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Bylaw Report - Addendum

Bylaw 1611-19 to Amend Land Use Bylaw 1443-10 as Amended
Minor Review of the Bylaw

This addendum to the Bylaw Report is in response to questions and concerns raised about specific
proposed amendments.

1. Revise Section 8 definition of a Recreation Facility – Indoor and Recreation Facility – Outdoor by
removing the provision for “ancillary accommodations and other accessory building specifically for
the use of patrons who are actively or passively engaging in the recreational activity”.
The purpose of this amendment is to ensure separate applications are made for distinct uses. There
are a number of different types of accommodations (ie Bed and Breakfast Establishment,
Campground, Guest Ranch, etc) which are separate uses in the Land Use Bylaw. Additionally,
Accessory Building is a distinct use. Because these uses are distinct, applications for each should be
distinct in order to allow the development authority to properly assess the suitability of the
application for the proposed accommodation or accessory building (including scale and off-site and
on-site impacts relating to traffic, noise, parking, environmental considerations, related utilities,
storm drainage, etc).
2. Revise Section 16.1 to provide that “A Development Permit is not required if the development or use
is restricted exclusively to the following, provided that the development shall otherwise comply with
all applicable previsions and regulations of this Bylaw:”
The purpose of this amendment is to eliminate any lack of clarity with respect to the types of
development for which a development permit is not required. This amendment clarifies that specific,
isolated development may not require a development permit when it is part of an already approved
development. For example, the list of exempted uses s. 16.1(f) references “the placement of a
Recreational Vehicle in an approved Recreational Vehicle Park or Campground in those Districts
where this use is allowed”; the additional phrase removes any ambiguity and makes it clear that a
development permit is not required for the specific and isolated placement of a Recreational Vehicle
in a Recreational Vehicle Park or Campground where the Recreational Vehicle Park or Campground
is already properly authorized but otherwise the placement of a Recreational Vehicle might require a
development permit.
3. Delete Section 16.1(w) “subject to Section 60.17, excavation and construction site preparation (ie
land clearing, survey cut lines, topsoil stripping and site grading) that is part of a development for
which a Development Permit has been issued or this is part of a multi-lot subdivision development for
which a Subdivision Approval has been issued.”
The purpose of this amendment is to ensure phasing of development is done in conjunction with
specific development permit conditions and to disallow any preparation of the site until a
development permit is issued and conditions are met. Excluding these provisions will help provide
clarity on the scope of appropriate excavation and construction site preparation.
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4. Delete Section 75.2 regarding the number of Recreational Vehicles that may be used for 21 days and
the requirement of obtaining a tag for additional units.
While first reading contemplated the deletion of Section 75.2, upon further consideration
Administration recommends retaining Section 75.2.
5. Revise Section 107. 2 Recreation Facility District by removing Recreation Facility - Indoor and
Recreation Facility - Outdoor as permitted uses and revise Section 107.3 to add Recreation Facility Indoor and Recreation Facility - Outdoor as discretionary uses.
The purpose for this amendment is to allow for the proper assessment of the suitability of the
proposed development on the lands. Classifying the use as discretionary rather than permitted will
enhance the Development Authority’s ability to consider the proposed development’s compatibility
with neighboring development and uses, environmental impacts, noise, traffic, drainage, and other
relevant planning considerations Further, consideration of appropriate infrastructure requirements
can also be more easily addressed (roads and utilities).

