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ecosystems. These effects may diminish the livability and safety of the area for both existing residents
and future neighbours.

4. Better Alternatives and Responsible Planning
Growth should be directed toward areas and projects supported by comprehensive master planning and
community consensus. Piecemeal zoning amendments like Bylaw 1701/25 may set a precedent for
further ad-hoc developments that collectively erode agricultural land and rural wellbeing.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that Council vote against proceeding with Bylaw 1701/25 and
instead focus on alternatives that protect agricultural lands while meeting long-term housing and
community needs in a sustainable, well-planned manner.

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Sincerely,
Angelene Gaulin

Sent from my iPhone
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Date:  February 3, 2026 
 

To:  Planning & Development Services 
Sturgeon County, Alberta 
Via E-mail:  legislativeservices@sturgeoncounty.ca 

rschapansky@sturgeoncounty.ca  
apapadopoulos@sturgeoncounty.ca 
 

  From:  Art Washuta, P.Eng. (retired) 

Tanya Schulz, B.Sc. Civil Engineering (retired) 
 

This written submission is in response to Public Hearings of Bylaw 1701/25 and the Century Hills Outline 
Plan being held on February 10, 2026 

We reside at 107 54302 Range Road 250, (Tuscany Hills) in Sturgeon County.  Our back yard is adjacent to 
proposed work related to the overflow diversion from the Stormwater Management Facility (SWMF) for 
Century Hills.   In addition, we are in close proximity to construction being proposed for the Century Hills 
development. 

We would like to know when the developer bought this land.  Were any assurances given that any specific 
development would be allowed? The residents of Sturgeon County are not responsible for the developers 
nvestment decisions!  We are quite disgusted that in the Request for Decision (January 13, 2026) it was 
noted that the applicant was pursuing legal action against the County. 

Re:  Bylaw 1701/25.   We are opposed to the rezoning of said land within NE 13-54-25-W4M from 
Agricultural District to R7 Transitional Valley Residential District, C3 Neighbourhood Commercial District, 
PU Public Utility District and POS Public/Private Open Space. [ Two votes opposed] 

We would rather have the odor of liquid manure spread annually in autumn months, as opposed to the 
noise, dust and disturbance to the surrounding communities during the construction of the Century Hills 
development, which is likely to take years before completion. 

Re: Century Hill Outline Plan.  Furthermore, we are opposed to the proposed concept plan for this 
development based on the density of dwelling units which is not consistent with the character of the 
surrounding area. This is not a transition.  It is a significant change as compared to Tuscany Hills subdivision 
(three times the density). We hope that rezoning will not be allowed and we offer the following more 
detailed comments related to the Outline Plan. [Two votes opposed] 

A. Proposed High Density   
1. It is understood the Sturgeon Country Valley Core Area Structure Plan (ASP) has stipulated 

overall density targets; however, it was emphasized that developments should 
demonstrate a gradient / transitioned approach that ensures that the character and built 
form of the established Sturgeon Valley community is protected and that higher densities 
would be applied progressively between that community and the urban areas of 
Edmonton and St. Albert.  It is suggested that a transition from 5 units/hectare to 14.9 
units/hectare within a single subdivision is neither gradual nor progressive. The lots that 

mailto:legislativeservices@sturgeoncounty.ca
mailto:rschapansky@sturgeoncounty.ca
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abut onto Tuscany Hills are approximately 0.3 of an acre and the remainder of the 
development consists of lots of 0.15 of an acre, while Tuscany Hills lots are around 0.5 
acres. 
 

2. If a transitional strategy for density is desired, why not use a density similar to River’s 
Gate? (i.e. a mixture of ½ acre and ¼ acre lots, with a progression of decreasing lot sizes 
from the north to the south as the development nears City of St. Albert boundary).  It is 
understood that this project was approved prior to the ASP being confirmed. 

 
 

B. Land Use Concept 
1. It is inconceivable, in our opinion, why people would move to a predominantly rural area 

to be housed on a lot of less than 500 m2 (5300 sq. ft.). Is there precedence for these small 
lot sizes in a rural area?  If so, please provide examples of successful implementation. It is 
strongly suggested/recommended that consideration be given to having a maximum 
density of approximately 10 units/hectare (approximately 1100 square meters), double 
that of Tuscany Hills. 
 

