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Figure 1: Subject Parcel 

 

 The attached letter, provided by the resident, has provided 4 potential options for access:  

 

 Option 1:  

 A new approach at the south end of the west frontage, running directly east to the proposed 

building. This would require council approval to proceed.  

  

 Option 2:  

 A new approach at the south end of the west frontage, crossing the south edge of the adjoining 

agricultural parcel. This will require council approval, and that an easement be registered over the 

neighboring parcel to proceed. 

 

 Option 3:  

 Connection to the adjoining landowner’s existing approach immediately north of the subject 

parcel. This will require council approval, and that an easement be registered over the 

neighboring parcel to proceed.  

 

 Option 4.  

 Access off the existing approach and extend the existing driveway south along the west boundary 

and then east. This adheres to the Rural Approach Standards Policy, and would not require 

additional approvals or conditions to proceed. 
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Figure 2: Potential access options as per the request letter 

 

Within the attached letter are more detailed considerations for each access option for council’s 

review. 

 

SUGGESTED MOTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION: 
 

1. Council approve one of the four access options provided and outline any applicable 

conditions of approval.   

2. Council deny the request for variance.  
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- 2 - 
Public Works Department – Circulation Response 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS ON APPROACH REQUIREMENTS:    
Number of new approaches and/or existing approaches requiring upgrades:      

Recommendations:           

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            
            

 

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING INFRASTRUCTURE:      
            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            
            

            

            

            

 

            
 

ROAD REQUIREMENTS / LIMITATIONS: 
o Road Ban on road     Yes     No 
o Load Restricted Bridge     Yes     No 
o Road Use Agreement Required    Yes     No 

Road comments and requirements:         

            

             

PUBLIC WORKS SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (PLEASE ATTACH TO THIS REFERRAL IF ANY):  
  Yes*    No 

*If Yes – Number of Pages:    
 
 
 
Date Reviewed:         Reviewer:      
 

 
Signature:       

                         
            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                                    
            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

                        
            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

N/A

Parcel is 8.9 acres. Only one access is permitted on parcels of 10 acres or less.
 
[Where in excess of the development permit application fees, the following review fees will be 
necessary following the review of the following documents: $200 for Building Envelope
Plan ($700 (per plan) - $500 (eng review fee) = $200)

Kallum Umscheid2026-08-31
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September 14, 2026 

Reeve and Council 
Foothills County 
309 Macleod Trail, Box 5605 
High River, AB  T1V 1M7 

c/o Kallum Umscheid, Engineering Technologist, Public Works 

Re:  Request for a discretionary variance to Rural Approach Standards Policy 701-002 (revised May 15, 2024), 
section 3.1 

  (Block 1, Plan 901 1978; SW¼ 35-20-28-W4M) 
Development Permit application, Secondary Suite, Detached 

Reeve and Councillors, 

1.  Request 

We request Council’s approval of one additional rural approach onto 144 Street East serving the above parcel, as 
a discretionary variance to section 3.1 of Policy 701-002. The parcel is approximately 8.9 acres and is served by 
one existing approach at the north end of its west frontage. The additional approach would serve the proposed 
Secondary Suite, Detached, currently before the Development Authority. 

I hold a degree in environmental science and am a registered Environmental Professional with the Canadian 
Environmental Certification Approvals Board. The comparative assessment of routes set out below reflects that 
background. 

2.  Basis of the request 

Section 3.0 of the policy provides that an additional approach may be approved where the applicant 
demonstrates a valid operational need. Section 1.5 reserves to the County the authority to allow discretionary 
variances and the relaxation of standards for both existing and newly constructed approaches. 

The policy states its own purpose at the outset. It exists to provide a consistent standard that ensures the safety 
of the public, and to support effective maintenance and management of the County’s road infrastructure 
network. Section 1.0 reserves to the County the authority to approve or deny approach applications in service of 
that purpose. We ask that this request be measured against that objective. 

We do not assert a topographical severance under section 3.1, and we accept that vegetation is not a 
topographical feature. The request is made on the basis of operational need, and on the ground that refusing it 
would not advance the access management objective the policy exists to serve. 

3.  Site configuration and routes assessed 

The existing approach and yard are at the north-west of the parcel. The proposed building is at the south-east. 
Between them lies a mature tree block occupying much of the west and central portion of the parcel, together 
with the established vegetation flanking the existing driveway. The front yard carries mature poplar of 
approximately 75 ft, and the driveway is lined on both sides with established caragana of approximately 15 ft. 
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Four routes were assessed and provided to the Development Authority on July 21, 2026. They are shown on the 
figure below. Lengths are approximate, scaled from aerial imagery. 

 
Figure 1.  Access options assessed,  

Option 1, the subject of this request. A new approach at the south end of the west frontage, running directly 
east to the proposed building. Approximately 100 m of new road. No removal of mature vegetation. It is the 
shortest route available and the only one located wholly on our own parcel. 

Option 2. The same alignment, completed to 144 Street East across the south edge of the adjoining agricultural 
parcel by way of a new approach built to full compliance with Policy 701-002. Approximately 125 m of new road. 
The route crosses a corner that is not in cultivation and cannot practically be worked with farm equipment. The 
adjoining landowner is in agreement. It requires a registered easement over land we do not own. 

Option 3. Connection to the adjoining landowner’s existing approach at the north, running east and then south 
along his field access track. Approximately 280 m of new and shared road, the longest of the four. It places 
permanent residential traffic onto an active agricultural access, and likewise depends on a registered easement 
over land we do not own. 
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Option 4. Extension of the existing driveway south along the west boundary and then east. Approximately 220 m 
of new road, together with removal of the greater part of the mature stand described above. 

4.  Refusal would not reduce the number of approaches on 144 Street East  

We ask Council to weigh this point above all others. 