Prepared By
Jacinta Donovan, Development Officer

Reviewed By
Yvette Cassidy, CAO

Dated: June 11, 2019
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Laura,
Has there been any movement/decisions on this case? It's been almost 16 months and we haven't heard
anything from your department.
To reiterate our main points, it's quite straight forward. The Lone Pine Colony currently has access to
approximately twice the amount of water they require for their operations (even after their newest
application to build a new 200 cow barn) and they are asking for more. That, in itself, should be a simple
and hard NO. In addition, they should never have been granted the license in 2014 (which they have
never used), and they should never have been allowed to drill the test wells in the first place, hence the
need for a permitting process regarding test well drilling.
To protect the future of the limited water in this area, and the entire food industry, AEP absolutely must
question the colony's, motives for hoarding water. This is much bigger and more dangerous than any
one of us could possibly imagine. I estimate that about 80% of Alberta producers are aware of this. How
is it possible that AEP and GOA are not?
AEP water license approval process needs to be reviewed as outlined in our statement of concern.
Also, please provide a copy of all file documents from January 1, 2019 to present. The last folder you
sent in February did not contain any significant correspondence that we had not previously seen, and I
find it difficult to believe there was not any additional correspondence in that 8 month period. This time,
we're hoping to receive something that shows work is being done. Perhaps with the addition of a
progress report outlining the steps AEP has taken to investigate the validity of the colony's application.
Regards,
Brett Penosky
Penosky Farms
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January 31, 2018

Environment and Parks
Regulatory Approvals Centre
5th Floor, South Petroleum Plaza
9915 – 108 Street, Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2G8
Email: aep.waapplications@gov.ab.ca
Dear Sir/Madam:
Re:

Statement of Concern - Water Act - Notice of Application – File Number: 00329424
Application numbers: 001-00402835 and 001-00404968
Applicant: Lone Pine Hutterian Brethern (the applicant)
We hereby fervently object to the above applications to divert water. We request that Water Act
Licenses 00329424 and 00333986 be revoked, and wells PW1-12 and PW2-12 be decommissioned.
We also request that the applicant be restricted from drilling into the aquifer in question,
indefinitely. In the meantime, we request that any construction (pipeline or otherwise) related to
the application wells should cease immediately and remain so until AEP has thoroughly reexamined these applications and prior approvals.

We live in the east central area of Alberta, which has long been associated with limited quality and quantity of
groundwater sources. We have four producing wells located at EH22-039-18-W4M, 800 metres from the
applications wells. Only one of our four wells were identified (08-22-039-18-W4M) in the October 2017
Millennium EMS Solutions (MEMS) report, (pg 36, Figure 4, attached) as being completed in the same aquifer as
the application wells. We have a cattle and grain operation directly adjacent to the application wells. Our
present use of water includes household, wind break, orchard, market garden, livestock, and crop spraying. We
are re-investing in more livestock production to make use of unfarmable areas on our property. Our present
infrastructure allows us the capability to do so.
To allow this application to divert 28,000 m3/yr from this precious resource is beyond human reasoning, as is the
2014 approval of 9420 m3/yr. Wise and responsible use of water has always been an objective of our family. We
would like the water source our family has enjoyed over the past 100+ years to continue. We recognize the
limited quality and quantity of groundwater that is available to this east-central area, and we encourage all
departments of the Government of Alberta to do the same.
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PRIMARY CONCERNS
1. Multiple Aquifers
Roger Clissold and David MacIntyre of Hydrogeological Consultants Ltd. (HCL) have reviewed the information
provided in support of these two applications. HCL has concluded PW1-12 and PW2-12 do not meet the
construction requirements outlined in the Water (Ministerial) Regulation and cannot be licensed in their present
form. (attached)
2. Applicant’s Water Requirements and Authorizations
Table 1 clearly shows the applicant had more than sufficient water to meet their requirements prior to the 2014
approvals. Excluding the two 2014 authorizations (Licenses 329424 and 333986), the applicant had a total of
29,395,960 gal/yr available to them. Their approximate requirements, based on available 2013 and 2017
information, are approximately 15,791,535 gal/yr. This provided the applicant with a surplus of 13,604,580
gal/yr prior to the 2014 approvals. Note: nowhere in the MEMS report has any documentation shown the
applicant’s TOTAL water requirements, which should be critical to this investigation.
The County of Stettler informed us that the applicant inquired about the opportunity to purchase more water
from the Shirley McClelland Regional Water Commission (SMRWC) and was told they could double the rate of
water they are now using if they so wish. Increasing this amount ensures a continued safe secure quality water
supply to meet the applicant’s present and future needs. Furthermore, this higher usage will likely reflect a
lower price per cubic meter for the applicant. This would address the applicant’s desire to improve their
operational efficiency. In addition, the rate they now pay is a lower rate than other members on the water line.
Allowing the applicant to leave the SMRWC would increase financial burden for other SMRWC users.
Furthermore, exploiting the groundwater from the aquifer through the two application wells, would have a
devastating effect on surrounding users (us and our neighbours). What is ethically and morally disturbing is the
very real probability that diverting water from these wells will deplete the aquifer and leave surrounding
users with no where to turn for water, while the applicant can reapply for water from SMRWC; a resource the
surrounding users don’t have access to.
For AEP to meet the goals of the Water for Life strategy, they must closely examine the water authorizations of
ALL large Alberta agricultural operations, such as we have done, below and throughout this letter.
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TABLE 1 - Applicant Water Requirements and Authorizations
Lone Pine Hutterite Brethren