2. Alleys require more roadway maintenance, lighting and will present potential security 
issues as well as doubling of rear fencing requirements.  In fact, the percent of alleys has 
increased in the revised Century Hills Plan. We understand that driveways cannot be 
located off a collector roadway.  Why not move the collector road to the south perimeter 
of the property, eliminate alleys and provide larger lots through out.  There is a major 
coniferous buffer zone at the north end of North Point (unless there are plans to decimate 
this buffer zone). 

 
3. We do not see any need for commercial space in this area, given that it is only a 10-minute 

drive to North Edmonton or St. Albert.  We also question whether any commercial venture 
would be economically viable.  At best it is a limited opportunity, at worst, it increases 
traffic and potential security issues in the area. 

 
4. Will the proposed north perimeter have a landscape buffer and/or fences of a height of a 

minimum of 1.83 metres? Will lots adjacent to walkways and green spaces also be fenced? 
Will driveways on the north perimeter be accessed on the Tuscany Hills side? 

 
5. For Stage 1A, why not access through the collector roadway or temporary access to avoid 

construction traffic on an already busy entrance to Via Tuscano (where the community 
mailbox is located). We continue to see substantial traffic due to on-going construction in 
Tuscany Hills.  At the present time, many residents walk (including those who are mobility 
challenged) or bicycle to the mail box.  We consider additional heavy construction vehicles 
in this area to pose a significant safety hazard to the residents of Tuscany Hills. 

 
6. Walkways to nowhere, which are present in Tuscany Hills should be avoided.  Encircle the 

SWMF with a complete sidewalk. 
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7. The 20 m and 25 m roadways and 6 m wide alleys seem to actually be rights-of-way as 

opposed to roadway widths. 

 

C. Stormwater Management Facility (SWMF) 
 

1. Is the SWMF appropriately sized as per Alberta standards (or just to the minimum)? Why 
not design the SWMF to meet the 1:100-year rainfall event, and not divert flow to the 
Tuscany Hills SWMF. Diversion would potentially include trenching behind the properties 
of 101 to 109 Via Tuscano (unless trenchless technologies are specified for construction). 
Was the existing Tuscany Hills SWMF designed to accommodate additional flow from 
Century Hills and are permits or rezoning required for this increased flow and for the 
installation of the diversion pipe which will be located through the Sturgeon Reserve?  
Was a cost benefit analysis completed and where might this be found? 
 

2. Will the diversion pipe be dependent on gravity flow to Tuscany Hills SMWF, and if so, how 
deep will the pipe be installed in the Sturgeon Reserve area?   
 

3. Will owners of the aforementioned properties be compensated in any way for the 
disruption to their enjoyment of their properties during the construction phase? As well, 
many of the residents have pets that will become very agitated during construction. Will 
appropriate temporary construction fencing be installed, recognizing that existing fences 
are only 1.2 m high? Many people regularly go for walks in this area, or will this walking 
path be entirely closed during construction? 

 
4. What are the considerations for protecting the existing fences and root systems of the 

mature trees on properties as well as within the existing Sturgeon reserve. 
 

5. Has consideration been given to moving the SWMF adjacent to the northern boundary 
to provide more appropriate transitional space? It appears that the northeast corner is 
the lowest part of the property. 

 
D. Sewage System Upgrades 

 
1. It is understood that upgrades to the Lift Station are required to service subsequent Stages 

after Stage 1A.  Will this cause any disruption to existing services within Tuscany Hills? 
 

E. Noise Impact Assessment 
 

1. The noise impact assessment addresses future traffic volumes within Century Hills.  We 
would like an assessment of construction noise, with large equipment and trucks running 
likely 12 or more hours a day in the summer. 
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In closing, we suggest that the Outline Plan for Century Hills be revised to a lower density, perhaps a 
maximum of 10 units per hectare before we would consider it satisfactory and provide support.   

We did not purchase our home to be disturbed in our retirement years by noise, dust and interference to 
the enjoyment of our property as well as a reduction in the desirability and property values in Tuscany 
Hills.     

We agree with the key findings of the “What We Heard Report – Sturgeon Valley” of July 2024 as follows: 

• 72.5% of respondents do not support the development of new neighbourhoods with more diverse 
housing options at a higher density. 

• 72.2% of respondents support the development of new neighbourhoods with development 
densities similar to existing neighbourhoods. 