If this request is refused, the route that would proceed is Option 2. Option 2 requires a new rural approach onto 
144 Street East, on the same side of the road, approximately 30 m south of the approach now requested. It 
would be constructed by us to full compliance with Policy 701-002, and the adjoining landowner is in 
agreement. 

The adjoining parcel is agricultural and substantially in excess of the 21-acre threshold in section 3.0, so the one-
approach limit in section 3.1 does not apply to it. The result is that the same approach, onto the same road, in 
substantially the same location, is constrained on our title and unconstrained approximately 30 m away on our 
neighbour’s. 

The outcome for the County is materially identical either way. The same road gains one additional compliant 
approach in substantially the same place, carrying the same traffic. What differs is that Option 2 requires a 
longer run of constructed road, more imported material, and a registered easement encumbering land we do 
not own, leaving the access to a permanent dwelling dependent on a private agreement rather than on our own 
frontage. 

We respectfully ask Council to consider whether the distinction between the two locations serves the access 
management purpose the policy was written to protect. 

5.  Material, land use, habitat and amenity considerations 

Option 1 requires the shortest run of new road, approximately 100 m. Option 2 requires roughly 25 percent 
more, Option 4 more than double, and Option 3 nearly three times as much. Imported granular material, ground 
disturbance and long-term maintenance burden scale directly with that length. 

Option 4 carries a further cost that the length figure does not capture. It would run south along the west 
boundary, parallel and immediately adjacent to 144 Street East, through the treed front yard, before turning 
east. It would therefore consume the principal outlook of both the existing dwelling and the proposed suite, 
replacing it with a road running alongside a road. The duplication serves no purpose the existing frontage does 
not already serve. 

Option 4 would also require clearing the greater part of the mature stand on the west and central portion of the 
parcel. That stand is one of the few blocks of established tree cover in an area otherwise given over to open 
cultivated farmland. It provides wind protection, screening and, materially, habitat. The property supports 
resident deer, a resident owl that roosts in these trees, and a range of songbirds, in a landscape where such 
cover is scarce and cannot readily be found elsewhere. Mature poplar of this size cannot be replaced within a 
reasonable horizon, and its loss would be permanent and irreversible. 

Assessed on the measures ordinarily applied to work of this kind, being material consumed, ground disturbed, 
land permanently removed from use, established vegetation and habitat lost, and amenity foregone, Option 1 is 
the lowest-impact route available. The alternatives deliver access no better, at more than twice the 
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environmental cost in the case of Options 3 and 4, and we have not been able to identify an access management 
benefit that would follow from requiring one of them. 

6.  Construction commitments 

The approach would be designed and constructed at our sole cost, in accordance with Policy 701-002 in all 
respects, and to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and Engineering. The frontage of 144 Street East 
at this location is gravel, so the paving requirement at section 9.0 is not engaged. 

The requested location is at the opposite end of the west frontage from the existing approach and is therefore 
well clear of the separation required by section 11.4. We would confirm the remaining siting requirements, 
including the separations under section 11.3 and the sight distance requirement in Table 7 for the posted speed 
on 144 Street East, with Public Works prior to construction. 

7.  Conditions we would accept 

a.   The variance is limited to one additional approach, with no further approaches sought for this parcel. 

b.   The approach is tied to the Development Permit for the Secondary Suite, Detached, and is constructed 
only if that permit is approved. 

c.   Final location and design are to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and Engineering. 

d.   All construction, inspection and restoration costs are borne by the applicant. 

We would be pleased to attend the Council session to answer questions. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jesse Elcombe 

Enid Elcombe 
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701-002 

 

 

 
Policies and 
Procedures 

Policy Name: 
 

Rural Approach Standards 

 
Section: 
Public Works 
Sub Section: 
General (Roads, Utilities) 

Policy Number: 
701-002 
Approved: 
September 1, 2011 
Revised:  
May 15, 2024 

 

Policy Statement 

This policy provides a consistent standard that ensures the safety of the public and that 

effective maintenance and management practices are adhered to at all times. Rural 

approach(s) must be situated and constructed to this minimum standard for public safety. 

Enforcement 

All rural approaches must conform to the regulations specified by Foothills County. Failure 
to comply with the regulation may result in penalties or fines. 

Management of this policy is the responsibility of Foothills County. 

Procedure 

Purpose 

Foothills County is the only agency responsible in the overall proper management of the 
municipality’s road infrastructure network. This responsibility must be carried out to 
ensure the safety of the public is achieved and that effective maintenance and management 

practices are strictly adhered at all times. 

1.0 Authority: 

The County retains the authority to approve or deny any or all rural approach applications. 

 
(1.1) Any rural approach, located on a municipal right of way, shall not be altered, relocated, 

or constructed without the approval of the County. Applications to make any changes 

require Foothills County approval. 

 
(1.2) The installation or upgrade of a rural approach shall be constructed in such a manner 

which does not interfere with the safety of the motoring public or regular 

maintenance of the road right of way. 

 
(1.3) All expenses associated with developing a rural approach are the responsibility of the 

applicant. 

 
(1.4) A rural approach which has not been applied for, approved of, or does not meet the 

Rural Approach Policy may be removed by Foothills County and all costs associated 

with the removal will be charged to the landowner abutting that rural approach. Page 59 of 103



(1.5) Foothills County retains the authority to allow for discretionary variances and the 
relaxation of standards for both existing and newly constructed rural approach. 

 
(1.6) All approaches onto a Provincial Highway must be approved by Alberta Transportation. 