Water Availability (excluding licenses 329424 and 333986)
License#
173403
173403
173403
74782
183853
219558

Approval
Year
1940
1940
1940
2002
2002
2005

Source
Red Willow Creek E 01-039-18-W4
Red Willow Creek SE 12-039-18-W4
Red Willow Creek W 07-039-18-W4
Well SE 07-39-17-W4
Red Willow Creek SE 12-039-18-W4
Red Willow Creek NW 07-039-18-W4
Shirley McClellan Regional Water Line

Purpose
stock watering
stock watering
stock watering
municipal
municipal
stock watering
municipal/agricultural
Total Existing Licenses

m3/yr
284
142
284
12,556
44,239
57,000
19,113
133,618

gallons/yr
62,480
31,240
62,480
2,762,320
9,732,580
12,540,000
4,204,860
29,395,960

Total Surplus Water

71,780
61,838

15,791,535
13,604,425

Well 1270223 PW1-12 SW 23-039-18-W4 (not in production) agri (CFO)
Well 1270224 PW2-12 SW 23-039-18-W4 (not in production) agri (washing)
Well ID 1270223 (PW1-12) SW 23-039-18-W4
municipal/agricultural
Well ID 1270224 (PW2-12) SW 23-039-18-W4
municipal/agricultural
Total PW1-12/2-12 Applications
Total Possible Availability
Water Requirements
Total Possible Surplus

4,210
5,210
9,650
8,930
28,000
161,618
71,780
89,838

926,200
1,146,200
2,123,000
1,964,600
6,160,000
35,555,960
15,791,535
19,764,425

Water Requirements (Per October 2017 Millennium report and 2013 worksheet)