•  35.5% of respondents indicated they support development at a density similar to or slightly 
lower/higher than River’s Gate (close to 10 to 15 housing units per hectare).  While 64.5% 
indicated they do not support development at this density. 

• Qualities to Protect and Preserve: 
 Peaceful, quiet lifestyle 
 Green, open spaces 
 Safety 
 Agricultural landscape 
 Low density 
 Property values 

• Common themes as to why respondents do not support developments:  
 Traffic 
 Opposition to high density development 
 Potential increase in crime. 
 Impacts of quality of life of existing residents 
 Environmental impacts 
 Loss of agricultural land 
 Impacts on property values and taxes  

We trust that Sturgeon County Council will respect the wishes of the overwhelming majority of public 
respondents and again reconsider the proposed density for this development. The written submissions 
to the September 24, 2024 Public Hearing reinforced that support was lacking for the development of 
the Estates of Tuscany (now Century Hills).   

Minimal changes were made to the outline plan, and did not address the primary concerns of residents 
of the area.  Many of the issues and questions we raised in our written submission of September 24, 
2024 have not been addressed.  

We understand that change is inevitable, but should not be forced upon Sturgeon County residents.  It 
can be managed through intentional actions and thoughtful design, not driven by excess greed. 



Presentation to Sturgeon County Council  

Re: Century Hills- February 10, 2026 

Good afternoon, Madam Mayor and Councillors. Thank you for the opportunity to speak 

today. My name is Art Washuta, and I am a retired Civil Engineer.  My wife and I moved 

to Tuscany Hills 5 years ago as we were attracted to the peace and tranquility that 

country living offers. We were very fortunate to purchase a home here as there was only 

one for sale at the time. Our neighbourhood is comprised of ½ acre lots with a density of 

<5 units/ha. We are essentially surrounded by much larger country-style acreages. That 

is the character of beautiful Sturgeon County today. 

The original plan for the “Estates of Tuscany” was based on a density of 17 units/ha 

about the same density as many St. Albert neighbourhoods. We knew that at some 

point the agricultural land would be developed but never imagined that it would be 

>triple the density of Tuscany Hills and similar to urban densities. During public 

consultation, 70% of survey respondents strongly opposed this high density and many 

suggested a density similar to Tuscany Hills or no more than River’s Gate at an average 

of 10 units/ha.  Now here we are with a new Century Hills proposal at 14.9 units/ha, still 

>3 times the density of Tuscany Hills and 10 times more for North Point! 

We realize that this is less than the maximum density of 20 units/ha permitted in the 

ASP. However, there is a subjective gray area that calls for “a transitioned approach to 

ensure that the character of established communities is protected and that higher 

densities be applied progressively approaching the 2 cities” (This was implemented for 

River’s Gate from North to South which is much closer to St. Albert).   

In my humble opinion, merely providing a row of “large lot transitional” adjacent to 

existing communities and then essentially “hiding” or “sandwiching” a majority of “small 

lot transitional” at 17 units/ha, does not “complement the established character” of 

Tuscany Hills or North Point. In fact, the density of the updated “large lot transitional” 

has been increased from 5 to 8 units/ha! So, the number of these lots have increased 

from 16 to 31 but they are 5/8 the size!  



The OP expresses a vision for how Century Hills “will enhance the cherished rural 

history and character of Sturgeon Valley”. It also states that “the OP sensitively 

transitions density from existing communities”. I submit that the OP fails to achieve 

these two stated objectives. The OP also thanks “the community for contribution of 

meaningful insights”. Frankly, I don’t see that the major community feedback has been 

adopted. Interestingly, the Starkey Hills OP at 15 units/ha was rejected unanimously by 

Council last year due to overwhelming community opposition. I believe that a maximum 

density similar to River’s Gate at 10 units/ha could be a reasonable compromise for 

Century Hills, even at double the density of Tuscany Hills and triple that of North Point. 

Surely there is still a healthy demand for small acreages/estate lots. 

I am not an expert in land development, so I have a few additional comments and 

questions. 

1.  I think that Century Hills should have its own access off RR250. Using Via 

Tuscano for Stage 1A access would not only pose a traffic and noise nuisance 

but also a potential safety hazard near the community mailbox, especially during 

heavy construction traffic. Can you imagine concrete trucks, semis with big 

excavators and dump trucks heading past the mailbox and heading south into 

Century Hills? There are no sidewalks, so pedestrians walk on the side of the 

road. Perhaps an expert construction phase road safety audit should be 

conducted. 