 
2.0 Indemnification: 

The applicant shall indemnify and hold harmless Foothills County and its servants, agents, 

employees and representatives from and against all claims, demands, payments, suits, 

actions, recoveries and judgements or every nature and description brought against the 

County, or the Contractors or their agents, employees or Sub-contractors in the repairing, 

maintenance or usage of the Municipal Road and right-of-ways and this indemnification shall 

survive the expiry of the application agreement. 

 
3.0 Additional Approach Requests: 

An applicant may request for an additional rural approach but must have a valid operational 

need for a rural approach to be approved. Any applications for new approaches under 21 

acres unless for geographical reasons or grandfathered will only be allowed one (1) 

approach. 

(3.1) Parcels of land, equal to or less than ten (10) acres, are limited to one (1) rural 

approach. Where a parcel may be severed by a topographical nature (which is 
considered impracticable to traverse), a second approach may be considered. 

(3.2) All properties fronting an Internal Subdivision Road are required access from the 

Internal Subdivision Road, not the Municipal Road. 

(3.3) Removal of a common approach to create 2 individual approaches is not permitted.  

4.0 Approval Upgrading Requirements: 
Applicant(s) for a land redesignation (subdivision/boundary adjustment) are required to 
upgrade all rural approach(s) onto the redesignated parcel to legal approach dimensions. 
Note: The applicant may be required to remove existing rural approach(s) if they are deemed 
not necessary for operational purposes. 

 
(4.1) Rural approach(s) shall be from a developed road allowance only. An undeveloped 

road allowance must be constructed to County Road Construction Standards prior to 

rural approach approval. 

5.0 Utility Locate Requirements: 
The applicant(s) must contact all utility companies to confirm the location of their utility 

facilities and ensure the applicant or the applicant’s agents of the various utility locations. 

The applicant is responsible for all the expenses of investigations, modifications, or repairs 

to the utility installations. 

6.0 Pipeline Crossings: 
Rural approach situated over or adjacent to a pipeline must obtain approval from both the 
pipeline owner and Foothills County. The applicant may be required to enter into a 

construction contract for the rural approach with the pipeline owner. 

7.0 Temporary Approach: 
A temporary rural approach application must attach the application form and a letter 

outlining the reason for the temporary approach and the length of time required to construct. Page 60 of 103



Confirmation of approval for any and all municipal, provincial or federal permits or 

requirements pursuant to the development proposed for the parcel must be submitted as 

part of the application. 

8.0 Utility Locate Requirements: 
A rural approach shall be built with the same material as of new or existing road (clay or 

granular type materials) with the surface structure consistent with the municipal road under 

the discretion of Foothills County. The surface of the approach shall be to the minimum 

County standards (DES 4 CL 20) or 20 mm (3/4 inch) crushed gravel a t a minimum depth 

of 100 mm (4 inches). 

9.0 Paved Approaches: 
A rural approach which abuts a paved road must be paved from the road to the property line. 

(9.1) A paved rural approach shall be Asphalt Concrete Pavement at a minimum depth of 

90 millimeters and shall meet the specifications for Commercial “B” mix asphalt as 

per City of Calgary specifications. The pavement shall cover the entire approach from 

the shoulder of the road to the property line, or for a minimum distance of eight 

meters (26 ft). 

*Field Access are exempt from this policy. Gravel surfacing is acceptable. 

10.0 Traffic Control: 
Traffic control when installing or upgrading a rural approach is the sole responsibility of the 
applicant and shall be as per Alberta Transportation Standards. 

(10.1) All subdivision/boundary adjustment approvals are subject to having a proper legal 
access onto the proposed lot as well as legal access(s) for all other approach(s) onto 
the balance of the parcel. 

(10.2) Regulatory signs – Regulatory signs indicate regulation that applies to a specific time 
or place on road. (i.e. speed signs, stop signs, school bus stop signs). Application for 
regulatory type signs must be approved by Municipal Bylaw. 

(10.3) Warning signs – Warning signs (i.e. hidden intersection/approach sign or road 
narrows or bumpy sign) provide an advanced indication of conditions on or adjacent 
to a road that is potentially hazardous to drivers. 

(10.4) An applicant may request for a warning sign to Foothills County Public Works 

Department adjacent to a rural approach (i.e. school bus ahead sign) pursuant to the 

Manual of Unified Traffic Devices for Canada, Section A1.3.2. The guidelines of the 

section such as site lines and location will be reviewed and approved by 

Administration based on the validity of the request. 

11.0 Design Specification: 
Sight distances for a rural approach shall conform to the conditions as per Table 7. 

(11.1) There shall be no obstruction on the rural approach (gate, gate control box, curbing, 
fence, mailbox, etc.). 

(11.2) The angle of the rural approach shall be 90 degrees to the roadway. 

(11.3) A rural approach shall be no closer than 60 meters (200 ft) from the centre line of an 
intersection, mailbox location, bridge, or any at grade railway crossing. 
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(11.4) A rural approach shall not be closer than 15 meters (50 ft) from an existing approach 
on the same side of the road. 

(11.5) Maximum gradient of the rural access approach shall not exceed 2% from the 
shoulder of the road to the property line, or for a minimum distance of 8 meters (26 
ft). 

(11.6) In the case of 1% gradient the surface of the access must be crowned 2% from centre 
to edge to ensure drainage into the ditch. See Typical Rural Approach drawing is as 
per Figure 12. 

12.0 Culvert Type and Installation: 
A dry rural approach is without a culvert. The approach cannot impede the flow of drainage 
in the ditch. The maximum side slopes for a dry approach shall be a 3:1 ratio. 

(12.1) If a culvert is required, the culvert shall be of new corrugated steel, minimum 500mm 

(20 inch) diameter. All culvert couplers (if required) shall be buried below the depth 

of the ground cover of the approach. 

(12.2) Minimum ground cover over the culvert is 0.3 meters (1 ft). 

