide a venue for people
from all over to enjoy, and appreciate the beauty of our Family’s Land in a responsible,
closely monitored, and respectful manner.

In this discussion, I also brought up the economic benefits that could likely come from
this development to other residents in the community (which I will further elaborate on
later in my letter here). The opportunity to partake in and supply goods and services for
community gathering events, farmers’ markets, weddings, and other events held at the
venue would result in significant economic benefits to many of our neighbors, as well as
other businesses in the County. The Appellant dismissed this entire idea, stating that
people living in this community aren’t looking for any economic benefits -a statement
that I do not believe is an accurate representation of the community at large. As
aforementioned, the Appellant is a well established Emergency Room Surgeon, who’s
wife is a nurse, and accordingly they may not have any need for financial benefit, but
many of our neighbors in the region would welcome an opportunity to increase their
revenue bases.
d. Even though there were no concerns raised during the rezoning process (which is when
we accordingly were designing the development), we made sure to design the facility to
respect our neighbor’s enjoyment and use of their property, and focused on limiting any
impacts on adjacent, and distant properties. I have included the e-mail chain between
myself and the County’s Development Office, demonstrating that we had multiple
discussions where I expressed that I was happy to work with the County, and County
Residents to ensure that we would not disrupt anyone’s use and enjoyment of their
property. Our design further demonstrates this by making use of the following:
i. Eddison bulb based accent lighting for the site to minimize any light pollution
ii. Selecting a location on the property that has a natural earth barrier that is
nearly 10 feet high to the east, south and west of the events hall, as well as a
densely tree’d forest to prevent both sound and light from travelling to
neighboring properties
iii. Setting up plans for decibel level limits (math to show rationale for calculations
attached)
iv. Locating the entrance to the venue far away from any neighboring property
owner’s own entrances, and ensuring that there is sufficient parking for all
patrons and delivery/service vehicles to be on private property only
e. Tree clearing was started on May 20th, after we were provided with the Development
Approval on May 11th. Based on the wording of the approval, I was under the impression
that we are allowed to clear trees, but that we could not start construction. Sean
Dennis, the Safety Codes Officer with the County also believed that I was allowed to do
the tree clearing based on the approval we had received. I have attached copies of the
e-mail Sean sent me, as well as the e-mail chain that occurred between myself at Ata
Mohammed (who issued the stop work order) from the County Office which explains my
rationale, and confusion. Once confirmed that we were not allowed to do any
development related activity, we ceased, and no further tree clearing has occurred.
f.

When issues were raised by Kevin with my father, I myself reached out to Kevin to ask
him what his objections were. I contacted Greg in the Leduc County Development Office

shortly thereafter, and had a phone call with him to ask what he’s heard, and advised
him that we would be willing and open to amend the application to reflect the concerns
of our neighbors, and other residents in the County. I then followed up with the same
message to him later on by way of e-mail. The County Office listened to everyone’s
concerns, and I think also appreciated my flexibility. I have attached my e-mail chain
between myself and the Greg McGovern here, which confirms that I was offering to
accept changes to our application that would help make the venue more suitable to our
neighbors throughout the application period, not just around the time of the Appeal even though we had already designed the venue to have no impact on neighboring
properties already. Just because I did not ask for our neighbor’s permission to build this
development, doesn’t mean I did not take them into consideration throughout the
entire process of designing, and going through permitting.

2. Noise

a. As mentioned above, the venue has been placed in a location on the property with
roughly 10 feet of earth barrier to the east, south and west of the venue by way of the
chosen spot for the venue being a lower spot in the forest, along with dense forest all
around, AND we are setting noise limits that will ensure that our neighbors are not
disturbed. The noise limits that we have selected would mean that music being played
at the venue is no louder than an operational tractor(98 decibels) or a train driving by at
100 decibels -a sound level which fits right in with the existing feel of the district as
there is an active train line located to the west of the property, and of course, being that
this is an active farming community, there are operational tractors running throughout
the district.
b. The distance from the venue location to the Appellants residence on their property is
262 meters per the attached Google Maps document. The Appellants are the closest
residents to the venue. At a distance of 262 meters, a 100 decibel level sound registers
at 31.52 Decibels when travelling completely unencumbered, per the Sound Attenuation
Calculation attached. According to the sound level comparison charts below, a 30
decibel level noise is the equivalent of a whisper. By comparison, a standard refrigerator
(likely like what most if not all of the residents would have inside of their homes) makes
noise at 50 decibels. The others listed in the appeal documents are a minimum of 500+
meters just to their property lines (with their personal residences being even further)
away at which point the same 100 Decibel Level sound would only be registering at 26
decibels or lower, which is the equivalent to rustling leaves, a mosquito, breathing, or an
empty bedroom at night. All of this math is for sound travelling unobstructed. In our
case, the sound will be travelling through the tent itself, a dense forest, and
approximately 10 feet of upward elevation change so I would argue that the sound

levels will be substantially lower. I also note that the neighbor located directly to the
north of our property, just across TWP 504 has signed a statement confirming that he
has no objections to the development.
c. We have also been working to develop a specific list of DJs and Wedding Bands that
would be allowed to provide their services for events at the facility, and they would
know about the sound related rules of the facility