2. 70% of survey respondents opposed a commercial area as we are less than 10 

minutes away from all the amenities we need. I disagree that it is “a critical 

component to the Plan”! More residential lots could be provided instead. 

3. Could the storm pond be tucked into the NE corner to provide more of a buffer 

between the two neighbourhoods? I understand that the 100-year storm is being 

handled through a combination of the minimum size pond plus the overflow to the 

existing Tuscany Hills pond. Also, would it be more cost effective to excavate a 

larger pond and eliminate the overflow pipe that would impact the south 

perimeter of Tuscany Hills and the west backyards of lots 101-109? 



4. Is the Collector Road 22m or 25m, there is a discrepancy in the OP? Would it be 

feasible to move it to the south end of the development given the very mature 

landscape buffer at North Point and perhaps eliminate the need for alleys, and 

provide more lots? 

In conclusion, we would like to continue to enjoy country living at its best in Sturgeon 

County and I oppose the Redistricting and Outline Plan mainly due to the proposed high 

density. I also support many of the probing questions brought up by Councillor 

Papadopoulos in the introduction to this session. It would be great to revert back to an 

R2 neighbourhood for Century Hills. 

 

Thank you very kindly. 

Art Washuta 

Partial direct quotes from the Outline Plan 







While I understand the desire for growth and new housing, I am concerned that this amendment
would result in significant and negative impacts to our rural character, agricultural land base,
and local quality of life:
 
1. Loss of Prime Agricultural Land and Rural Character
The subject property is currently zoned AG – Agriculture District. Changing this zoning for large-
scale residential development undermines the preservation of agricultural lands that are
essential to our community’s identity and long-term food sustainability.
 
2. Inadequate Infrastructure Planning and Community Services
A development of this scale will create increased demand on local infrastructure, including
roads, water and sewer systems, emergency services, schools, and transit. It is not clear that
the necessary infrastructure can be provided without significant cost to taxpayers or shifts in
county priorities.
 
3. Traffic, Safety, and Environmental Concerns
Increasing residential density along rural roads raises concerns about traffic volume, safety for
pedestrians and farm vehicles, and potential environmental impacts on local waterways and
natural ecosystems. These effects may diminish the livability and safety of the area for both
existing residents and future neighbours.
 
4. Better Alternatives and Responsible Planning
Growth should be directed toward areas and projects supported by comprehensive master
planning and community consensus. Piecemeal zoning amendments like Bylaw 1701/25 may
set a precedent for further ad-hoc developments that collectively erode agricultural land and
rural wellbeing.
 
For these reasons, I respectfully request that Council vote against proceeding with Bylaw
1701/25 and instead focus on alternatives that protect agricultural lands while meeting long-
term housing and community needs in a sustainable, well-planned manner.
 
Thank you for considering my concerns.
 
Sincerely,
Barbara Loree 







February 7th, 2026 
 
  Rebecca Schapansky, RPP, MCIP/ Planner, Current Planning    
 
 RE: Century Hills Land Use Bylaw Amendment – Public Hearing: Bylaw 1701/25 
 
Dear Rebecca Schapansky, and/or to whom it may concern, 
  
 Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion on the up coming public hearing of bylaw 1701/25 
to be addressed on February 10th, 2026.  The Century Hills Land Use Bylaw Amendment.  
I appreciate the notice in the St. Albert Gazette as well as the mail out and finally the mention in the Sturgeon 
County News email. Not only commenting on opposing the land use bylaw but the impact any new 
subdivisions will have in this community hence this full letter.  
 

 My name is Bonnie Gilroy and I live in Lower Manor Estates in Sturgeon County. I have lived here going 
on forty (40) years and have seen many changes in what the County now refers to as the “Valley Core”. When 
the land being referred to (NE-13-54-25-W4) was first proposed as another subdivision, I was at the public 
information meeting and expressed my disapproval then to the housing development and strongly opposed 
any neighbourhood commercial such as gas station, coffee shop or retail anywhere out in this area.   
 
I still oppose the Century Hills land use bylaw amendment 1701/25. This land should remain agricultural.  My 
concerns follow.  
  