(12.3) Culvert ends shall be sloped and require Rip Rap (stone/rocks minimum size 200mm 

/ 8 inches) be installed. Rip Rap shall be placed around the ends of the culvert, as per 
Figure 12, to ensure drainage through the culvert. 

(12.4) The side slopes of the rural approach shall be a 3:1 ratio. NOTE: 3 meters (10 ft) 

slope/length for 1 meter (3 ft) of rise/height. The side slope shall extend from the 
edge of the approach to the culvert end. 

(12.5) A 6 meter (20 ft) buffer distance between the end of the culvert, for the rural approach, 
and a power pole, power pole anchor, or utility pedestal must be maintained. 

13.0 Approach Types and Widths: 
A standard rural approach shall have a minimum surface width of 6 meters (20 ft) at the 
property line with a 3 meter intersecting radius at municipal road allowance. Minimum 12 
meter (40 ft) culvert is required. 

(13.1) A common rural approach shall have a minimum surface width of 9 meters (30 ft) at 

the property line with a 3 meter intersecting radius at municipal road allowance. 
Minimum 15 meter (50 ft) culvert is required. 

(13.2) A commercial rural approach shall have a minimum surface width of 8 meters (26 ft) 
at the property line with a 6 meter intersecting radius at municipal road allowance. 
Minimum 14 meter (46 ft) culvert is required. 

14.0 Approvals: 
Changes to the existing ditch bottom must be approved by the County. NOTE: In a shallow 
ditch the culvert may need to be counter sunk into the ditch bottom to achieve adequate 
ground cover over the culvert. 

(14.1) All disturbed areas adjacent to the rural approach must be restored to original grade, 
loamed, seeded and reclaimed in a manner to allow for natural grasses to re-grow. 
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(14.2) All debris or top soils must be removed from the road allowance and hauled to a safe 
distance so that no wash out is deposited onto the road allowance. 

(14.3) Upon the completion of the construction or alteration of the rural approach(s), and 
acknowledging that all the above stated conditions have been met, the County must 
be notified for a final inspection. 

(14.4) Failure to meet any of the Rural Approach Standards upon the final inspection will 
result in the need for a subsequent inspection. The fee for a subsequent inspection is 
three hundred dollars ($300.00) per inspection. The fee must be paid to initiate the 
subsequent inspection. 

Table 7 

Sight Distance 

 

The height of the object shall be 1.15 meter on the main road. The eye height shall be used 

at the intersection 1.15 meter for passenger vehicle and 1.80 for single unit trucks/buses. 
 
 
 

 

POSTED SPEED 
(Km/Hr) 

 

MINIMUM SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIREMENT 
FROM INTERSECTING ROAD/APPROACH 

(Meters) 

 
40 

 
65 

 
50 

 
90 

 
60 

 
115 

 
80 

 
180 

 

Table 7 has been derived from information gathered by the Transportation Association of 
Canada (TAC) 1999 Edition Part 2. 
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MISCELLANEOUS MUNICIPAL ITEM 
REPORT TO COUNCIL 

October 14, 2026 

PURPOSE OF REQUEST 

To consider cancelling two Wednesday Council meetings due to the Rural Municipalities of Alberta 
(RMA) Fall Convention and statutory holiday. 

BACKGROUND 

Due to the Rural Municipalities of Alberta Fall Convention and the Remembrance Day statutory holiday 
the following Council meetings will need to be cancelled.  

• November 4, 2026 - Rural Municipalities of Alberta Fall Convention
• November 11, 2026 - Remembrance Day

REQUEST OF COUNCIL 
Proposed Motion: 

That the November 4, 2026 and November 11, 2026 meetings of Council be cancelled due to the Fall 
Rural Municipalities of Alberta Convention and the Remembrance Day statutory holiday. 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: None 

DEPARTMENT:  Legislative Services 

TOPIC: Cancellation of Council Meetings for RMA Convention and 
Remembrance Day 

REPORT PRESENTED BY: Manager of Legislative Services Sherri Barrett 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS AND MEETINGS 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REPORT TO COUNCIL 

REDESIGNATION 
October 14, 2026 

To be heard at: 10:00 AM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Location: 
The subject parcel is located in Council Division 2: 

 Along the east bank of the Sheep River;
 Approximately 800 m west of 128 St W;
 Approximately 1.6 km north of Highway 7; and
 Approximately 2.5 km northeast of Diamond Valley.

Policy Evaluation: 

This application was reviewed within the terms of the Municipal Development Plan 2010 (MDP2010) and 
Land Use Bylaw 60/2014. 

Referral Considerations: 

Referred to the required internal departments and external agencies. 

PURPOSE OF APPLICATION 
Bylaw XX/2026 – Council has received an application to further amend the Land Use Bylaw by 
authorizing the redesignation of the subject 104.7 acres on Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M from Natural Resource 
Extraction (INR) District to Agricultural (A) District, and a site-specific amendment to Section 10.17.3 of 
the Land Use Bylaw to relax the minimum setback distance between a dwelling and a natural resource 
extraction operation from 100.0 m to 20.0 m. 

Further, the applicant is requesting Council approval to construct a sub-standard road (Single Access 
Gravel Standard Road) in the undeveloped road allowance along the south boundaries of SW 27-20-02 
W5M and SE 27-20-02 W5M to act as legal access to Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION FILE NO. 26R026 

LEGAL DESC.: Ptn. SW 27-20-2 W5M 

LANDOWNERS: Matthew & Kari Loscher 

AREA OF SUBJECT LANDS: 104.7 Acres 

CURRENT LAND USE: Natural Resource Extraction (INR) District 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Agricultural (A) District 

PROPOSAL: Redesignation of the subject 104.7 acre Natural Resource Extraction (INR) District 
parcel to Agricultural District, and a site-specific amendment to Section 10.17.3 of the Land Use Bylaw 
to relax the minimum setback distance between a dwelling and a natural resource extraction operation 
from 100.0 m to 20.0 m.  