3. Traffic

a. The appellants make mention of people parking on public roads, but the Development
Approval Notification requires all parking to be contained on private property, and we
have designed the property to have sufficient parking for all patrons, as well as having
excess capacity so that any potential delivery vehicles would also be able to stop on the
private lot to unload/load items and leave without disturbing the public. They make
mention in their appeal that we have designed a parking lot that is larger than the

allowable number of vehicles, however, that has been intentionally designed to allow
for delivery and service vehicles to be able to stop on private property during events, so
as to not impact public roadways in any way.
b. There is mention from other people included in the Appeal over concerns of traffic, and
its related dust, however, I would imagine that the vast majority of all people coming to
the venue would be coming on Highway 21, onto TWP 504, and turning onto RR 225,
with the entrance to the venue being the very first entrance, so guests of the venue
would likely not be driving up near anyone’s property. We specifically chose the location
for this reason as well.
c. The Appellant’s mention that vehicles related to the venue causing excess wear and tear
of county roads, but we are only looking at 30-80 passenger vehicles travelling to the
site and back 3x/week; which include patrons, and operations related vehicles. This does
not represent a significant increase to existing traffic on County highways, and with the
vast majority of the vehicles coming to the site being passenger vehicles, instead of
heavy duty equipment, or trucks, or trailers, the impact is very minimal on any
roadways. On multiple occasions, we have observed semi trucks driving to and from
Kevin & Karen Neilsen’s home. I would suggest that those large trucks with trailers are
doing far more damage to County roads than the passenger vehicle (cars, minivans, and
pickup trucks) associated with the Approved Venue. I have photo evidence of the most
recent sighting of a semi truck on the Appellant’s property.
4. Security & Safety

a. The appellants make mention of 430 wedding guests, however, we are only advertising
capacity of 230 guests, so just over half their description. We have mentioned that we
will have 460 chairs on the website, but that is only so that people have seating for both
the outdoor wedding, AND the indoor reception, as there are other venues that do not
have sufficient seating for both the reception and ceremony (resulting in couples either
having to rent separate chairs, or have their guests walk their seats from one event to
the other. The mention of 430 guests is not accurate.
b. The Approved Development of the Weddings & Community Gathering Events Venue has
been located within a space on the property that is fenced in and has been designed
with multiple locations within the venue for taking pictures. The chosen location of the
venue also represents a significant walk to the property line, so we do not believe that
there would be much temptation for patrons attending an event to wander onto
neighboring property.
c. Security cameras will be installed in MULTIPLE locations on the property, as well as at
property line, with very visible signage displayed so that people are reminded that their
behavior is being monitored, and to remain on the grounds of the events venue.

d. Patrons will be explicitly made aware that their guests are not to leave the premises,
and would be subject to legal, and financial penalties.
e. By outlining the rules to event hosts, displaying signage, and explicitly reminding them
of the financial and legal penalties associated, we believe that we are addressing the
concern of safety in a responsible manner.
f. We plan on sending out surveys to our neighbors after each event to learn about what
we did well, and what we can improve upon.
5. Alcohol & Drug Related Behavior

a. It is highlighted by the Appellants that we are advertising that the facility will help
obtain liquor licenses. This is true, and we also require that all events serving liquor have
licensed bartending staff. These two requirements represent a business acting
responsibly to ensure the safety of its patrons, as well as those around them. Requiring
licensed bartenders helps to ensure that patrons are not over served, and requiring a
liquor license helps the AGLC monitor the space to make sure we’re following proper
protocol.
b. We have also been working with a busing company so that we will to be able to offer
our patrons a shuttle service to bring attendees to and from the venue.

6. Inability to Enforce Permit Conditions

a. Our intention is to send out letters to our neighbors after each event to ask for their
input as to what we did right, what we did wrong, and how we could improve in their
eyes. As described above, compliance is not limited to a damage deposit, we intend to
also make it explicitly clear to all those booking our venue that they, and their guests
would face legal and financial penalties for not obeying the rules of our facility, and laws
of the community as a whole.
b. Mention of response times applies to operations of anyone in our district (farming,
working on equipment, lighting a burn pile in their field, etc), so I do not understand the
reference to time and our specific venue.
7. Potential Violation of Fire & Safety Regulations

a. This would all be part of the Building Permit Application with Safety Codes and Fire
reviews, not approval of the Development Permit. We are currently working with safety
codes, and our suppliers to ensure that all of our structures meet or exceed the
requirements of the County.
b. Our suppliers, and trades have been working with Sean Dennis in the safety codes office
for months now to ensure that everything we are designing meets the requirements of
the County.
8. Increased Litter Concerns

a. A dedicated cleaning crew will be part of the facility’s ongoing operations.
b. Site is only designed to accommodate a maximum of up to 230 guests, and we believe
that the vast majority of events will be under 150 people. The mention of 460 guests is
not accurate, and likely was being used by the Appellants to misguide members of the
Community to support their point of view.
c. We have communicated a policy of not allowing single use plastics to caterers and bar
staff that we have discussed the venue with. Only suppliers who support this policy will
be allowed to serve at the venue
9.

Impact on Adjacent Land

a. The Approved Development Decision already addresses drainage, explicitly outlining
that the Approved Development is not to affect drainage.
b. Damage to crops would not be possible by vehicles wandering off the parking lot, as the
entire parking lot is fenced in.
c. The site is designed to highlight, and showcase our rural setting, and for that reason, we
would not want to see any disruption to existing farming, and agricultural activities
anywhere around us. Accordingly, we have designed the facility, and selected a location
on our property that ensure that there would be no impact on any crops, drainage, etc.
10. Impact on Community/County Facilities. Reduced Potential Use