I moved out here originally to enjoy what was a quiet Valley and enjoy a Country style of living.  
Sadly, this is no longer as this Council is turning the area into an over populated, very busy and noisy bedroom 
community that may soon be elevated to Village or Town status as you keep plaguing us with more 
subdivisions. You already have removed the word “Country” out of Country Living.  So disappointing.  Your 
own website states “It’s the peacefulness and community of a rural setting”. Seriously? With every subdivision 
you allow, this statement changes big time. The area may be deemed rural at the moment but it is no longer 
peaceful.  
 
I appreciated an elected Sturgeon County Council that looked after the influx of overcrowded building but I no 
longer see that. I see a Council that is working towards compiling many people into one sector of the County 
when it could be spread out more with descent size lots like the original subdivisions are and further North or 
East.  Regardless of how I feel about more subdivisions and more people out here, it would be nice to even see 
the numbers proposed cut in at least half. The future plans outlined on the County website are boxing this 
area of the Valley in. Even with all the added subdivisions to date my taxes still go up. One would think they 
would even out for at least a few years based on all the other new subdivisions that have gone in to help pay 
the bills. 
 
My drive into St. Albert no longer has a view of farmland or sunsets coming home as Rivers Gate has taken 
that away with the massive size homes built there. The proposed plans south of it (I also oppose) will soon 
look the same and the drive will be like one is in the city. Sad. Drive through Rivers Gate and see how close 
homes are. It’s like living on top of one’s neighbour. No yards to speak of or much private space.  
The County is a good size and there are many places to build other than adding more subdivisions in this area.  
 
We are already overloaded with extra traffic on roads that will soon not be able to handle the volume. Coming 
home on Sturgeon at hours starting at 3:30pm or 4:00pm the traffic can be backed up as far back and over the 
train tracks if one is coming from the east. It is also a challenge at those same hours to make a left turn onto 



Sturgeon Road from my subdivision. Another 246 lots doubles to 492 (as couples) now add children. Many 
families now have two vehicles so at least another 492 vehicles on our road system adding to the volume of 
the “cut through” traffic, people already out here and regular maintenance traffic. There are so many speed 
signs on Sturgeon Road drivers don’t even see them anymore and are pretty much disregarded. I know as I live 
next to the road.  
 
My concerns of the Century Hills development are as follows as I am totally against any changes of the Land 
Use Bylaw Amendment being proposed. The land should remain agriculture as we are losing so much of it 
now. Situate new developments elsewhere in the County.  The landowner could consider leasing to a Farmer 
that still likes to work the land. 
 

- Too many lots jammed into one area.  
- I addressed the number of lots, doubling up occupancy/kids and vehicles already (see above) Low 

Density term gives a wrong impression. I classify this number of lots as high density. 
- Extra cars, more very loud sports cars, extra motorbikes plus commercial trucks. The noise level is 

already out of hand. Enhanced car & motorbikes are extremely loud & more each year. I can hear them 
on Bellerose as that road and Sturgeon Rd are like raceways. Loud noise echoes in the country and it is 
worse at night.  

- There are already impatient drivers out here that do not follow the posted speed limits. Living next to 
Sturgeon Road I have yet to enjoy anymore quiet summers on my deck due to all the traffic. People still 
fly over the train tracks so there is no following the 50 posted speed sign going either way. 

- I worry about water pressure as it is already not as strong as when I first moved out here 
- Infrastructure is also a concern.  
- More people usually require more policing as there is a possibility of more crime. Do we have more 

police? I barely see them now. Any commercial development can also invite crime. NO Commercial. 
- Are there enough fire trucks and personnel for response? Will subdivision roads be wide enough to 

accommodate front road parked vehicles plus fire trucks when required.  
- NO Commercial anywhere. I have lived without it in this area for 40yrs I am sure the younger 

generations can too. One just learns to plan ahead. If anyone moving out to the County wants 
conveniences, they should remain in one of the area Cities. We don’t need commercial anything out 
here. Please stop catering to the push of commercial/retail. It is not needed out here. Support the 
surrounding Cities.  

 
To close, I am against the land bylaw change so a development can move ahead and also on future 
developments in your plans. The County is eating up the farm land and turning this area into something more 
than Country Living.   
 
Thank you for your attention.  
Respectfully, 
Bonnie Gilroy  
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Lastly, I believe an amendment of this kind would allow future poorly planned
developments and overcrowding, which will eventually lead to the destruction of
the long-standing "country" feel of this area of Sturgeon County.  Every single one
of us living here moved specifically out of the city to enjoy this space, and it is such
a shame to see ideas like this being pushed.