DIVISION NO: 2 COUNCILLOR: Benita Estes 

FILE MANAGER: Elliott Salmon 
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HISTORY 

January 10, 2010 – Council gave third and final reading to Bylaw 84/2009 to authorize the redesignation 
of a 9.5-acre portion of the subject parcel from Agricultural District to Industrial Natural Resources 
District to allow for gravel extraction.  

June 9, 2011 – Alberta Environment and Protected Areas issued a registration on the subject property for 
the construction, operation or reclamation of a pit on the subject parcel.  

January 13, 2025 – Development Permit 24D230 issued for Renewal of Natural Resource Extraction & 
Processing on SE 27-20-02 W5M (the parcel immediately east of the subject parcel). The projected 
lifetime of the gravel pit is unknown, though Development Permit 24D230 expires on December 4, 
2026.  

November 21, 2025 – Alberta Environment and Protected Areas issued a reclamation certificate for the 
gravel operation that was on the subject parcel.  

 
June 10, 2026 – Public Hearing for this redesignation application was postponed to October 14, 2026.  
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SITE CONSIDERATIONS 
Access:  

Access to the property is currently through two access easements through NE 27-20-2 W5M and NW 27-
20-2 W5M. The agent/applicant has identified that this provides legal physical access to the property, 
though staff does not believe that the access easement through NE 27-20-2 W5M provides legal access to 
the subject parcel as the subject parcel is not identified as a grantor on the easement and right-of-way 
agreement.  

 

The applicant proposes to construct a sub-standard road in the undeveloped road allowance along the 
south boundary of SE 27-20-02 W5M and SW 27-20-02 W5M, to be used as legal physical access for 
the subject parcel.  
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Physiography and Building Envelope: 
The physiography of the subject parcel contains rolling hills with forests and meadows, featuring the 
riparian area along the east bank of the Sheep River that forms the west boundary of the subject parcel.  

 
 

As shown in Appendix A – Flood Hazard Map, a majority of the subject parcel is within the Flood 
Hazard Protection Overlay. The southeast corner of the subject parcel has a high area with an 
escarpment, which is bordered on the south side by an undeveloped road allowance.   
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Existing Development: 

The existing development on the subject parcel includes a barn/cabin, two (2) sea-cans, and one (1) shed; 
some of the sea-cans and sheds do not meet the required 15m setback requirement from the side boundary 
lines. A Development Permit application was submitted to bring these structures into compliance with the 
Land Use Bylaw and to move these structures to meet setback requirements. 

 

The parcel also contains three berms that were constructed around the time of the 2013 flood. The Flood 
Prevention Berm was constructed by the County with Provincial approval, and the other two gravel 
berms were constructed by the County in a State of Local Emergency.  
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Proposed Development 
The applicant is proposing to use the high area with an escarpment for construction of a permanent 
residence, to be accessed by the aforementioned road allowance. The applicant has submitted a 
geotechnical report for slope stability to support the construction of a dwelling in this area and construction 
of an access road in the undeveloped road allowance. The only limitations to development in this area are 
the 100 m setback requirement to the INR parcel immediately east of the subject parcel, and the ability for 
the landowner to use the road allowance as legal access. 

 

REFERRAL CIRCULATION 

CIRCULATION REFERRALS 

REFEREE COMMENTS 

INTERNAL   

Public Works  Access to the north part of the property is currently via easement 
across 2 adjacent parcels. The entirety of this access is located 
within the floodway, including 128 Street W. There is an 
undeveloped road allowance (hypothetical 370 Ave W) to the south 
of the subject property, which Public Works recommends be 
constructed to allow access outside the floodway. It would require 
construction to current municipal standards, unless permitted to be 
of substandard construction (Single Access Gravel Standard Road) 
by Council. Access construction in the undeveloped road 
allowance requires the execution of a Development Agreement, to 
be registered on title. 

 As the immediately adjacent AECON pit is currently in operation, 
the 100m minimum setback applies. However, the only area of the 
property outside of the floodway is within the setback.  

PUBLIC  

Western Wheel September 30 and October 7, 2026 

Landowners No submissions received prior to the submission of this staff report. 
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POLICY EVALUATION 

Municipal Development Plan (MDP2010): 

Policy 2 of the Agricultural section of the MDP2010 supports maintaining the integrity of the agricultural 
land base.  

Land Use Bylaw 60/2014: 

The application meets the lot size restriction as set out in Section 12.1.6.2 of the Agricultural District. A 
majority of the subject parcel is within the Flood Hazard Protection (FHP) Overlay District, thereby 
requiring a Development Permit for all uses and activities in the FHP Overlay areas. Further, new 
development in the floodway will not be permitted if other land outside of the floodway is available on 
the parcel.  

The Land Use Bylaw requires that dwellings be set back a minimum of 100 m from natural resource 
extraction operations. Further, the Land Use Bylaw allows for the placement of two dwellings on parcels 
80 acres and larger. 

A Development Permit is required for the placement of more than one sea-can on parcels 21 acres or more 
in size, and all structures must meet the setback requirement of 15 meters to the property lines. New 
structures must be accessory to a primary use (e.g. a dwelling, agricultural operation, etc.), and as noted 
above must be placed outside of the floodway if the land allows.  

SUMMARY 

Bylaw XX/2026 – Council has received an application to further amend the Land Use Bylaw by 
authorizing the redesignation of the subject 104.7 acres on Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M from Natural Resource 
Extraction (INR) District to Agricultural (A) District, and a site-specific amendment to Section 10.17.3 of 
the Land Use Bylaw to relax the minimum separation distance between a dwelling and a natural resource 
extraction operation from 100.0 m to 20.0 m. 