Wells PW1-12 and PW2-12
329424
2014
333986
2014
Pending Approval
Pending Approval
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At this point in our statement of concern, we believe we have presented sufficient information to support AEP’s
decision to grant the requests in our opening paragraph. However, experience tells us a simple statement of
concern lacks impact. Thus, we diligently, and unnecessarily continue towards a more robust objection….
AEP DUE DILLIGENCE
1. Licenses 329424 and 333986 were approved in 2014 for 9420 m3 strictly for agriculture use, without proper
testing and diligent consideration by AEP. This is a great deal of water to approve without first performing
actual well tests specific to that application thereby mitigating the risks to surrounding wells. It is
unfathomable that anyone would consider pumping wells in this area for that amount of water on a 24-hour
basis, with proper risk assessments, let alone without them. In addition, landowners should not have to go
through the arduous process of objecting to applications before AEP will properly investigate the short and
long-term effects of approving those applications. Some examples:
a. Throughout reports provided by the applicant’s consultants in these current applications and during
the previous 2013/2014 appeal process, there are many references to assumptive information
which were taken as fact. Assumptive information, either from the applicant or from any company
providing data to AEP, should not be used to draw conclusions or make decisions. All information
must be derived from actual test results or actual data.
b. Reference is made to the Gravely well (SW25-039-28-W4) in the Millennium report that the aquifer
in which the Gravely well is drilled is unknown. The well is also in close enough proximity to be cause
for alarm. This report and the reporting of the past speaks to approximations, assumptions, and
theoretical values to the drawdown in any of the surrounding wells. That is not good enough or
acceptable for such a large diversion. Further real testing needs to be done to ensure the Gravely
well’s future viability for years to come. It is stated (Section 6.1) that since there is no lithogic data
available for Gravely’s well, it is again assumed the aquifers are continuous between PW1-12 and
PW2-12 and Gravely’s well.
c. The Guide to Groundwater Authorization, Section 2.2.6 states, “The radius of the field-verified
survey is 1.6 km or more…”, and “within a minimum 1.6 km radius of the project.” This is the
minimum distance from the application wells, not the maximum. During the 2014 appeal process,
why was Victor Carey’s objection not considered because of the distance between his wells and the
application wells? For AEP to consider only wells within a 1.6 km radius of the application wells,
means they are not looking at the big picture. They are not considering the impact each approval
collectively has on the entire province of Alberta. This time, we want to see actual testing conducted
on wells within at least 5 km radius of the application wells, at the applicant’s expense.
d. In an August 20, 2013 letter to Laura Partridge, Nowak Holdings referred to a water report which
relied on old well records from a decommissioned well, rather than new data from active wells.
Furthermore, there were at least seven wells (Gravely, Payne, and Penosky) that were closer to the
diversion than the four wells that were included in the field verified water well survey, yet none of
them were ever contacted to have their wells used for testing, or have they been contacted since.
e. The test results from PW1-12 and PW2-12 were used to prove that neighbouring wells wouldn’t be
affected by this application for water diversion. It is highly irregular to include the test results from
two wells that are as near to each as is these two wells. A separate well(s) must be tested. PW1-12 is
described as a confined aquifer. According to the Groundwater Observation Well Network,
“Confined aquifers (as described by ESRD 2014 Groundwater Observation Network) are confined
because they have an aquitard above and below the aquifer. These aquifers do not recharge quickly
because it takes a long time for water to pass through the top aquitard.” Confined aquifers can
contain groundwater that is very old. Water can stay in a confined aquifer for several millennia. If
this is the case, how does the MEMS report apply this statement to PW1-12 regarding long-term
yield? What actual field tests have been done to guarantee the longevity of the aquifer?
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2. There are 40 confined feeding operations within the County of Stettler; seven of which are located east of
Stettler. Three of those have access to SMRWC to supplement their surface and/or groundwater sources.
These operations are in the Upper Horseshoe Canyon formation. The availability of groundwater in this
formation is a concern. While deep groundwater can be cheaper to treat as it does not need to be filtered,
aquifers can be depleted or contaminated if too much is drawn too fast or in the wrong way, rendering them
unsuitable for our use.
Should AEP fail to act on our primary concerns, we strongly urge the Approvals Manager to reallocate the
Water Act Licenses 74782 and 183853 from municipal to agricultural use only, to enable the applicant to
source all their municipal needs from the SMRWC. Not having to treat any water they are diverting from
active wells would improve the efficiency they so desperately seek. In other words, any production from