a. The opposite is true. The Approved Development is designed to highlight the beauty of
Leduc County, and therefore, the venue would increase exposure of all County Facilities,
as people attending our events could look for other sites in the area to host events.
b. The community gathering aspect of the venue is another positive aspect of our
development. We specifically requested that our permit include the ability to operate
on Sunday mornings until 3 pm to allow for the venue to host things like farmers
markets, summer fairs, etc that would directly support the local community of Leduc
county (and specifically those in our immediate vicinity) by allowing them to participate
by way of selling their goods and services in the markets. Our plan is to highlight
upcoming fairs and markets to guests in attendance of weddings, or other events at the
Venue by way of having upcoming calendars of events highlighted in various areas on
the property. The goal is to create an environment for local, Leduc County based
businesses to get exposure to customers. I can personally speak to the effectiveness of
such shopping. For my wife and I’s wedding, we purchased all of our wedding cakes
from a small rural farmer near Viking Alberta who happened to be working as a vendor
at the Strathcona Farmer’s Market one day when we happened to go. We feel that by
similarly hosting markets in our venue, we will be able to similarly create opportunities
for our neighbors to create new revenue sources. Even things as simple as petting zoo’s,
or the selling of small scale garden produce, or home made arts can provide a revenue
source to those around us provides an opportunity for fellow residents of the County to
diversify their income.
11. Reduction in Property Values

a. The opposite is likely true. Patrons attending events at the facility would likely be
attracted to the County, which would likely lead to increased demand, leading to
increased property values throughout the community, and Leduc County as a whole.
12. Light Pollution

a. As mentioned above, the design of the facility minimizes light pollution by way of fixture
selection, site location on the property, surrounding topography, and dense tree’d
forest. The venue is designed to highlight the beauty of what an active farming
community is all about, not disrupt it.
b. As an additional note, the venue is only operating during the summer months from
May-October until 12:00AM on Friday and Saturday nights. For much of this time period
the sun is still up until well after 10:30pm, so the natural ambient lighting of the sky will
be brighter than the lights of the facility. Our lighting is designed to be accent lighting,
that is low to the ground. We have a venue virtual video that I’d like to share at this
time, that very clearly shows what our intention for lighting is.

13. Process Problems

a. The Appellants make mention of a ‘previous template’ for a different wedding facility.
The application they are referencing was made at 23464 TWP 505 that was
recommended to be denied by the Leduc County Development Office. They fail to
mention that it was recommended to be denied by the County Office because the
property is located in the middle of a residential subdivision, with other residential
homes literally right across the street from it -which is completely different from the
location of our venue. The Appellants failed to make mention of the differences

between the two applications. They also failed to mention two other rural wedding and
events facilities that were approved this spring; one located at 50371 RR 244, and 50376
RR 244. Both of these venues are located on comparable parcels of land to our
Approved Development in the sense of being in rural settings. I would note that both of
these approved sites are on completely flat, unencumbered land -meaning that sound,
light, and smells travel much MUCH further than they will from our chosen location,
AND have neighbors much closer. Maps showing 23464 TWP 505, 50376 RR 244, and
our Approved Development are attached for your reference, which clearly demonstrate
the difference between the approved applications(ours, and 50376 RR 244), and the one
that the development office recommended be declined -but was approved by Council.
This shows that the approval decision made on our property is consistent with other
decisions made by the County, and also shows that Council is in support of such
ventures.
b. The Appellants are disputing that the County provided notice of the change to zoning
allowing Rural Wedding & Events Facilities in the AG/CR Transitional District. The County
followed its standard process with respect to notification for a Text Ammendment, and
held a public hearing on March 10th. At that hearing, no opposition to the change was
brought up.
c. The Appellants mentioned incorrect addressing. I hadn’t even noticed that the site plan
has a single digit typo which was apparently missed by everyone, however, the
Development Approval Application, and Decision both have the correct address listed,
so I do not believe that their statement of confusion is accurate. Kevin Neilsen also had
a discussion with my father earlier in the winter time where my father had told him all
about the venue we were planning on building and developing on our property, where
my youngest brother would be holding his wedding this summer (which now we are
unable to because of the Roadblocks set in place by the Appellants). The listed address
on the documents describing the Development Application Notice, Development
Approval Notice, and all other related documents was correct.
14. Previous Experience

a. I actually would like to request that the 2 year development approval be removed, and
that we be given a normal, indefinite development approval at this time, just like the
other venues similar to ours that were approved this year. I would instead rely on the
fact that our business license needs to be renewed each year by the County, and on that
basis, if the County deems that we are not operating in an acceptable manner, and/or
not following the rules outlined in the Development Approval Decision, the County

would be able to not renew our business license -just like any other business. Seeing
that we have demonstrated that we will have no negative impact on any of our
neighboring properties, and the Appellants’ vindictive attempt to use up an entire year
of our approved timeline by way of their actions to date, I do not feel that it is fair to
only approve the development until October 2021, unless we can be provided with a
very clear set of rules as to what would constitute a valid reason for the development
approval to be rescinded, or for the file to be able to be appealed. I do not want the
Appellants here to have the power to shut us down for a year again in 2022 just out of
spite, by abusing the safeties and securities granted by the Municipal Governing Act as
they have already displayed a pattern of doing.
b. The Appellants make mention of past events having caused noise disturbance, however,
they have chosen to ignore the location of those two events, orientation of speakers,
difference in topography, lack of any trees in the location, or the fact that those were
private events (both of which were attended, and enjoyed by the Appellants). The 2
specific events they are referring to were two family weddings that were conducted on
the front driveway of our residential home. With no change in elevation, no trees, no
noise restrictions, no parking accommodations, and being much closer to the property
line when compared to the Approved Development, the two instances are not in any
way comparable to the venue that has been approved by the County. There was
insufficient space to park, so those in attendance were parked on the Range Road
(something which we discussed and received agreement on by the Appellants at the
time of those events), and very loud music went on until approximately 2AM. As an
added note, both private events involved the use of fireworks that the Appellants
allowed to be fired from their property for the enjoyment of all in attendance -which are
not permitted as part of the Development Approval for the Wedding and Community
Events Centre. In order to have the two fireworks displays, we obtained the necessary
permits from the Fire Department, and followed all of its accompanying rules. The
following year, at my younger brother’s wedding, we did the same. I do repeat that both
events were attended by the Appellants, and no issues were brought up after my
wedding to indicate any issues prior to my younger brother’s wedding the following
year. Considering that my father also spoke to Kevin Neilsen about my youngest
brother’s upcoming wedding, and described the venue to him, and he still did not raise
any concerns, we were completely blindsided by his complete about face now once our
Development Application was made. During the Adjournment Request meeting on June
18th, both Kevin and Karen Neilsen claimed that they were completely unaware of my
youngest brother’s upcoming wedding, an event that we now are not going to be
holding at our family farm because of all these delays, and hearing how Kevin and Karen
felt about mine, and my younger brother’s weddings. We feel like to again host our
private function in the same location on the property would be less than neighborly. I
personally do not understand how they can claim to not have known about the
upcoming wedding at the Adjournment Request Hearing on the 18 th when my father
had discussed it with Kevin in the winter time. My father brought up the wedding again
in late May when I was having trees cut down (as per the discussion earlier with ATA
Mohammed), and Kevin Neilsen called the County to complain. Kevin at that time also

