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1. 

A)  What has been your experience with this? B)   How can the County support and guide infill and 

redevelopment in Acheson? C)   What did you think of the Infill Section (page 31 – 32) on the ASP? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

2.  Local Plans: Conceptual Schemes and Master Site Development Plans 

(“Local Plans”) are required for larger subdivision and development projects 

in Acheson.  

 

 

 

 

A) What has been your experience with this? B)  What did you think of policies related to Local Plans 

in the ASP? 

 

3. 

Having reviewed the updated ASP, how can we improve the readability and navigability of the 

document? 

 
4. 

How would you say that the Acheson Industrial ASP will impact you/has impacted you in the past? 

Please provide any additional thoughts or suggestions. 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

From:   
Sent: September 23, 2020 2:45 PM 
To: 'Rachelle.Trovato@parklandcounty.com Feinan.Long@parklandcounty.com' 
Cc:  
Subject: New draft Acheson Area Structure Plan 
 
Parkland County 
Planning & development 
Feinan Long / Rachelle Trovato, 
 
I am writing you in response to the Draft Area Structure Plan for `(Acheson Industrial Plan). 
I am a 30-year resident of Millham Gardens an acreage residential development within Parkland 
County on RR 265 located 3 klm south of Osbourn Acres boarding the Acheson Industrial Zone. A 
few years ago after extensive consultation we provided input to the now existing Acheson Area 
Structure Plan, within this plan were provisions to protect Millham Gardens and Osbourn Acres 
from Industrial interference with quality of life. I see the new proposed draft plan eliminates the 
aforementioned provisions to protect the residents or Millham Gardens from interference of quality 
of life by reducing the AGR lands around Millham Gardens and Osbourn Acres by 640 acres adding 
640 acres of Industrial development . In reading through the draft plan, I see no mention of Millham 
Gardens anywhere in this plan or any mention of the potential negative effect the new draft would 
have upon the residents of Millham Gardens or the Wagner Water Recharge zone. 
 
A few points: 
The Wagner water recharge zone would be affected by this draft Plan and as such change or reduce 
dramatically the water recharge for Wagner area. 
 
The traffic movement upon RR 265 would be increased dramatically reducing residential movement 
and endangering entrance and exit from RR 265 to highway 16. 
 
Residential quality of life would decrease significantly with increased noise, odor, general pollution, 
construction materials and traffic increases. 
 
Residential safety particularly children would be further impaired with a major Industrial Park next 
to or within a residential district. 
 
Millham gardens residential water supply is exclusively shallow well-water this will be significantly 



 

 

endangered with industrial development adjacent to the resident’s properties. 
 
At present the Acheson Business park consists of 12,402 acres the new draft will increase this by 
640 acres 5% of prime agriculture land while adversely effecting residents. 
 
Residential property values will be significantly reduced with a major industrial development next 
door; how will the County facilitate the residents financial loss. 
 
The increase of the Acheson Industrial Park by 640 acres is 5% of the present size of Acheson and 
seems hardly worth all the cost and effort to change the plan that so many of us worked upon and 
consulted with county employees regarding. I would ask that this new draft plan be discarded, and 
the County continue with the original Acheson Industrial Plan as worked out by residents at the 
time of its inception and agreed upon by all the stakeholders. 
 
Regards, 
 

 



 

 

From:  
To: Rachelle Trovato; Feinan Long 
Subject: FW: Acheson ASP Virtual Open House Link 
Date: Friday, September 25, 2020 2:31:00 PM 
Attachments:  
Acheson Special Study Areas.pdf 
Acheson Future Land Use Concept.pdf

 

 

 

  



 

 

 



 

 

From: Pankaj Nalavde 
To: Feinan Long 
Cc: Sue Armstrong; Mark Puczko; David Towle 
Subject: Re: Notice of Acheson ASP Virtual Open House 
Date: Thursday, October 01, 2020 10:03:13 AM 
Attachments:  

Map 6 – Future Land Use Concept.pdf 
Map 2 - Existing Land Use.pdf 
FW Notice of Acheson ASP Virtual Open House.msg 

 
Good Morning Feinan, 
 
Thank you providing the clarification so promptly, we do not have any additional comments on the Draft 
ASP at this point. 
 
I briefly wanted to summarize the key points raised through our comments, which are: 
 

• Need for better definition around long term development timelines; 

• Basing future redesignation of agricultural lands to non-ag uses on the basis of market needs. 

• City would generally not support premature conversion of agricultural lands to non-ag uses. 

• Maintaining opportunities for collaboration and joint planning between the City and the County 
pertaining to Special Area A. 
 
The Planning staff sincerely appreciate the referral and the opportunity to provide comments on the ASP 
and we look forward to working with the County on Phase 2 of this project. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerley 
 
Pankaj Nalavde, RPP, MCIP 
Senior Planner | Planning & Development | City of Spruce Grove 
Tel: 780-962-7634 ext. 621 

 

  



 

 

From: Adryan Wahl 
To: Feinan Long 
Cc: Matthew Wispinski; Gilbert Davis; Graham Beck 
Subject: Re: Notice of Acheson ASP Virtual Open House 
Date: Friday, October 02, 2020 2:13:53 PM 

 
Hi Feinan, 
Thank you for sharing the draft amended Acheson ASP. Overall, we do not have any 
major concerns with the ASP, just some simple suggestions and comments to note. 
 
Suggestions: 
 
Objectives (pg 2): maybe add one on working with municipal and nonmunicipal 
neighbours to ensure that cross boundary land uses and infrastructure are compatible. 
This could also be considered as an addition to one of the existing objectives. 
 
Development Surrounding the Plan Area (pg 10): could mention that the lands 
in Edmonton (maybe other jurisdictions too) currently used as agricultural are 
planned for future industrial and residential development. 
 
Existing Infrastructure: Transportation (pg 11): It’s technically outside of their plan area, 
but could mention that 231 Street provides access to NE Acheson Section 4.1 - 
Transportation and Mobility (pg 56): Policy #7: County “should” work with landowners on 
the west side of 231 Street to ensure additional road right-of-way and collect off-site 
levies for intersection upgrades. "Should" should be replaced with “shall” or “will” to be 
consistent with Section 5.1 Policy #6 (pg 72). 
 
Section 5.1 (pg 71): Policy 2c: add "or amendment". 
 
Other comments/questions: 
 
Map 2: The Acheson Industrial Commercial Area Overlay has been added to the 
southeast part of the plan area (Special Study Area B). Is not in the current ASP so it is 
assumed that it was added within the last six years. Are there plans for Special Study 
Area B to be residential? This comment also applies to Section 2.2 - Residential Goal 
#2 and Policy #4. 
 
Map 6 - Development Concept Map: should include a clearer explanation within the 
body of the ASP why certain areas are “Constrained/Limited Development”. 
 



 

 

Section 2.4 - Industrial: Medium Industrial Land Use shall be located away from 
Provincial highways and major roads (Policy #5) and subject to higher nuisance levels 
(light, dust, noise and traffic) (Policy #6). Map 6 shows Industrial (which is assumed to 
be medium industrial) on lands adjacent to 231 Street, which is identified as an arterial 
roadway. Does that qualify as a major road? 
 
If possible, for future referrals we ask that we have more time to respond for 
applications of this magnitude to allow all our internal reviewers to complete a thorough 
analysis. 
 
We might receive additional comments through our circulation and will forward them to 
you should they arrive. We are happy to further chat with you if you have any questions 
about the comments above. 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