the two application wells would no longer be needed.
3. Articles 2.5 to 2.7 of the February 25, 2015 Ministerial Order for the application wells (attached) state, “…the
water shall not be used for human consumption” and “…shall not divert water…to the Colony’s residences or
kitchens.” A March 7, 2013 email from Laura Partridge to Bob Nowak, states, “ESRD preference is for Lone
Pine Colony to continue to use the water from the SMRWSC for municipal purposes.” In Todd Aasen’s August
29, 2014 decision letter and note to file, it clearly states on several occasions that the water from wells PW112 and PW2-12 may not be used for human consumption. (attached and highlighted) What has changed?
How has the applicant been advised (by AEP or otherwise) that makes them believe they can apply for more
water from the same two wells for agricultural and municipal use? The 2017 MEMS report does not address
the water quality hazards.
4. Throughout the 2014 application process, it was clear the applicant already had a surplus of water available
to them, and throughout the 600+ pages of resulting records there was an overabundance of indications
that the applications should not have been approved, many within AEP’s own writings? Why then, did AEP
approve the applications anyway? This is a disturbing political red flag!
5. Please refer to Section 2.2.6 of the Guide to Groundwater Authorization. The 2017 MEMS report Section
3.2.4 states: “Confirmation of the water wells was not able to be conducted as contact information was
either unavailable for the landowners or the landowners did not respond to requests to participate in the
field survey. It was reported that Mr. Payne does not live full time on the property in 13‐14.” We strongly
question and disagree with every aspect of this statement. It is highly unlikely there has been any effort to
contact us personally. The only efforts we are aware of is an illegible Public Notice in the local newspaper
(the newspaper with the least readership), in an issue published during Christmas; and a subsequent reposting in a January 18th issue. The attempts by the applicant to circumvent regulations has not gone
unnoticed by us.
6. Since water is a public resource, transparency should not be eliminated from any proceedings/meetings
regarding these applications. In other words, mediation meetings should not be held in camera.
7. What reassurance and/or compensation is in place in the event of negative impact on surrounding wells, like
quality assurance, draw down, production, and contamination? There are few options when our wells are
depleted. Under the conditions of the licenses for the two application wells, section 5.0 outlines the steps
the Licensee shall take regarding such complaints. None of these are satisfactory. Nowhere in this section
does it state discontinuing well production be enacted during this investigation process. In the period for
this complaint investigation to take place, a lot more water would be withdrawn. Besides, burden of proof
by injured parties is lengthy and costly.
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This type of diversion was approved by AEP before and resulted in water well depletions in surrounding
wells. From what we understand, AEP ordered Rahr Malting of Alix to discontinue its diversion and draw
from the public water line. Perhaps AEP believed they had thoroughly reviewed the Rahr application for
them to conclude that the diversion of groundwater would not adversely affect the surrounding users. AEP
must ensure this does not happen here.
8. Regarding the diversion of water from the applicant’s existing Water Act authorizations, are there
monitoring and reporting records for each calendar year that show a) periods and rates of water diversion,
b) total monthly quantity of water diverted, and c) total annual quantity of water diverted? Have the
monitoring records been reviewed to ensure the wells comply with Water Act authorizations? We would like
to see those reports, if they exist.
9. In Todd Aasen’s note to file of August 29, 2014, he states, “The colony wishes to disconnect from the
commission because of the cost of water. If the colony had to treat their well water to drinking water
standards the cost of treatment would exceed the commission's water charges.” Laura Partridge’s March 7,
2013 email states, “The Colony would be required to justify the switch from the regional waterline to a
groundwater source, more than just a financial decision.” This is a clear indication that financial
considerations should not have been a factor in the 2014 decision, or this 2018 decision.
10. Four years have passed since the applicant was issued licenses for the present authorized allocation of 9420
m3/yr and the application wells have never been brought into production. Inactive or abandoned water
wells pose a significant threat to groundwater resources as they provide a direct channel for surface
contamination to reach aquifers (Facts About Water in Alberta 2010). For this reason and pursuant to
Sections 43(1)(a)(ii) and 55(1)(f((i) of the Water Act), is AEP concerned about aquifer contamination, and are
they considering cancelling these approvals for this reason?
11. Todd Aasen’s note to file of August 29, 2014 states, “…to be consistent with past practices…” What did Todd
mean by this? Were these licenses approved simply because that’s the way it’s always been done for the
applicant, or similar applicants? Is he referring to past practices for specific (privileged) operations? We are
