Minutes of the Cypress County Council Meeting held January 17", 2012

PRESENT: Darcy Geigle, Reeve
Brad Betcker, Deputy Reeve
Floyd Haas
LeRay Pahl
George Russill
Garry Lentz
Jerry Clark
Herb Scott
Bob Olson
Lutz Perschon, Manager
Doug Henderson, Assistant Manager
Rick Bleau, Public Works Supervisor
Jeffrey Dowling, Planning Advisor
Roxanne Risk, Treasurer/Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER: 10:30 A.M.

AGENDA: Resolution No. 2012/14

George Russill moved to accept the agenda.

Carried.

MINUTES: Resolution No. 2012/15

Floyd Haas moved to approve the minutes of the January
3 2012 Public Hearing and Regular Council Meeting.

Carried.
ACCOUNTS FOR

PAYMENT: The Accounts for Payment was presented and accepted in
the amount of $ 4,882,353.13.



CASH STATEMENT:

BUSINESS ARISING:

Bylaw 2011/22 — Land
Use Amendment
(Pt E%-24-13-7-W4)

Bylaw 2012/01 —
Water & Sewer Bylaw
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Resolution No. 2012/16

Herb Scott moved to accept for information the cash
statement for the months ending November 30", 2011 and
December 31%, 2011.

Carried.

An application has been received from Krellco Ltd. to
reclassify a portion of the NE 24-13-7-W4 and SE 24-13-7-
W4 (Plan 8710604, Block 1, Lot 1) from Agricultural IDP
District 1 “A-1 IDP” to Light Industrial District “LI”. A public
hearing was held November 1%, 2011.

The Tri-Area IDP Liaison Committee reviewed this
application and indicated that it is an existing use that long
pre-dates the adoption of the Tri-Area IDP, and that the
current and future use would be compatible with the adjacent
industrial properties.

Resolution No. 2011/235

Jerry Clark moved 2" reading of Bylaw 2011/22.
Carried.

Resolution No. 2012/17

Garry Lentz moved 3" reading of Bylaw 2011/22.

Carried.

Staff has recommended various stages to water and sewer
pricing to ensure that consumption is reduced through
conservation and continue to move towards 70% cost
recovery. A new bylaw is required to recognize the increase
in water and sewer rates.
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Resolution No. 2012/18

Jerry Clark moved 2" reading of Bylaw 2012/01.

Resolution No. 2012/19

Herb Scott moved to amend the consumption levels to:
Tierl 0-40.00m°
Tier2  40.01 - 140.00 m®
Tier3 >140.00 m®

Defeated.

Resolution No. 2012/20

Jerry Clark moved to amend the consumption levels to:
Tierl 0-40.00m°
Tier2  40.01 —120.00 m°
Tier3 >120.00 m®

Carried.

Resolution No. 2012/21

LeRay Pahl moved to amend the 2012 consumption rates
to: Tierl City + $0.20

Tier2 City + $0.45

Tier 3  City + $0.75

Carried.

Resolution No. 2012/22

Bob Olson moved to amend the consumption rates with an
increase of $0.05 per year from year 2013 until 2016.

Carried.

Resolution No. 2012/18

Jerry Clark moved 2™ reading of Bylaw 2012/01, as
amended.

Carried.



DELEGATION:
Medicine Hat & District

Chamber of Commerce,
Executive Committee

RECESS:

RECONVENE:

BUSINESS ARISING:

Bylaw 2012/03 — Land
Use Bylaw Amendment
Section 56
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A recorded vote was requested at 3" reading.

Resolution No. 2012/23

George Russill moved 3™ reading of Bylaw 2012/01, as
amended.

Carried.

In Favour — Geigle, Betcker, Pahl, Russill, Lentz, Clark,
Olson
In Opposition — Haas, Scott

Lisa Kowalchuk and Milvia Bauman were in attendance to
speak to Council about their priorities, programs and
services offered, and awareness of their role in promoting
and supporting the business environment within and
surrounding the City of Medicine Hat.

12:10 P.M.

12:52 P.M.

The Cypress County Land Use Bylaw 2011/04 requires an
amendment within Part V General Land Use Regulations,
Section 56, Setbacks from Water Bodies. Amendments to
the text in subsection (3) are recommended to further
regulate and clarify restrictions which are related to
development within or adjacent to the 1:100 year flood plain.



Sandy Point Boat
Launch Report

NEW BUSINESS:

Bylaw 2012/04 —
Land Use Amendment
(pt SE 25-12-7-W4)

Bylaw 2012/05 —
Land Use Bylaw
Amendment —
RRR District
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Resolution No. 2012/24

Bob Olson moved 3" reading of Bylaw 2012/03.