called my father (not me, curiously) and said that I was breaking the rules by doing so.
My father explained to him that we were getting everything ready so that we could
quickly get the site ready for my brother’s wedding once the final approval was
released. Again, the Appellants were aware of the events that were pushing us to speed
things up this summer so that I could give my youngest brother, and his soon to be wife
the gift of the very first wedding at the unbelievably beautiful venue that we designed. A
gift which we now are unable to give them.
The Development Approval is for a commercial business, which is subject to regulations
on items including: operating hours, days, noise, smoke, dust, vibration, glare, and
traffic. These regulations, and requirements make the ongoing operation of the venue
completely different from a private event, and further protect the enjoyment and use of
neighboring property, and their residents as outlined in the Development Approval
Decision. The two private functions that we put on (both attended by the Appellants, 1
year apart), and the ongoing operations of the Approved Development will be
completely different, as clearly stipulated in the terms of the Development Approval.
15. Not the right fit

a. The Appellants fail to understand that they live in the AG-CR Transitional District, not
within a Country Residential District which is why they see the terms ‘transitional’ and
‘discretionary’ on the Approved Development Decision. Their statement that the
approved facility does not belong in a CR zoned area does not have any place within this
discussion, as the property is located within the AG-CR Transitional District. The
approved development does not represent a fundamental change in use of land in the
area, it instead is in keeping with this particular zone’s intended design by the County,
which is why the text amendment application was even entertained by the County.

b. The Approved Development Decision is on a parcel of land that our family has owned
for 20 years, where I personally lived until the fall of 2012, and where both I and my
younger brother were married. Our Land holds great sentimental value to our entire
family. We do not intend to in any way disrupt, or destroy what makes Leduc County,
our specific district, and our own land special, as this is our community too. Krishna, my
father has worked with the Cameron Drainage District for years as the Trustee, and was
nominated by the District to join the Drainage Council of Alberta, and currently takes an
active role in its activities. To make claims about our intentions, connection to our land,
and motivations is dismissive, and uncalled for.
c. The Appellants repeatedly refer to the concept of us trying to earn a “quick buck” by
developing this facility, but I do not understand that reference. The development, and
construction of the Approved Rural Wedding and Community Events Facility is a major
financial and personal undertaking, and will require substantial initial, and ongoing
investments of both time and money to operate and grow. It is dismissive to make such
assumptions, and quite insulting to me as a business person, and to my wife as someone
who has dreamt of operating a events venue for years.
My wife, Maya, who will be the Sales Manager of the venue received her certification in
Event Management from Mount Royal University in 2013. She’s dreamt of building a
business around weddings, and community events for much of her adult life, and it is
my dream to support her with the skills that I possess from 15 years in the construction
industry, and finally being in a financial position to develop and operate this business
with her means a great deal to me.

16. Leduc County Bylaw Discussion

a. In the short time we have had since receiving the Appellants letter, and not having their
contact information, we have still been able to speak to a few, and they have confirmed that
they were provided with misinformation by the Appellants. I have attached letters that
includes the individuals’ names, addresses, phone numbers, and signatures to confirm that
they have no opposition to the Approved Development.
b. The Appellant’s letter strangely merely lists names of individuals without listing any contact
information, confirmation of proximity to the approved development, or signatures to verify
legitimacy. They also seem to be listing every member of a person’s household in their
appeal to try and make the list of those possibly objecting the venue to be larger than it is.
c. We also note that of the three total letters of opposition included in the package, 1 is from a
resident who lives in a residential subdivision that is 6.8 km away, on the opposite side of
Highway 21. The second is on a property over 500 meters. The third is also at a distance of
over 700 meters. As outlined in my math related to sound, as well as travel distances,
parking, etc, we have clearly demonstrated that there is no material interference with any
of our neighbor’s use, enjoyment, or value of their land.

I would highly recommend that all members of the SDAB committee visit our website @
www.aspenvalleyevents.ca , where we have a complete virtual walkthrough of the venue that can be
watched. You will see that great care that has been put into ensuring that the facility’s design is
respectful of our neighbor’s enjoyment and use of their own property, while highlighting the beauty of
our own, and reinforcing the concept of respecting the property by all guests and patrons.

Thank you for taking the time to read through this statement.