concerned the GOA is not considering the long-term effects on the agricultural industry, and the food
supply, if one agricultural corporation is permitted to grow limitlessly; one Water Act authorization at a
time. Maybe it’s time for a change in the way things are done.
FURTHER QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS
1. There are gaps in groundwater data in Alberta. They include groundwater, surface water interactions, water
well databases, and groundwater chemistry. There is relatively little know about groundwater-surface water
interactions and since monitoring wells is only done in some parts of Alberta, groundwater chemistry is also
not well known. We do know that water chemistry can change over time due to new wells being drilled in
the surrounding area or a change in water table. What changes to the water quality in surrounding wells
would result because of this large diversion of water?
2. What monitoring requirements would be in place to assist in the safekeeping of surrounding wells? How will
the wells directly affected be monitored and protected?
3. Laura Partridge’s March 7, 2013 email states, “Water conservation is encouraged, reduces water demand,
increases efficient and productive use of water.” Todd Aasen’s note to file of August 29, 2014 states, “The
application states that the metered use of domestic water was 15,277 cubic metres for 2012. The stated
population of the colony is 104 people, which works out to a per capita use of 406 litres/day/person.
Generally, we find a per capita use when water is metred to be 250 litres/day/person. This demonstrates the
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need for water conservation and awareness.” Do you have updated data on the applicant’s metred use of
domestic water? What water conservation strategies has the applicant implemented since 2014?
4. What evaluation of the effects of drought has been conducted to see what the recharge rate would be?
5. What is the applicant’s plan to transport the water for their use? How is the infrastructure ie: pipelines,
pumping facilities, electronic well monitoring being paid for? Has the applicant applied for and/or been
approved under any provincial or federal funding programs, such as the Growing Forward 2 program? Public
funding (90% of the project) was already provided to the applicant to secure water from the SMRWC. Does
AEP consider this to be double dipping into public tax dollars.
6. Ideally, the applicant would have researched the water supply prior to expanding their operation rather
than operating beyond their means. This blatant mismanagement is done at the expense of everyone
around them; government and surrounding users! This is a huge waste of government manpower and tax
payer money, as well as the time and money we have spent defending our use of groundwater. It is our
understanding that the huge reservoir built by the applicant was going to be their last water resource, the
need of which also affects natural water flow through coulees and natural areas. No responsible company
would expand their business knowing there may not be enough resources, under the assumption they
would be able to take what they want from their neighbours. The applicant’s decision to expand
unnecessarily and beyond their means then becomes everyone’s financial and environmental burden.
THE ENVIRONMENT
1. What impact will this huge diversion of water have on the area’s ecosystem?
2. Animal life concerns: reduced stream flow in creek and coulee affecting duck, geese, beaver, deer,
moose, owls, hawks, eagles, etc.
3. Aquatic life concerns: reduced stream levels in creek and coulee affecting frogs, fish, snails, etc.
4. Plant Life concern: depth to water table increases with reduced stream levels creating an
unhealthy/depleted Riparian zone.
5. The Environmental Farm Plan (EFP) program helps identify and address environmental risks in an
agricultural operation; water included. Has the applicant completed a recent EFP? If so, what were the
results where water is concerned?
THE ETHICS
Water is a public resource! Allowing one corporation to systematically control the water supply is the first step
in allowing one corporation to control our land base, and eventually our food supply. We believe, these latest
applications (2013 and 2017) to divert water from these two wells is part of a much larger plan and is the
beginning of the end for neighbouring land owners; in fact, all Alberta landowners, given the number of large
agricultural operations connected by similar approaches and expansion goals. We are not only defending our
water supply (again); we are defending the food supply in Alberta, and ultimately in the prairie provinces. We
encourage the Government of Alberta to do the same.
This groundwater has been around for thousands of years, and we as stakeholders would like to see this
continue for another thousand years, and be available to EVERYONE, not only a few large corporations with
questionable ethics and expansion goals. The Water Act Section 2(d) states: “The shared responsibility of all
residents of Alberta for the conservation and wise use of water and their role in providing advice with respect to
water management planning and decision-making.” We are here to fulfill this role. We are advising! The AEP
and the entire Government of Alberta must listen!
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From: Donna Penosky <lindona@xplornet.ca>
Sent: Monday, June 3, 2019 12:22 PM
To: Yvette Cassidy <ycassidy@stettlercounty.ca>
Cc: Jacinta Donovan <jdonovan@stettlercounty.ca>
Subject: FW: CETO Project MDP & FIRE Concerns