Carried.

At the December 20", 2011 Council meeting, the Hilda &
Community Association asked Council to reconsider the
construction of a boat launch at Sandy Point Park. As a
result of discussion, Councillor's Haas and Olson were
tasked to examine various options.

Councillor's Haas and Olson are recommending that the
larger rocks be removed from the river at the backwash area
and that the current launch road be supplied with additional
gravel.

Resolution No. 2012/25

Floyd Haas moved to apply to the necessary regulating
agencies for permission to complete the work.

Caurried.

An application has been received from Trent Guest to
reclassify a portion of the SE 25-12-7-W4 from Agricultural
District 2 “A-2 General Agriculture” to Country Residential
District 2 “CR-2".

Resolution No. 2012/26

George Russill moved 1% reading of Bylaw 2012/04.

Carried.

The Cypress County Land Use Bylaw requires an
amendment within Part VI Land Use Districts and
Regulations to amend the Recreation/Residential Resort



Limiting
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District “RRR” to clarify the setback distances that are
measured from the yard property lines and to amend the
maximum building height restrictions to allow the dwellings
to be built in conformity with the Desert Blume Architectural
Guidelines.

Resolution No. 2012/27

Floyd Haas moved 1% reading of Bylaw 2012/05.

Carried.

Subdivisions/Residences

Per Quarter Section

REPORTS:

Public Work’s Report

Manager’s Report

Assistant Manager’s
Report

Reeve’s/Councillors’
Reports

Council discussed the number of residential subdivisions
that could be taken out of a quarter section of land, as well
as the number of residences that should be allowed within a
quarter section while considering protecting irrigated land
from subdivision and residential development and safe and
direct access to subdivisions.

Council discussed the numerous options and conditions.
Staff is to bring back a policy that addresses a maximum of
three segregated subdivisions per quarter section including
references to size and access.

The Public Work’s Report was presented and accepted for
information.

The Manager's Report was presented and accepted for

information.

The Assistant Manager's Report was presented and
accepted for information.

Updates were provided on meetings/conferences attended
and upcoming meetings.
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NEW BUSINESS:

2012 Capital and

Operating Budget Council reviewed the capital budget and portions of the
operating budget. Discussion is being held over to the next
regular council meeting.

** Councillor Pahl left the meeting at 3:30 P.M.

ADJOURN: 4:20 P.M.

REEVE

DESIGNATED OFFICER



PUBLIC HEARING Agenda Item 6 (a)

CYPRESS COUNTY LAND USE AMENDMENT REPORT
By-law No.: 2012/02 Land Use Application: 11/A14

TYPE OF AMENDMENT: From Agricultural District 2 “A-2 General Agriculture” To Country Residential
Farmstead Separation District “CR-FS"

Legal Description: PN NE 36-11-4-W4 Location: #4015 Twp Rd 120

OWNER: Larry and Judy Elhart PROPOSAL: To re-designate a 2.50 ha parcel to “CR-FS"
to subdivide the existing residence as a farmstead
separation from the remainder of the agriculture land.

APPLICANT: Mark Elhart

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS: None

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: (February 2, 2012)

This application is intended to re-designate a 2.50 ha (6.18 acres) parcel containing an established residence
and yard site from Agriculture District 2 “A-2 General Agriculture” to Country Residential Farmstead
Separation District “CR-FS". There are currently two established residences and yard sites on the quarter
section. The applicant would like to subdivide out the yard site from a previously unsubdivided quarter
section that his family occupies, situated furthest to the west, in order to create a separate title. The applicant
and his family intend to continue to reside at this location. Both the proposed residential parcel and the
remainder of the agricultural land have direct access to Township Road 120. The remainder of the agricultural
land also has direct access to Range Road 40.

CONSIDERATIONS:

1. The Municipal Development Plan directs Council as follows;
Section 2. 2 Objectives
(b) to minimize the fragmentation of agricultural land;
(F) to locate country residential development where appropriate;

Section 3.1 Extensive Agriculture
(a) the basic unit of land within Agricultural Land Use Districts shall be an unsubdivided quarter
section, excluding registered rights-of-way and any involuntary severance.