Regards,

Anuj Gupta

anuj@anudevelopments.ca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ATA Muhammad <Ata@leduc-county.com>
May 21, 2020 8:26 AM
anuj@anudevelopments.ca
RE: tree cutting - rural wedding and events facility

Thank you Mr. Gupta,
The County appreciate your cooperation!
Regards
Ata Muhammad, RPP, MCIP.

Planner
Planning & Development
Leduc County, Nisku AB.
Phone: (780) 979-2109
Fax: (780) 955-8866
E-mail: Ata@leduc-county.com

This communication is intended ONLY for the use of the person or entity named above and may contain information that is confidential or legally privileged. If you are not the
intended recipient named above or a person responsible for delivering messages or communications to the intended recipient, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that any use,
distribution, or copying of this communication or any of the information contained in it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by telephone and then destroy or delete this communication, or return it to us by mail if requested by us. Leduc County thanks you for your attention and cooperation.

 Please consider the environment before printing this message.
If you must keep the hard copy, please be sure to double-side print

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May/20/2020 7:37 PM
To: ATA Muhammad <Ata@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: tree cutting - rural wedding and events facility
Hello Ata,
Understood, I won’t be doing anything more until after the 1 st of June. As mentioned in my previous e-mail, based on
the development permit approval letter and wording within it, I was under the impression that it was fine for me to at
least do some work, and with the weather cooperating for the moment, thought it was best to deal with what I could,
while I could.
In any case, all work has ceased, and will only continue after June 1 st.
Thanks for the clarification.
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Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: ATA Muhammad <Ata@leduc-county.com>
Sent: May 20, 2020 4:57 PM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: RE: tree cutting - rural wedding and events facility
Good afternoon Mr. Gupta,
Attached please find a warning letter that is issued today advising you to immediately cease any development work at
the wedding facility site and wait till the appeal period is over. Should you have any questions please feel free to contact
me.
Regards
Ata Muhammad, RPP, MCIP.

Planner

Planning & Development
Leduc County, Nisku AB.
Phone: (780) 979-2109
Fax: (780) 955-8866
E-mail: Ata@leduc-county.com

This communication is intended ONLY for the use of the person or entity named above and may contain information that is confidential or legally privileged. If you are not the
intended recipient named above or a person responsible for delivering messages or communications to the intended recipient, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that any use,
distribution, or copying of this communication or any of the information contained in it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by telephone and then destroy or delete this communication, or return it to us by mail if requested by us. Leduc County thanks you for your attention and cooperation.

 Please consider the environment before printing this message.
If you must keep the hard copy, please be sure to double-side print

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May/20/2020 1:04 PM
To: ATA Muhammad <Ata@leduc-county.com>
Subject: tree cutting - rural wedding and events facility
Hello Ata,
Good chatting with you just now. Per our discussion, I’m just writing this e-mail to you to explain what my thought
process was in booking the tree cutting that we’re doing today. I have a crew on site today to cut down trees so that we
can see the site and plot out the development before all this upcoming rain. I do not have ANY construction work
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commencing here, just simply needing to make space to see what can go where so that we are ready to get work
started once we have our building permit issued. I did not think this would be an issue, or not in accordance with the
development permit approval letter we received (attached here), where it states:
“Where an appeal on a Development Permit can be considered by the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, the
Permit does not come into effect until June 1, 2020, and any development proceeded with prior to the effective date of
the permit is done solely at the risk of the applicant.”
My interpretation of the above listed phrase is that any work that I do prior to June 1 st is at my own financial risk,
meaning that if I spend money doing work, and then lose a development appeal, then that cost is my responsibility to
eat, nothing more.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca
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anuj@anudevelopments.ca
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sean Dennis <SeanD@leduc-county.com>
May 20, 2020 3:16 PM
anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Maggie Burch
RE: Development

Thanks so much for the prompt reply Anuj.
I appreciate it.
Best regards,
Sean Dennis, Safety Codes Officer, Building
Planning and Development, Leduc County
p: 780-955-4537 f: 780-955-8866

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May/20/2020 3:13 PM
To: Sean Dennis <SeanD@leduc-county.com>
Cc: Maggie Burch <Maggie@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Development
Hi Sean,
Yes, we are just taking some of the trees down so that we can see the proposed area and accordingly be able to plan out
the development in detail before all this rain that’s forecasted for the week ahead. No actual construction going on, as
we’re still dealing with planning out the design of the washroom and bridal buildings, as well as for the tent space where Harrison and you have been going over the logistics of.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca
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From: Sean Dennis <SeanD@leduc-county.com>
Sent: May 20, 2020 3:06 PM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Cc: Maggie Burch <Maggie@leduc-county.com>
Subject: Development
Good afternoon Anuj,
I have received word that there may be construction underway on the property. I just wanted to check in with you to
verify.
I know the development permit has been approved and as such site clearing may be done.
Please let me know what is happening.
Thank you.
Sean Dennis, Safety Codes Officer, Building
Planning and Development, Leduc County
p: 780-955-4537 f: 780-955-8866
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anuj@anudevelopments.ca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

anuj@anudevelopments.ca
May 8, 2020 10:18 AM
'Greg McGovern'
RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08