This just seems like another developer trying to maximize his profits, at the
detriment of those already enjoying this beautiful community.   

Claudine Lavoie
Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA







d- dust. The dust that will be created and blown into our homes for years is a concern. This not only
creates problems for those with allergies, but also affects the cleanliness of our homes and even our
vehicles parked outside. 
e- traffic volume. There is one (direct) way into Edmonton, a single-lane road. That single lane road
already has a decent volume and cannot manage higher volume. 

4- current residents should not be expected to suffer the consequences of loosing the esthetic appeal
of Sturgeon Valley, the loss of wildlife, the noise, dust, dirt and traffic. This volume of housing will also
increase the possibility of crime in the area, of which is not a concern at this time. 

Thank you for your time 

Cory Wadson 
26 Viscount Drive 
Sturgeon county. 









further ad-hoc developments that collectively erode agricultural land and rural wellbeing.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that Council vote against proceeding with Bylaw 1701/25 and
instead focus on alternatives that protect agricultural lands while meeting long-term housing and
community needs in a sustainable, well-planned manner.

Ultimately we are opposed to any development that results in lot sizes under ½ an acre.

Thank you for considering our concerns.

Sincerely,
Dan and Rebecca McIsaac
Sent from my iPhone





pressure. How will this increased large scale development make this better when services are
already strained. 
 
3. Traffic, Safety, and Environmental Concerns
 
Increasing residential density along rural roads raises concerns about traffic volume, safety for
pedestrians and farm vehicles, and potential environmental impacts on local waterways and natural
ecosystems. These effects may diminish the livability and safety of the area for both existing
residents and future neighbours.
 
4. Better Alternatives and Responsible Planning
 
Growth should be directed toward areas and projects supported by comprehensive master planning
and community consensus. Piecemeal zoning amendments like Bylaw 1701/25 may set a
precedent for further ad-hoc developments that collectively erode agricultural land and rural
wellbeing. The proposed re-zoning of R7 (up to 20 dwellings per hectare) is significantly denser than
the existing zoning of the accompanying Tuscany Hills (4 dwellings per hectare). Out of curiosity I
would be interested in hearing about how many other “approved R7 zonings” there are in the
county. Twenty (20) dwellings per hectares is neither transitional, nor consistent with that of Tuscany
Hills. 
 
For these reasons, I respectfully request that Council vote against proceeding with Bylaw 1701/25
and instead focus on alternatives that protect agricultural lands while meeting long-term housing
and community needs in a sustainable, well-planned manner.
 
Thank you for considering my concerns.
 
Sincerely,
Dana & Kathryn Beaumont
 

















Dean Ozanne

57 River’s Edge Place
57 24524 TWP Rd 544
Sturgeon County, AB
T8T 0B3
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Date Tue 2026-02-10 1:54 PM
To Legislative Services <legislativeservices@sturgeoncounty.ca>

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender, and know the content is safe. If you are unsure of the contents of this
email, please reach out to IT at ISSupport@sturgeoncounty.ca

Good afternoon,

My name is Deborah Dover. My husband, Edward and I live in Skyglen Airpark and are impacted by the
proposed bylaw.

We oppose the redistricting application for Century Hills - in particular the C-3 - Neighborhood
Commercial, for the following reasons:

1.  The rural residential nature of the area will be compromised by the addition of commercial
development due to increased traffic congestion, glaring lighting and higher levels of noise.

2.  Commercial areas are currently located within minutes of the proposed site in areas where existing
infrastructure supports commercial uses.

3.  This proposed commercial development could be the start of incremental future commercial creep in
an area surrounded by nature, birds and wildlife.

The commercial component of this proposal is diametrically opposite of the rural lifestyle that is so
attractive to people choosing to live in the beautiful Sturgeon Valley, and, as such, we encourage
Sturgeon County Council to reconsider the commercial component of the Century Hills proposal.

Sincerely,
Ed and Deb Dover

Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA

Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA















Written Submission regarding Bylaw 1701/25 (Century Hills 
Land Use Bylaw Assessment) 
 

Submitted by: Fiona McDonald, County Resident impacted by the proposed Bylaw 

VOTE: Opposed to the proposed Bylaw 

STATEMENT: 

My family and I strongly oppose the proposed Bylaw 1701/25. This land is zoned AG 
(Agricultural District) and does not allow this type of development. A rezoning of this 
land is not needed, nor is it justified. The purchaser of this land knew it was AG zoned at 
the time of purchase, and this request is not in Sturgeon County’s or its residents’ best 
interests.  