Good morning,
We as ratepayers within the County of Stettler are concerned about this proposed Transmission
line. (CETO) Central East Transfer Out Transmission Project.
Construction of the Project is planned to occur in two stages. The first stage is planned to be
developed by 2023 and the second stage is planned to be developed in 2027 to 2029.
Area residents have had meetings with ATCO and we are asking they consider the best possible
route without the accessing of more farmland. There are alternate routes that we have
suggested that would be better suited. The acquisition of land now and then more in the
future, is a great concern to all in this area.
We have denied access to our property as it would be very detrimental to our coulee area and
calving area. And we also understand the power company can override our rights.

I have enclosed a copy of a letter from the Paintearth County to AESO after ratepayers
addressed their concerns. The Paintearth County’s Municipal’s Development Plan wishes to ask
questions and review the Municipal Planning in their county, with regards to this proposed New
Transmission Line.
Addressed
Attention: Mr. Sami Abdulsalam
Director
Transmission Planning AESO

This letter also lists the County of Paintearth Utility Policies
Listed (8) & (9) are some of our concerns regarding the line going through our coulee which is a
water way, protected by our Water Rights.
Our coulee area located within the Stettler County has been a flood plain in past years. This
area is pasture with a sand base that is native grass land. For the past 50 plus years we have
protected this area because of its environmental concerns. This area is not accessible to large
equipment and we feel the past history of ATCO with regards to restoration has been
questionable. The Environmental impact to this beautiful area would not be restored.
A few years ago a neighbour located in this coulee area; which also extends north to the Battle
River, had a power line to his pump house go down and the County of Stettler Fire
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Department responded. At that time it was very dry and their biggest concern was fighting the
fire in this coulee area if it got away. As this area was inaccessible to equipment and it would
burn for a long time through the buck brush. Fire is a very high concern with a transmission line
in this area.
Note enclosed
AGENDA: addresses questions for AESO and ATCO that ratepayers are asking at a scheduled
meeting which will be attended by the names listed.
Please note the ratepayers ideas and alternative proposals are valid and well thought out.
One suggestions to ATCO would be to move the questionable Transfer Station to a different
location. Those affected have put a lot of time, money and work towards making a difference
in our communities.
We understand the transmission of power throughout the province is necessary, but we also
understand the implications of the power companies to acquisition our land without the
protect our property rights . Plus our concerns of fire and environmental issues.
The Green Energy Plan and the landowners rights have been listed on Jason Kenny’s proposed
reviewed issues that are facing Albertans. I believe the review of phasing out the coal burning
fossil fuels plus the alternative, solar and wind as well. A cold climate like AB, solar and wind
is questionable. Especially on a minus 40 below day without wind or sun. Some information
that ATCO has sold all of their Coal beds.
With this new information what are the prospects for these Transmission lines.
A lot has happened in the last month or so with ATCO that could and should be reviewed.
The 3 proposed lines they have designated in our area could be changed if another proposal in
linkage to another substation was a possibility. Move the moveable substation and equipment
in a questionable area, to a new area that would be cost efficient to the power transmissions
line hookups , and to land owners. Listed suggestions.
Right of ways that are already there or that could be utilized should be ATCO’s proposed
transmission line corridors. Why not? Cost ? poor planning by all concerned?
Please note that we are fighting to keep these lines in an area that is the best possible route
and future route of any more upgrades and or areas already acquisitioned.
Information enclosed.
Hopefully we can work to protect our beautiful province while continuing with growth and
proper planning of all utilities. Are the Transmissions Lines considered Utilities?
We are asking for the best route for the land base and not only for the cost of building these
transmission lines. Future planning is necessary. Safety and environmental issues first.
Thank you.
Lindsay and Donna Penosky
Botha AB
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AGENDA

QUESTIONS FOR AESO & ATCO

We request permission to record these proceedings.
Tinchebray Substation Request For Relocation By Residents/Landowners
June 7, 2019 @ 10:00a.m. in the home of Don and Geraldine Coulthard
Introduction
During our search for documents to support our suggestion to relocate Tinchebray Substation and its
Transmission Lines we found on the AUC web site “Decommission and Salvage Substation”, also we found
a project ATCO decommissioned in 2016 called Willingdon. (see attachments)
Proof of Need
1. Prove addendum 2018 Transmission Capability Assessment for Renewables Integration is still
relevant. Please provide specific project names and megawatt contribution.
2. Identify “1200MW capability?”
3. Show 10 year plan for this area between Battle River and Paintearth Creek.
Location
1.