Hi Greg,
Not a problem, I appreciate the update. Should I be anticipating approval with conditions related to hours/days of
operations or decibel levels, or number of attendees or something along those lines, or just a straight approval of the
application? As previously mentioned, I’m happy to work with the county, and residents to ensure that we operate the
facility in a way that respects them, and their enjoyment of their property.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: May 8, 2020 9:44 AM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hello Anuj,
I’ll be drafting the Notice of Decision today. Sorry for the wait.
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May 7, 2020 4:22 PM
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To: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Just following up with you to see where you’re at with regards to issuing the DP?
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May 4, 2020 2:06 PM
To: 'Greg McGovern' <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Thanks, if you need any additional information from me, I’m happy to provide.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: May 4, 2020 1:54 PM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hello Anuj,
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My apologies for the long wait. We received quite a few complaints about the proposed wedding facility and I’m just
being as thorough as I can in compiling all the concerns raised. We have not yet made a decision but you won’t have to
wait another week. I should have a decision issued before Friday.
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: May 4, 2020 1:49 PM
To: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Hope you and your family are all doing well. I’m just following up with you at this time, as I did not hear back from you
last week regarding a decision on the DP. Has a decision been made?
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: April 25, 2020 12:24 PM
To: 'Greg McGovern' <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Good to hear, before issuing a decision, would you be able to give me a call? We have been setting up partnerships with
several Leduc County based businesses over the past month or so, and we all believe that this venue will be a strong
economic driver for the community, especially with our focus on promoting local businesses, as well as the idea of
hosting farmer’s markets, and community gathering events.
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Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: April 24, 2020 2:08 PM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hello Anuj,
My apologies for not notifying you sooner. Yes, the province is allowing us to issue development permits with the
standard 21-day appeal period. With respect to your application, we’ve received quite a few letters from area residents
and I need some time consolidate and consider their concerns. I should be able to issue a decision some time next week.
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: April 24, 2020 1:00 PM
To: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Just following up with you here to see if you got any word back from the Province on being able to issue a DP?
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca
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From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: April 9, 2020 11:15 AM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Thank you, Anuj
This revised information sheet will be added to your file.
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: April 9, 2020 11:13 AM
To: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg,
Updated Business Information Package attached.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: March 30, 2020 3:54 PM
To: 'Greg McGovern' <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Cc: 'Matthew Miller' <Matthew@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Sorry guys, just realized I mistakenly attached an incomplete copy of the DP application(one incomplete), instead of the
site plan. I have now attached it here. My apologies.
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Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: March 30, 2020 12:49 PM
To: 'Greg McGovern' <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Cc: 'Matthew Miller' <Matthew@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg & Matthew,
Please find a copy of the completed DP application, along with the site plan, abandoned wells map, and business
information. I’ve also included the installation manual, and company bio for the tent we will be installing. There is
reference to two trailers on site as well on the site plan. I’m still working out with the morinville
colony (https://www.morinvillecolony.com/) to figure out the size, dimensions and design of the two skid based sheds,
but basically we’re going to have a bathroom skid shed, and then a bridal and prep skid shed. They’ve advised that they
deal with all the inspections, and paperwork on their end at the shop, but let me know what you need, and I’m sure
they’ll be able to have everything ready.
Regarding payment of fees, I can call in, just let me know what number to call. We had also sent the link with the
landscaping plan last week.
Please kindly let me know if there is anything else you need in order to process the DP application.
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca
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From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: March 23, 2020 10:00 AM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca; jnlprosser@shaw.ca
Cc: Matthew Miller <Matthew@leduc-county.com>
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hello Anuj,
These drawings look great and we definitely will add these to the development file when the application is submitted. In
addition to these drawings we will require a site plan (template attached) showing the full extend of the property and
the development area. I realize it won’t be easy to add much detail to a map showing the full 80 acres but we’ll rely on
the current drawings for that information. When drafting the site plan please identify and label all existing and
proposed buildings and features (parking stalls, seating areas, landscaping, et cetera..). Please also remember to label all
setback distances (the distance between development area and front/side/rear property lines).
Also, I thought I would point out that on the drawing named “ASPEN VALLEY_003”, the access and driveway appear to
be right along Township Road 504. Is that correct? I though the existing approach just north of the treed area would be
used to access the property. Perhaps this is something that can be clearly presented on the site plan.
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625

From: anuj@anudevelopments.ca <anuj@anudevelopments.ca>
Sent: March 20, 2020 3:39 PM
To: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>; matt@leduc-county.com; jnlprosser@shaw.ca
Subject: RE: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hi Greg and Matt,
I understand that the landscape architect, Lise Prosser has been in touch with you to discuss the design of the site. I’ve
attached a copy of her site map, as it is needed for the DP application to be approved. If you could kindly review it, and
let Lise (cc’d here) know whether anything needs to be done to it or not that would be great. Once we have an
approved plan, I can submit the entire DP application (or if you think it would be better, I can send it in beforehand).
A copy of the Site Plan can be downloaded from the google drive here:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1C_LrIczGpR14Yq_h3kJAuV2t-IHbbN-x?usp=sharing
Anuj Gupta, Bcomm
President
P 780-318-0194
#78. 4003 98 Street NW, Edmonton AB T6E 6M8
www.anudevelopments.ca
*all invoicing related e-mails to be sent to invoicing@anuhomes.ca
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From: Greg McGovern <GregM@leduc-county.com>
Sent: January 3, 2020 11:12 AM
To: anuj@anudevelopments.ca
Subject: Leduc County - Link to Land Use Bylaw 7-08
Hello Mr. Gupta,
Thank you for meeting with me this morning to discuss your development plans. The link below will take you to the
County’s Land Use Bylaw which you can refer to when filling out your applications.
https://www.leduc-county.com/uploads/11017/Doc_637116739135413014.pdf?ts=637119274112363628
Regards,
Greg McGovern, RPP, MCIP
Planner 1
Planning & Development, Leduc County
P: 780-979-6177 F: (780)-979-0625
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

Sound attenuation formula
Sound attenuation describes how the SPL changes with
increasing distance from the sound source. For
example, you can imagine two houses standing close to
a highway. If you measure the distance from each of
the buildings to the road, as well as the SPL in one of
them, you will be able to calculate the sound level in
the other house.
The sound attenuation formula is as follows:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
where:
SPL₁ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 1,
SPL₂ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 2,
R₁ is the distance from the sound source to
point 1, and
R₂ is the distance from the sound source to
point 2.