Section 3.3 Farmstead Separations
(a) A farmstead separation may be approved if:

i) the propose parcel is the first parcel out of a previously unsubdivided quarter section;
i) the building site has been in existence for a minimum of five years as determined
from municipal assessment records;
iii) legal and physical access is available to the remnant and proposed parcel;
iv) the proposal will not restrict agricultural use of the balance of the quarter section or
any adjoining parcels;



V) the size of the proposed parcel does not exceed the area utilized for the building site
unless there are physical boundaries which define a larger parcel;

vi) the minimum distance of separation calculation for confined feeding operations can
be met;

(b) After a property has been re-classified to a Country Residential Farmstead Separation
District “CR-FS”, and the subsequent farmstead subdivision has been registered with Alberta
Land Titles, the property cannot be further subdivided without Council first re-classifying the
proposed subdivided area to a different Country Residential District.

2. The Land Use Bylaw, Part VI, Land Use Districts and Regulations, Country Residential
Farmstead Separation District “CR-FS” regulates the maximum lot area to be 6.47 ha (16 acres),
and the physical boundary of the lot is not to exceed the established yard. Council may consider
the size of the parcel in relation to the area utilized for the building site.

3. There were no objections received from any of the adjacent land owners at the time of writing
this report.

Planner’s Recommendation:
APPROVAL on the basis that the application complies with 3.3 Farmstead Separations of the Municipal
Development Plan.

Manager’s Recommendation:



CYPRESS COUNTY

BYLAW 2012/02

A Bylaw of Cypress County in the Province of Alberta to amend Bylaw 2011/04 being the
Land Use Bylaw.

PURSUANT TO the provisions of the Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M-26 of the
Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000, and amendments thereto, the Council of Cypress County,
in the Province of Alberta, duly assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. Having received an application (11/A14) from Mark Elhart to reclassify a portion of
the NE 36-11-4-W4, as shown on the attached Schedule A, from Agricultural District
2 “A-2 General Agriculture” to Country Residential Farmstead Separation District
“CR-FS”.

2. Having held a public hearing on the matter, Land Use Bylaw 2011/04 is hereby
amended to change that portion of the NE 36-11-4-W4, as shown on the attached
Schedule A, from Agricultural District 2 “A-2 General Agriculture” to Country
Residential Farmstead Separation District “CR-FS”.

3. This bylaw shall take effect upon final registration of the subdivision plan.

4. If no subdivision plan is registered within 2 years of the final reading of the bylaw, the
bylaw shall be null and void.

Read a first time this __ 3™ day of __January , 2012.

Read a second time this day of , 2012,

Read a third time and finally passed this day of , 2012.
Reeve

Designated Officer
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PUBLIC HEARING Agenda Item 6 (b)

CYPRESS COUNTY LAND USE PLANNING REPORT
By-law No.: 2011/34 Land Use Application: N/A
TYPE OF AMENDMENT: Area Structure Plan
Legal Description: N/A Location: Twp Rd 120 West Of Dunmore
OWNER: N/A PROPOSAL: To adopt a new Master Area
Structure Plan for an area along Twp Rd 120.

APPLICANT: Cypress County

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS: Bylaw 2009/15 Tri-Area IDP

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: (February 2, 2012)

As a result of the adoption of the Tri-Area IDP, it is a requirement within the IDP policies that the County shall
prepare and adopt a Master Area Structure for the area identified within the IDP as the Potential Serviced
Commercial/Industrial Area. The Plan boundary is situated along Township Road 120 and to the West of the
hamlet of Dunmore. The purpose fo the Master Area Structure Plan is to provide planning direction for future
and potential commercial and industrial development within the defined Plan boundary. Finley Hann
Engineering was hired to draft the Township Road 120 Master ASP for Cypress County.

Prior to the public hearing, an open house was held at the Cypress County office on October 18th, 2011, to
outline and communicate the purpose of the proposed Township Road 120 Master ASP to the affected land
owners, and to receive some initial feedback to incorporate into the ASP draft. There was some opposition
expressed by residential land owners who felt that allowing commercial and light industrial development would
interfere and conflict with the enjoyment of their property, and that it would have a negative impact on the re-
sale of their property. Some land owners indicated that they were not opposed as they saw opportunities to
further develop their lands and profit. On December 6™, 2011, the draft of the ASP was presented to the
Council for their initial feedback, and on December 20" , 2011, Council gave 1% reading to Bylaw 2011/34.

CONSIDERATIONS:

1. Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000, Chapter M-26, Part 17, Division 4
Statutory Plans.

Intermunicipal Development Plan Section 631
2 An intermunicipal development plan
(a) may provide for
Q) the future land use within the area,
(i) the manner of and the proposals for future development in the area,

Area Structure Plan, Section 633

1) for the purpose of providing a framework for subsequent subdivision and development of an
area of land, a council may by bylaw adopt an area structure plan



(2 an area structure plan
@) must describe
Q) the sequence of development proposed for the area,

(i) the land uses proposed for the area, either generally or with respect to specific
parts of the area,

(iii)  the density of population proposed for the area either generally or with respect to
specific parts of the area,

(iv)  the general location of major transportation routes and public utilities,
and
(b) may contain any other matters the council considers necessary.