Additionally, residents have not been provided with any detailed infrastructure forecasts 
(roads, fire, etc.), nor have we seen a wildlife impact study. Additionally, residents in the 
area can already commute to the village of Namao for their shopping needs, and we are 
close to gas stations and grocery stores in Edmonton’s north end and St. Albert. A 
proposed commercial space is absurd in a rural agricultural region.  

As those who live in the area have experienced since the growth of River’s Gate, as one 
example, there has been an increase in traffic and traffic noise, and a pushing of wildlife 
into more precarious situations. Sure, roundabouts have been added, but they do not 
fully calm traffic and the increase in traffic makes it challenging for residents to turn onto 
Sturgeon Road from existing subdivisions. Entertaining a new development without 
Sturgeon County disclosing clear infrastructure and planning plans is unacceptable, 
unsafe, and irresponsible. Additionally, this agricultural land is not for development. 
Period. 

It is absolutely unacceptable for Sturgeon County to even consider converting vibrant, 
vital farmland into high-density housing. Whether people have settled in Sturgeon 
County for multiple generations, or in the last 50, 40, 30, 20, 10, or 1 year, we have 
done so because we are committed to living a rural lifestyle in an agricultural setting that 
Sturgeon County promised us. We did not choose to live in an area with small lots 
designed for high-density housing, similar to city living. It is Sturgeon County’s 
responsibility to respect its current residents and to protect Alberta’s agricultural lands.  

It is essential that Sturgeon County not approve the deaccessioning of Alberta’s and 
Sturgeon County’s vital farmlands for private development and profit. 

 



Outlook

Land Use Bylaw Amendment 1701/25

From Gail Spenst 
Date Mon 2026-02-09 9:54 AM
To Legislative Services <legislativeservices@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Deanna Stang <dstang@sturgeoncounty.ca>;

Alanna Hnatiw <ahnatiw@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Amanda Papadopoulos
<apapadopoulos@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Kristin Toms <ktoms@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Matthew McLennan
<mmclennan@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Richard Boissonneault <rboissonneault@sturgeoncounty.ca>; Jason Berry
<jberry@sturgeoncounty.ca>

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender, and know the content is safe. If you are unsure of the contents of this email, please reach out to IT at
ISSupport@sturgeoncounty.ca

Hello,

I would like to advise that I am opposed to land use bylaw amendment 1701/25. 

I absolutely do not support high density housing in a rural community in any form. People choose
rural communities for a reason, and I would like it kept that way.

Why does this continue to come up? Residents do not want this and it seems that Council keeps trying
to push it through regardless.

Sincerely,
Gail Spenst

Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA

Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA
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Feburary 9, 2026 

Legislative Services 

Sturgeon County 

Re: Public hearing – Century Hills – bylaw 1701/25 

Sturgeon County Council requests public input on proposed Century Hills outline plan 

As per the written submission requirement noted:  

Email a written submission to Legislative Services. Written submissions are accepted up to the 

close of the Public Hearing. 

If making a written submission, you must include your name, state your interest in the matter 

(such as a County resident directly impacted by the proposed bylaw), and indicate if you are in 

favour of or opposed to the proposed bylaw. 

 

Name : Hollie Haffie 

Interest in the matter: Resident of the Sturgeon Valley Core  

Indicate position to the proposed bylaw: Opposed to the proposed development of Century Hills in the 

state that it is currently proposed. 

 

 

To Legislative Services,  

Please find my opposition to the Century Hills outline plan in the state that it is currently proposed. 

First of all, I want to thank the County for providing communication on the proposed changes out into 

the community through signage, information in the Gazette paper, mail out cards, and the location 

where pertinent information may be found on the Sturgeon County website – this provides the residents 

impacted by the proposal with a means of providing valuable feedback, that I hope it will be considered 

in this process. And, I would also like to thank the developer for holding an information session & public 

meeting on April 29, 2024 between 6-8pm at the Cattail Crossing Golf Club, and providing more 

information in the Outline plan document. 