Inverse square law
Now, imagine that the distance from the sound source
to point 1 is two times smaller than the distance from
the source to point 2. In other words, R₁ = 0.5 * R₂ .
In this case:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / (0.5 * R₂))
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (2)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * 0.301
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 6.02 dB
We have just calculated that when the distance from
the sound source is two times smaller, the sound
pressure level increases by 6 dB. What does it mean?
Hopefully, you remember that an increase of 3 dB
means doubling of the sound pressure. Following that
logic, a gain of 6 dB is actually a fourfold increase in
SPL. Each time you reduce the distance to the source
by the factor of 2, the SPL increases by a factor of 4.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
https://www.omnicalculator.com/physics/distance-attenuation
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

This rule is known as the inverse square law. You can
use it to roughly estimate the change in SPL without
actually doing any real calculations. If you need exact
numbers, though, don't hesitate to use this distance
attenuation calculator!
Bogna Haponiuk

Get the widget!
Distance Attenuation Calculator can be embedded
on your website to enrich the content you wrote and
make it easier for your visitors to understand your
message.
It is free, awesome and will keep people coming back!
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

This distance attenuation calculator is a tool that lets
you analyze how the sound propagates in the air. The
further away you are from the sound source, the lower
is the perceived sound intensity. The exact relationship
between the sound level and distance can be described
with the use of the sound attenuation formula.
In this article, we will show you how to calculate the
exact sound level at any distance from the source. We
will also provide you with a rule of thumb to quickly
estimate the drop in volume - without using any
calculations whatsoever!
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What is the SPL (sound
pressure level)?
All sounds that we hear are nothing but vibrations
traveling through the air (or other mediums). These
vibrations exert a certain pressure on our ears.
One of the ways to measure this sound pressure is
using regular units of pressure, called Pascals. This
approach is hugely inconvenient. Why? The quietest
sounds we can hear - our hearing threshold - is about
0.00002 Pa. Expressing the sound levels in thousandth
parts of Pascals in all but intuitive.
This is why, instead of regular pressure units, we use
dedicated sound pressure units called decibels. The
decibel (dB) scale is logarithmic, meaning that an
increase of roughly 3 dB is equivalent to doubling the
pressure if expressed in Pascals.
When SPL is given in decibels, we can estimate the
pressure of everyday sounds usually in the 20-100 dB
range. 120 or 130 dB is the threshold of pain - for
example, a jet aircraft taking off in your immediate
neighborhood will emit this level of sound.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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Sound attenuation formula
Sound attenuation describes how the SPL changes with
increasing distance from the sound source. For
example, you can imagine two houses standing close to
a highway. If you measure the distance from each of
the buildings to the road, as well as the SPL in one of
them, you will be able to calculate the sound level in
the other house.
The sound attenuation formula is as follows:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
where:
SPL₁ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 1,
SPL₂ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 2,
R₁ is the distance from the sound source to
point 1, and
R₂ is the distance from the sound source to
point 2.

Inverse square law
Now, imagine that the distance from the sound source
to point 1 is two times smaller than the distance from
the source to point 2. In other words, R₁ = 0.5 * R₂ .
In this case:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / (0.5 * R₂))
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (2)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * 0.301
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 6.02 dB
We have just calculated that when the distance from
the sound source is two times smaller, the sound
pressure level increases by 6 dB. What does it mean?
Hopefully, you remember that an increase of 3 dB
means doubling of the sound pressure. Following that
logic, a gain of 6 dB is actually a fourfold increase in
SPL. Each time you reduce the distance to the source
by the factor of 2, the SPL increases by a factor of 4.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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This rule is known as the inverse square law. You can
use it to roughly estimate the change in SPL without
actually doing any real calculations. If you need exact
numbers, though, don't hesitate to use this distance
attenuation calculator!
Bogna Haponiuk

Get the widget!
Distance Attenuation Calculator can be embedded
on your website to enrich the content you wrote and
make it easier for your visitors to understand your
message.
It is free, awesome and will keep people coming back!
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

This distance attenuation calculator is a tool that lets
you analyze how the sound propagates in the air. The
further away you are from the sound source, the lower
is the perceived sound intensity. The exact relationship
between the sound level and distance can be described
with the use of the sound attenuation formula.
In this article, we will show you how to calculate the
exact sound level at any distance from the source. We
will also provide you with a rule of thumb to quickly
estimate the drop in volume - without using any
calculations whatsoever!
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What is the SPL (sound
pressure level)?
All sounds that we hear are nothing but vibrations
traveling through the air (or other mediums). These
vibrations exert a certain pressure on our ears.
One of the ways to measure this sound pressure is
using regular units of pressure, called Pascals. This
approach is hugely inconvenient. Why? The quietest
sounds we can hear - our hearing threshold - is about
0.00002 Pa. Expressing the sound levels in thousandth
parts of Pascals in all but intuitive.
This is why, instead of regular pressure units, we use
dedicated sound pressure units called decibels. The
decibel (dB) scale is logarithmic, meaning that an
increase of roughly 3 dB is equivalent to doubling the
pressure if expressed in Pascals.
When SPL is given in decibels, we can estimate the
pressure of everyday sounds usually in the 20-100 dB
range. 120 or 130 dB is the threshold of pain - for
example, a jet aircraft taking off in your immediate
neighborhood will emit this level of sound.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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Sound attenuation formula
Sound attenuation describes how the SPL changes with
increasing distance from the sound source. For
example, you can imagine two houses standing close to
a highway. If you measure the distance from each of
the buildings to the road, as well as the SPL in one of
them, you will be able to calculate the sound level in
the other house.
The sound attenuation formula is as follows:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
where:
SPL₁ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 1,
SPL₂ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 2,
R₁ is the distance from the sound source to
point 1, and
R₂ is the distance from the sound source to
point 2.