Effect of Plans, Section 637

the adoption by a council of a statutory plan does not require the municipality to undertake any
of the projects referred to in it.

2. Tri-Area Intermunicipal Development Plan
2.8.2 Potential Serviced Commercial/Industrial Area Policy

b) Cypress County shall prepare a Township Road 120 Master Area Structure Plan (ASP) for the
overall future development of this designation.

3. The City of Medicine Hat Planning, Building and Development Services replied that the proposed Area
Structure Plan is consistent with the Tri-Area IDP. The Town of Redcliff replied that they have no
concerns or comments.

4. There were no replies or comments received from Alberta Transportation, Alberta Environment &
Water, Alberta Sustainable Resources, SMRID, or the Canadian Pacific Railway.

5. Emad Salih, who owns property at the SE 31-11-5-W4, provided a letter (a copy is attached to this
report) asking questions of the County concerning compensation and the acquiring of his land as a
result of the future Highway #1 Realignment and potential interchange at Range Road 55, and further
effects towards his ability to productively farm on the remainder of his property. Mr. Salih’s property is
adjacent to the Plan area, but is outside of the Tri-Area IDP boundary, as it is south of the proposed
Highway #1 realignment.  Prior to the Public Hearing, Planning Staff answered his questions which all
pertain to Alberta Transportation’s jurisdiction concerning the future Highway #1 realignment, and he
indicated verbally that his questions were properly answered.

Planner’s Recommendation:

APPROVAL, on the basis that policy 2.8.2 in the Tri-Area IDP requires the County to adopt a Master Area
Structure Plan for this identified area.

Manager’s Recommendation:
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29-1-12
From: Emad Salih, MD, Director/Owner of Alberta INC. 1499888
To: Cypress County , . Ll gEretes

Attn: Jeffrey Dowling

Re: Public Hearing in regards to the proposed Township Road 120 Master Area Structure Plan

]
1

Dear Mr. Dowling, . RIS
| own a piece of land that will be significantly affected by the above mentioned road plan; SE 31-11-
05-W4. My land falls exactly at the highway interchange. | have the following concerns ¢ nd 1 would like

10 hear them discussed in the public hearing scheduled for February 7%, 2012,

v At e

1- Almost one third of my land will be included in this plan; | would like to know \vhen the county
plans to take possession of the lands falling within this road plan, what the co npensation
procedure would be for that, and when will it start.

2- In my case where a large chunk of my land may be taken for this plan, this wil, affect the value
of the remaining part as it will be too smoll to be worth farming anymore. The pivot will also
have to be shortened and moved to a different location. What kind of compensation should |
expect for that? Would the county buy the whole piece of land from me, or at least allow for it
to re-zoned to a different purpose that would allow me to make use: of the renainder?

e T

3- Many lands north to the road are now designated for potential development, why not the
lands thot fall south to road especially that their uscfulness for farming might be severe!y
affected if a large portion is taken away; as s the case for my land?'

| would appreciate it if you can answer my questions during the hearing.

Emad Salith, MD

it gy 1

il 1g 144



CYPRESS COUNTY
BYLAW 2011/34

A Bylaw of Cypress County in the Province of Alberta to adopt the Township Road 120
Master Area Structure Plan.

PURSUANT TO the provisions of the Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M-26 of the
Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000, and amendments thereto, the Council of Cypress County
in the Province of Alberta, duly assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. Having prepared a Master Area Structure Plan for Township Road 120 which will
serve as a guide for future development and growth within the Plan area boundary.

2. Having held a public hearing on the document, the Master Area Structure Plan is
hereby adopted as the Township Road 120 Master Area Structure Plan shown in the
attached Schedule “A”.

3. This bylaw shall take effect upon final passage thereof.

Read a first time this __ 20" day of __December , 2011.

Read a second time this day of , 2012,

Read a third time and finally passed this day of , 2012,
Reeve

Designated Officer



BYLAW 2011/34

SCHEDULE “A”

TOWNSHIP ROAD 120 MASTER AREA STRUCTURE PLAN

(Copies were distributed at a previous council meeting. Please bring your copy)



February 7, 2012 Agendaltem7(a )

Bylaw 2012/06 - Disaster Services Mutual Aid - Newell

Background

This bylaw is needed to replace the current mutual aid agreement with the County of Newell.
An updated agreement has been drafted and is already supported by a number of
municipalities.