Further, the applicant is requesting Council approval to construct a sub-standard road (Single Access 
Gravel Standard Road) in the undeveloped road allowance along the south boundaries of SW 27-20-02 
W5M and SE 27-20-02 W5M to act as legal access to Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M. 

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 

OPTION 1 (PART A) – FIRST READING APPROVAL 

Council may choose to grant 1st reading to the application to further amend the Land Use Bylaw by 
authorizing the redesignation of the subject 104.7 acres on Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M from Natural Resource 
Extraction (INR) District to Agricultural (A) District, and a site-specific amendment to Section 10.17.3 of 
the Land Use Bylaw to relax the minimum separation distance between a dwelling and a natural resource 
extraction operation from 100.0 m to 20.0 m for the following reasons: 

In consideration of the criteria noted in the Agriculture section of the MDP2010 and the Flood Hazard 
Protection (FHP) Overlay in Land Use Bylaw 60/2014, Council is of the opinion that the lands are suitable 
for the intended use and would not be detrimental to the nature of the area.  

Staff suggests Agricultural Sub-District “A” for the subject parcel to ensure that the recommendations 
and restrictions as outlined within the building envelopes plan and geotechnical report for slope stability 
are complied with, to the satisfaction of the Public Works department. A completion certificate by a 
Professional Engineer verifying that all aspects of the noted reports have been met may be required. 
Council may also wish to require a $5,000.00 deposit as a pre-release condition to ensure compliance 
with all conditions of the development permit. 
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Recommended Conditions for Option #1: 
1. Site plan to be provided which identifies building envelopes for the proposed dwelling area, 

illustrating it meets all setback requirements, incorporates the requirements and 
recommendations in the geotechnical report for slope stability, and is located outside of the flood 
hazard area, to the satisfaction of the Public Works department;  

2. The landowners are to submit a complete development permit application to bring all non-
compliant structures into compliance with the Land Use Bylaw.  

3. Final redesignation fees to be submitted.   

OPTION 1 (PART B) – APPROVAL OF SUB-STANDARD ROAD 

Council may choose to approve the request to construct a sub-standard road (Single Access Gravel 
Standard Road) in the undeveloped road allowance along the south boundaries of SW 27-20-02 W5M and 
SE 27-20-02 W5M to act as legal access to Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M.  

OPTION 2 – REFUSE APPLICATION 

Should Council be unable to support the application to further amend the Land Use Bylaw by authorizing 
the redesignation of the subject 104.7 acres on Ptn. SW 27-20-02 W5M from Natural Resource Extraction 
(INR) District to Agricultural (A) District, and a site-specific amendment to Section 10.17.3 of the Land 
Use Bylaw to relax the minimum separation distance between a dwelling and a natural resource extraction 
operation from 100.0 m to 20.0 m, the application may be refused for the following reasons: 

In their consideration of the criteria within the MDP2010 and LUB 60/2014; Council is of the opinion 
that the proposed redesignation of the subject property is premature in advance of the cessation of the 
gravel extraction operation on the adjacent property, and as such the subject property is unable to support 
the Agricultural Land Use District due to a lack of appropriate building area. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A – MAP SET 

 LOCATION MAP 

 LAND USE – HALF MILE MAP 

 PARCEL SIZES – HALF MILE MAP 

 SITE PLANS 

 FLOOD HAZARD MAP 

APPENDIX B – DRAFT BYLAW 

 

 

Page 74 of 103



APPENDIX A – LOCATION MAP 
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APPENDIX A – LAND USE – HALF MILE MAP 
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APPENDIX A – PARCEL SIZES – HALF MILE MAP 
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APPENDIX A – SITE PLANS 
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APPENDIX A – FLOOD HAZARD MAP 
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APPENDIX B – DRAFT BYLAW 

Page 83 of 103



PUBLIC HEARING 
REPORT TO COUNCIL 

Request to Purchase Undeveloped Road Allowance 
Public Hearing 11:00 am October 14, 2026 

LOCATION 

The road allowance is located 4 km SE of the Hamlet of Blackie, North of Hwy 23 within an 
undeveloped portion of 304 Street E. 

BACKGROUND 

The applicant submitted the attached letter request May 21, 2026, to request Council’s 
consideration to close for purchase the above noted portion of road allowance. 

On July 8, 2026 staff provided a brief presentation to Council and Council directed administration 
to proceed with a Public Hearing to consider the closure for purchase of the undeveloped road 
allowance. 

The applicant owns all adjacent parcels of agriculturally zoned land, which are bisected by the 
CPKC Railway line. The applicant states that CPKC will not allow a level crossing to be built 
across their tracks on this road allowance, which would effectively block the future construction 
of a through road on this undeveloped portion of 304 Street E. 

Established railway crossings are located to the west on C.I.L Road E and to the east on an 
undeveloped portion of 320 St E. 

The applicant is planning on submitting a future application for the development of an Agri 
Business on the lands, which they hope to build across both Section 4 and 5, so being able to 
close and utilize the road allowance land would enable them to make the best use of the site.  

Should this application be successful, to avoid land locking any portion of the adjacent parcels, 
we would recommend that the applicant consolidate the NE & SE ¼’s of section 05-19-26 W4M 
and the NW & SW ¼’s of section 04-19-26 W4M, south of the CPKC railway line.  