Inverse square law
Now, imagine that the distance from the sound source
to point 1 is two times smaller than the distance from
the source to point 2. In other words, R₁ = 0.5 * R₂ .
In this case:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / (0.5 * R₂))
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (2)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * 0.301
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 6.02 dB
We have just calculated that when the distance from
the sound source is two times smaller, the sound
pressure level increases by 6 dB. What does it mean?
Hopefully, you remember that an increase of 3 dB
means doubling of the sound pressure. Following that
logic, a gain of 6 dB is actually a fourfold increase in
SPL. Each time you reduce the distance to the source
by the factor of 2, the SPL increases by a factor of 4.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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This rule is known as the inverse square law. You can
use it to roughly estimate the change in SPL without
actually doing any real calculations. If you need exact
numbers, though, don't hesitate to use this distance
attenuation calculator!
Bogna Haponiuk

Get the widget!
Distance Attenuation Calculator can be embedded
on your website to enrich the content you wrote and
make it easier for your visitors to understand your
message.
It is free, awesome and will keep people coming back!
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

This distance attenuation calculator is a tool that lets
you analyze how the sound propagates in the air. The
further away you are from the sound source, the lower
is the perceived sound intensity. The exact relationship
between the sound level and distance can be described
with the use of the sound attenuation formula.
In this article, we will show you how to calculate the
exact sound level at any distance from the source. We
will also provide you with a rule of thumb to quickly
estimate the drop in volume - without using any
calculations whatsoever!
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What is the SPL (sound
pressure level)?
All sounds that we hear are nothing but vibrations
traveling through the air (or other mediums). These
vibrations exert a certain pressure on our ears.
One of the ways to measure this sound pressure is
using regular units of pressure, called Pascals. This
approach is hugely inconvenient. Why? The quietest
sounds we can hear - our hearing threshold - is about
0.00002 Pa. Expressing the sound levels in thousandth
parts of Pascals in all but intuitive.
This is why, instead of regular pressure units, we use
dedicated sound pressure units called decibels. The
decibel (dB) scale is logarithmic, meaning that an
increase of roughly 3 dB is equivalent to doubling the
pressure if expressed in Pascals.
When SPL is given in decibels, we can estimate the
pressure of everyday sounds usually in the 20-100 dB
range. 120 or 130 dB is the threshold of pain - for
example, a jet aircraft taking off in your immediate
neighborhood will emit this level of sound.
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Sound attenuation formula
Sound attenuation describes how the SPL changes with
increasing distance from the sound source. For
example, you can imagine two houses standing close to
a highway. If you measure the distance from each of
the buildings to the road, as well as the SPL in one of
them, you will be able to calculate the sound level in
the other house.
The sound attenuation formula is as follows:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
where:
SPL₁ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 1,
SPL₂ is the Sound Pressure Level at point 2,
R₁ is the distance from the sound source to
point 1, and
R₂ is the distance from the sound source to
point 2.

Inverse square law
Now, imagine that the distance from the sound source
to point 1 is two times smaller than the distance from
the source to point 2. In other words, R₁ = 0.5 * R₂ .
In this case:
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / R₁)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (R₂ / (0.5 * R₂))
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * log (2)
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 20 * 0.301
SPL₂ = SPL₁ - 6.02 dB
We have just calculated that when the distance from
the sound source is two times smaller, the sound
pressure level increases by 6 dB. What does it mean?
Hopefully, you remember that an increase of 3 dB
means doubling of the sound pressure. Following that
logic, a gain of 6 dB is actually a fourfold increase in
SPL. Each time you reduce the distance to the source
by the factor of 2, the SPL increases by a factor of 4.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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Distance Attenuation Calculator

This distance attenuation calculator is a tool that lets
you analyze how the sound propagates in the air. The
further away you are from the sound source, the lower
is the perceived sound intensity. The exact relationship
between the sound level and distance can be described
with the use of the sound attenuation formula.
In this article, we will show you how to calculate the
exact sound level at any distance from the source. We
will also provide you with a rule of thumb to quickly
estimate the drop in volume - without using any
calculations whatsoever!
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What is the SPL (sound
pressure level)?
All sounds that we hear are nothing but vibrations
traveling through the air (or other mediums). These
vibrations exert a certain pressure on our ears.
One of the ways to measure this sound pressure is
using regular units of pressure, called Pascals. This
approach is hugely inconvenient. Why? The quietest
sounds we can hear - our hearing threshold - is about
0.00002 Pa. Expressing the sound levels in thousandth
parts of Pascals in all but intuitive.
This is why, instead of regular pressure units, we use
dedicated sound pressure units called decibels. The
decibel (dB) scale is logarithmic, meaning that an
increase of roughly 3 dB is equivalent to doubling the
pressure if expressed in Pascals.
When SPL is given in decibels, we can estimate the
pressure of everyday sounds usually in the 20-100 dB
range. 120 or 130 dB is the threshold of pain - for
example, a jet aircraft taking off in your immediate
neighborhood will emit this level of sound.
We're building many coronavirus calculators to help you understand and survive the outbreak. Check them out!
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This rule is known as the inverse square law. You can
use it to roughly estimate the change in SPL without
actually doing any real calculations. If you need exact
numbers, though, don't hesitate to use this distance
attenuation calculator!
Bogna Haponiuk
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