Staff Recommendation

Pass three readings of the bylaw so the Agreement on Area Resource Sharing During Municipal
Emergency Responses can be signed.

Manager's Recommendation

Concur with staff.






Mutual Aid Agreement

meet all, some or none of the request from the requesting party to assist in dealing with the
requesting party’s Emergency.

Each party, whose assistance is requested, will provide information to the requesting party as
soon as possible indicating what, if any, assistance will be provided as well as when and
where it will be available.

3.04 Under a State Of Local Emergency or pending or potential State of Local Emergency the
requesting party will be responsible to the supplying party(s) for the payment of all normal
costs associated with the provision of the service within 60 days of receipt of a written
invoice for services provided.

Not withstanding the above there will be no_invoice issued by the supplying party(s) for a
request for assistance from a requesting party for a Municipal Emergency.

3.05 The party providing assistance will be responsible for submitting a detailed written invoice
for services to the requesting party within 30 days of the service(s) being provided.

3.06 The supplying party will keep accurate records of time, equipment and personnel and
provide same along with their invoice to the requesting party within 30 days of the service(s)
being provided.

3.07 If, additional apparatus/equipment and manpower is provided by the supplying party(s),
which was not requested by the requesting party, this will be at no charge.

3.08 Rates and fees for the provision of any specific type of assistance may be agreed to in
advance by two or more of the parties under separate agreement.

3.09 Where rates have not been previously agreed to, the rates as indicated in Appendix A will be
used. In event of a dispute between parties, regarding invoiced amounts for services provided
under this agreement, a mutually agreeable third party may be requested to facilitate a
resolution.

4.00 OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

4.01 The party requesting assistance will be responsible for direction and supervision of the
resources of the parties providing assistance by establishing an Incident Commander, and
following the Incident Command System.

4.02 All parties will be responsible for the operation of their own equipment/apparatus under the
direction and supervision of the Incident Commander.

4.03 All parties shall be held responsible for the qualifications, training and certification of their
own personnel to ensure that all persons are competent to perform tasks assigned. Personnel
shall have the right to refuse to perform tasks that they feel they are not suitably trained for or
feel qualified to perform.

Version 1 Page 30of 9
11/24/2011



Mutual Aid Agreement

4.04 At least one member from each of the supplying parties will make themselves available at the
Command Post ¢/w appropriate communications equipment to allow for interoperable
communications between all responding parties.

4.05 The Incident Commander may establish a Single Command or a Unified Command as the
incident dictates. If the Incident Commander feels another representative can provide a better
level of direction and supervision they may request a transfer of command to that
representative and that representative will take over as Incident Commander for direction and
supervision of the incident.

The representative being asked to accept the transfer of command as outlined above may
refuse the request to assume responsibility as Incident Commander for direction and
supervision.

4.06 A representative of the party supplying resources, and anyone under their direct supervision,
may refuse to follow the directions of the persons providing direction and supervision on
behalf of the requesting party when they believe that following these directions would result
in an unreasonable risk to themselves or the persons and/or equipment under their control.
If the supplying party chooses to refuse to follow direction they must indicate this to the
Incident Commander and remove themselves from the scene and move to the staging area.
Once in staging the Incident Commander or his designate will try to find an acceptable
solution to the situation that both parties can agree on. The refusing party cannot remain on
scene and act independently as they must be under the direction of the Incident Commander.

4.07 It is understood that when any disagreement arising in 4.06 occurs all reasonable efforts will
be made to resolve the issue quickly. When this is not possible, and the issue is of a
significant and ongoing nature, the representative of the party supplying resources may
withdraw the resources under thejr control and return, to their own local authority. All
reasonable efforts will be made to notify the requesting party and their own local authority of
their decision, reasons and actions.

5.00 WAIVER & INDEMNIFICATION

5.01 All parties understand that this agreement is NOT a guarantee that any supplying party will
always be able to provide services to any requesting party. As such no supplying party shall
be liable to any party for its inability, failure, delay or termination in supplying any requested
service.

5.02 The requesting party agrees to release and save harmless the supplying party(s), including its
officials, officers, volunteers and employees from any and all claims for damages or loss
resulting from any inability, failure, delay or termination in supplying any requested service.

5.03 The requesting party agrees to release and save harmless the supplying party(s), including its
officials, officers, volunteers and employees for any and all claims for damages or loss
resulting from providing assistance to the requesting party, including any third party actions,
provided the supplying party(s) has acted in good faith.
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