Letter of Request Information PL1926-05E 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  

Portion of Undeveloped Road Allowance between E 05 & W 04-19-26 W4M containing ~ 
6.14 acres (2.48 ha) 

LANDOWNER: Foothills County 

LICENCE APPLICANT:  Colliton Siding Ltd. (formerly JGL Livestock) 

PROPOSAL: Request to Purchase Road Allowance 

DIVISION NO: 1 COUNCILLOR: Rob Siewert 

FILE MANAGER: Donna Fowler, Municipal Lands Administrator 
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The surrounding land is currently in the name of Chinook Feeders (2024) Ltd. The applicant 
indicates that the land transfers to Colliton Siding Ltd. will be completed prior to entering into a 
purchase and sale agreement for the subject lands. 
 
CIRCULATION:  
The Application File was circulated internally and externally with responses as indicated:  
 
Foothills County Website – Application file posted on September 30, 2026 
Western Wheel Advertisement – September 30 & October 7, 2026 
Adjacent Landowner Circulation – No concerns to October 6, 2026 
External Agencies Circulated – No concerns to October 6, 2026 
Internal Departments Circulated – No concerns to October 6, 2026  
 
CPKC sent some information supporting the claim that they would not be interested in 
developing a level crossing at this location.  I have included their communications as Appendix 
B. 
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL 

We have prepared 3 draft motions for council’s consideration: 

OPTION 1: APPROVAL 

That Council grants first reading to Bylaw XX/2026 to authorize the closure of a portion of the 
undeveloped road allowance along the eastern boundary of E 05-19-26 W4M containing 6.14 
acres more or less for purchase and consolidation. Access will be denied.  

Subject to Ministerial approval prior to second and third reading of the Bylaw; and 

Subject to the consolidation of the NE & SE ¼’s of section 05-19-26 W4M and the NW & SW 
¼’s of section 04-19-26 W4M, south of the CPKC railway line 

OPTION 2: POSTPONE 

That Council postpones their decision to allow administration to gather more information.  

OPTION 3: REFUSAL 

That Council denies the application, at this time 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A – Location Maps 

 

APPENDIX B – CPKC Email 
 
APPENDIX C – Applicant Request Letter 
 
APPENDIX D – Draft Bylaw XX/2026 
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APPENDIX A: 
LOCATION MAP 
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Map Showing Established Railway Crossings 

 
Map Showing Adjacent Parcels, Railway Line & Road Allowance 
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APPENDIX C: 
APPLICANT REQUEST LETTER 
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Basic warning system if required =                         $650,000.00 
 
4 lane crossing surface =                                           $350,000.00-Railway crossing surfaces may last 10 to 17 years 
depending on various factors such as vehicle design, motor vehicle frequency, weather, road clearing material. 
Warning system with cantilevers required        $850,000.00 
 
Railway crossing in close proximity- 2 railway crossing below are under utilized and could be expanded rather 
than create another unsafe costly railway crossing.  
71.90 Aldersyde Subdivision/ 288 Street  
Reported daily motor vehicle in 2017 = 53 
.78 Lomond Spur/ 320 Street  
Reported daily motor vehicle in 2017 = 0 
69.33 Aldersyde Hwy 23 
Reported daily motor vehicle in 2015 = 1460 

 
Thank you very much! 
 
Paul Whalen 
Public Works, Alberta and British Columbia 
Canadian Pacific Kansas City Railway 
BLDG #1, Desk 1187 
7550 Ogdendale Rd 

Page 91 of 103



Page 92 of 103



Page 93 of 103



5

There is no such thing as a safe railway crossing at grade , some may be safer than others, but they all 
have risks. It may be better for the community that additional railway crossings are not installed. Please 
review the quote below from Operation Life Saver and the attached TSB report.  
 
Operation Life Saver 
In the United States and Canada Rail-related incidents involving trespassing and grade 
crossings, approximately 2,300 people are killed or seriously injured each year in these 
entirely preventable incidents. 
 
 
Thank you very much! 
 
Paul Whalen 
Public Works, Alberta and British Columbia 
Canadian Pacific Kansas City Railway 
BLDG #1, Desk 1187 
7550 Ogdendale Rd 
Calgary, AB, T2C 4X9 
 
Dignity and respect in the work place 

 
 
 
Office:403 260 5857 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Donna Fowler <Donna.Fowler@FoothillsCountyAB.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2026 2:34 PM 
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Are either of these crossing adequate for farm equipment and/or ordinary traffic to use? The one on CIL Rd looks 
like it is adequate as it is developed, but there is some concern for the one to the east on the undeveloped portion 
of 320 Ave E. 
 
If you could please have a look and offer any feedback you may have regarding the application for permanent road 
allowance closure at this location. 
 
Thanks very much, 
 
Donna Fowler 
Municipal Lands Administrator 
Foothills County 
403-603-6209 
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APPENDIX D: 
DRAFT BYLAW 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
REPORT TO COUNCIL 

Removal of MR Designation and Rezoning Request 
1:30 pm October 14, 2026 

 
LOCATION 

The MR parcel is located just south of the subdivision of Priddis Greens, southwest of Highway 22, 
within NE 20-22-03 W5M. 

BACKGROUND 

The subdivision within this quarter section consists of 7 country residential lots, 1 municipal reserve lot, 
1 environmental reserve lot, and a balance agricultural parcel.  The subdivision was created in the early 
1990’s by Lee Thiessen’s father and all lots are still owned by Mr. Thiessen’s family and remain 
undeveloped.  
 
ET Equities (Lee Thiessen) intends to make several applications to achieve the final vision for this parcel: 
 

1. Boundary adjust Lot 2. The northern portion (~2.2ac) would be consolidated into the large 
agricultural parcel. 

2. Consolidate Lots 2-7 into one large AG lot (~41 ac) 
3. Request the purchase of this 4.62 ac MR parcel. 
4. Amalgamate the MR parcel, Lot 11 and the roadway into the balance agricultural parcel (~93 

acres including roadway). 
 