By what criteria did you determine Tinchebray to be the “optimal location?”

2. What were the other possible locations?
Purpose
1. What is the purpose of 9L59?
2. What is the purpose of Tinchebray?
3. What is the purpose of the 2 new 240KV transmission lines?
4. What is the purpose of Tinchebray after Halkirk I is decommissioned?
Fire Hazard
1. To what extent did you consider the fire risk/attack plan?
2. What is ATCO’s protocol for fire response?
3.

Has there been consultation with counties and municipalities to cover funding expenses for
firefighting?

4. Which location Tinchebray or Garden Plain would be less of a fire risk/expense/difficulty?
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Environment
1. Was there an ESA map used in the original application? Please provide map.
2. What ESA map will be used for the “alteration” of Tinchebray? Please provide map.
3. What map was used to identify wet lands? Please provide map.
4. To what extent did you consider the existing water license?
Residents
1. To what extent have you engaged with residents along the Paintearth Badlands Valley east of the
Tinchebray substation for the proposed alteration?
2.

How many residences are within 5 miles of Tinchebray?

3. How many residences are within 5 miles of the proposed Garden Plain Substation?
Municipal Development Plan
1. To what extent did you apply the County of Paintearth Municipal Development Plan to Tinchebray
substation?
2. To what extent did you apply the County of Paintearth Municipal Development Plan to Tinchebray
substation “alteration?”
3. What is your response to the County of Paintearth letter dated May 22, 2019? Please provide
response.
4. To what extent did you consider planned developments in the area?
5. To what extent did you consider the aerodrome on SE30 39 14 W4?
6. To what extent did you consider visual factors?
7. To what extent did you consider land values?
Cost
1. What is the cost to fix the ongoing environmental issues at Tinchebray?
2. What will the finished cost of the Tinchebray Alteration?
3. What would be the cost to make the proposed Garden Plain Substation into what is proposed at
Tinchebray Alteration?
4. What Tinchebray equipment/value could be used at Garden Plain or anywhere else?
5. Has the cost of human life because of fire been calculated? PG & E (see attachment)
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Regarding Current Plan
1. What kind of line are you going to build?
2. Which is more economical single or double circuit?
3. Are you going to have wash stations at every field for prevention of weed contaminationclubroot?
4. Are you going to have a government environmentalist on site to monitor weed prevention
protocol?
5. Have you or are you going to do soil testing for what type of structure is needed? ie. Type of
foundation, piles or direct burial or screw piles, etc.
It would be greatly appreciated if you would provide the actual documents, we have requested instead of
telling us where to look for them. We look for to a meaningful consultation that counts.
List of Attendees:
AESO – Sami Abdulsalam, Director, Transmission Planning, Jin Hao, Lead Engineer, Diane Kossman,
Communications Advisor, Corporate Communications
ATCO – Mark Fife, Supervisor, Land Agents Environment & Land Transmission & Distribution Electricity
Global Business Unit, Landon Bawol, Planner, Environment and Land Transmission & Distribution
Electricity Global Business Unit
Hosts – Don and Geraldine Couthard
Moderator – Dwayne Felzien
Representative of MLA Nate Horner – James Klassen
Residents – Brian Perreault, Carmen Felzien, Barry Jackson, Carol Jackson, Brett Penosky, Gerard Fetaz,
Donna Fetaz
Please let us know if there are any dietary considerations.
Detailed instructions to get to meeting place: 39406 RR 150 phone: 403-741-2249
16.9km North of Halkirk on Hwy #855
11.3km East on Township Road #400
3.2km South on Range Road #150
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