Should the applicant’s applications be successful, that would leave one large ~93 acre Agricultural parcel, 
a second smaller ~ 41 acre Agricultural parcel and one small 0.33 acre ER parcel.  Both AG parcels 
would be accessed via the shared access point off 256 St W. A map showing the potential resulting land 
use has been included within Schedule A. 
 
On December 17, 2025, a Public Hearing to consider the closure for purchase of the road plan within NE 
20-22-03 W5 (184 Ave W) was heard by Foothills County Council and first reading of Bylaw 31/2025 was 

APPLICATION INFORMATION FILE NO. PL2203-20NE MR 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS: Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, NE 20-22-03-W5 

PROPOSED LAND USE:  Country Residential District 

AREA OF SUBJECT LANDS:  4.62 Acres 

CURRENT LAND USE: Municipal Reserve Parcel 

LANDOWNER:  Foothills County 

PROPOSAL:   The application before Council is for consideration on two concurrent items: 

1. Approval of the removal of the Municipal Reserve designation on the parcel 
identified as Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, NE 20-22-03 W5M.  

2. Application for redesignation of Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, NE 20-22-03 W5M, from 
Municipal Reserve to Country Residential District to allow for the subsequent sale 
and consolidation of this parcel. 

DIVISION NO: 4  COUNCILLOR: Suzanne Oel  FILE MANAGER: Donna Fowler 
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granted and subsequently approved by Alberta Transportation and Economic Corridors. This Bylaw was 
approved conditionally upon successful redesignation, purchase and consolidation of this Lot 8 MR.  
 
CIRCULATION:  
The Application File was circulated internally and externally with responses as indicated:  
 
Foothills County Website – Application file posted on October 30, 2026 
Western Wheel Advertisement – October 30 & October 7, 2026 
¼ mile Landowner Circulation – No concerns to October 6, 2026 
External Agencies Circulated -No concerns to October 6, 2026 
Internal Departments Circulated – No concerns to October 6, 2026. 
 
This Public Hearing was also advertised via signage at the entrance to the MR, as per the requirements 
of the MGA. Signage was placed September 29, 2026, and will remain until the conclusion of this Public 
Hearing. 
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL 

PART A – DISPOSITION OF A MUNICIPAL RESERVE PARCEL 

OPTION #1 – APPROVAL 

Council may choose to pass the following resolution: 

Council approves the disposition of the Municipal Reserve parcel on Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, NE 20-22-
03 W5M, containing 4.62 acres. 

Recommended Conditions for Option #1: 

1. Staff shall notify the Land Titles registrar that all provisions under the MGA for disposition of the 
reserve have been complied with and apply for the designation of Municipal Reserve to be 
removed. 

OPTION #2 REFUSAL 

Council may choose to refuse the disposition of the Municipal Reserve parcel on Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, 
NE 20-22-03W5, containing 4.62 acres for the following reasons: 

In consideration of the matter, Council did not find sufficient merit in the application to consider removing 
the Municipal Reserve suffix of the subject lands at this time.  

 

PART B – REDESIGNATION OF PLAN 9211521, LOT 8MR, NE 20-22-03W5M 

OPTION #1 – APPROVAL 

Council may choose to grant 1st reading to Bylaw XX/2026 for the redesignation of Plan 9211521, Lot 
8MR, NE 20-22-03 W5M (4.62 acres) from Municipal Reserve to Country Residential District. Council is 
aware that the Country Residential parcel is intended to be consolidated into the surrounding agricultural 
parcel. 

Recommended Conditions for Option #1: 

1. Payment of final Land Use fees 
2. Further direction from Council regarding the terms of a draft purchase and sale agreement for 

both the CR parcel and the road acquisition. 

 

OPTION #2 REFUSAL 

Council may choose to refuse the application for the redesignation of Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR, NE 20-22-
03 W5M (4.62 acres) from Municipal Reserve to Country Residential “A” for the following reasons: 

In consideration of the matter, Council did not find sufficient merit in the application to support the land 
use rezoning of the subject lands from the Municipal Reserve to County Residential “A” District land use 
at this time.   
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A – Location Maps 
 
APPENDIX B –Draft Bylaw XX/2026 
 
APPENDIX A: 
LOCATION MAPS 
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MAP SHOWING POTENTIAL RESULTING LAND USE 
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APPENDIX B: 
DRAFT BYLAW XX/2026 

BYLAW XX/2026 

  

BEING A BYLAW OF FOOTHILLS COUNTY TO AUTHORIZE AN AMENDMENT TO THE LAND USE 
BYLAW NO. 60/2014 AS AMENDED. 

WHEREAS pursuant to the provisions of the Municipal Government Act, Chapter M-26 Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000, and amendments thereto, the Council of Foothills County in the Province 
of Alberta, has adopted Land Use Bylaw No. 60/2014 and amendments thereto; 

 

AND WHEREAS the Council has received an application to further amend the Land Use Bylaw by 

authorizing the redesignation of Plan 9211521, Lot 8MR; Ptn. NE 20-22-03 W5M from Municipal 

Reserve to Country Residential District. 

NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Land Use Map No. 2028 is amended by redesignating a 4.62 +/- acre portion on NE 20-22-
03 W5M as Country Residential District  

2. This Bylaw shall have effect on the date of its third reading and upon being signed. 
 

         FIRST READING: 

   

         ______________________________ 

   Reeve 

 

  ______________________________  
         CAO 

 

         SECOND READING:  

 

  ______________________________ 

  Reeve 

 

         THIRD READING:  

 

  ______________________________ 

  Reeve 

 

  ______________________________  
         CAO 

 

PASSED IN OPEN COUNCIL assembled at the Town of High River in the Province of Alberta this          
day of                      , 20     . 
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