As a longtime resident of Sturgeon County that moved from the condensed, cramped life of the city to 

enjoy the peaceful surroundings of the country residential lifestyle, I find the proposed changes of the 

area structure planning that allows for high density housing in conflict to maintaining this. Therefore, I'm 

voicing my concerns with the proposed outline plan for the Century Hills, in the manor that it is being 

proposed, with an expected density of 76% 17 dus/ha & only 24 % at 8 dus/ha.  

I believe that the higher dwelling densities (such as those in the non-gated area smaller residential lot 

sizes of River’s Gate) lead to the erosion of the ‘country’ residential lifestyle that we treasure here in the 

Sturgeon Valley area. The plan also indicates the inclusion of possible du-plex housing, and I wanted to 

raise the caution on this with council as this was tried in Rivers Gate, and when not successful the duplex 

lots were divided into two actual lots and much smaller dwellings were required to fit making it even 

more of a cramped area. I also have concerns with people buying the smaller lots & building big 
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‘monster’ homes to fill the ‘entire’ space. It will be interesting to see how the developer plans to 

incorporate the actual lots & their sizes, dwelling setbacks, and architectural standards when a more 

detailed subdivision plan is released. It Is difficult to asses this without seeing the actual lot plan. The 

document states that two-thirds of respondents noted that they would like to see the reduction of 

proposed density in the Plan Area to incorporate only country estate housing, rather than Small Lot 

Transitional that is currently featured in the center of the Plan Area. 

The proposal indicates that the majority of lots are still ‘small’ transitional and raises the concerns of the 

higher dwelling densities. 

 

I am also, highly opposed to the change, allowing the Century Hills outline plan to include the 

commercial component that could lead to the commercial convenience store/gas station or other 

commercial use on the proposed site. There is no need for this type of gathering location that could lead 

to more crime, congestion, and traffic at that site. We are already seeing higher traffic in the area leading 

to construction and roadway improvements needed to address the current situation, and we do not 

need ‘more’ traffic from out of the area to access this commercial proposal. At the April 2024 Open 

house (and also clearly stated in the proposal document) - Two-thirds of survey respondents disagreed 

with the inclusion of neighbourhood commercial in the Plan Area. Respondents who were opposed to 

commercial uses in the Plan Area noted that there are existing commercial areas in St. Albert, which was 

stated as being sufficient for their shopping needs. I would like to see the Commercial component 

dropped from the plan as this small section that stated it would “allow the County to continue to 

diversify its tax base”, is not necessary, as I believe that it would not add a significant gain this tax 

revenue that would offset the detrimental aspects to the area. 

Additionally larger green spaces (including higher housing set back requirements) between dwellings 

also helps with the ability to contain fire in the area by providing breaks, if housing is developed at high 

densities, fire fighting efforts are definitely more difficult, and currently as there is only volunteer fire 

department in the county that can be called upon to assist in a crisis this is concerning. This should be a 

high priority for the county if they plan to approve more residential neighborhoods in the area. 

Servicing and infrastructure capacity – concerns continue to be raised with respect to the ability to 

support the water pressure even for the existing residential developments & the existing infrastructure 

to support ‘fire suppression’ capabilities, as there is not enough pressure currently.   

I would also like for the County to incorporate feedback in their decision making process that was raised 

at the public information session for this development on April 24, 2024 and the existing resident’s 

concerns with the Valley Core & Valley South area structure plans.  

Finally, I encourage all of Council to support those that they represent in Sturgeon Valley, review & 

reflect on the feedback they received from the information session & survey where most (64.5% ) 

indicated they did not support any development at a density similar to or slightly higher than River’s 

Gate (close to 10-to-15 housing units per net residential hectare).  

One of my main concerns in approving this type of development without careful consideration is that it 

could set a precedent, allowing so many other pending proposals to move forward with less scrutiny, and 

the ability to overlook the concerns of current Sturgeon County residents. Additionally, it’s important to 
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ensure that these projects are visible to the public, providing an opportunity for valuable feedback to 

help maintain the quality of life in our community. 

Once again, Thank you for providing the information and the opportunity to share our valuable 

feedback. This is greatly appreciated, especially for those who are unable to attend the public hearings 

as they are usually held during typical working hours.  

Sincerely, 

Hollie Haffie 

 









Lifestyle and Crime
Most of us moved here to escape the congestion, crime, and commercialism of the city. We do
not want more traffic.  Not a single person I’ve spoken to in the valley supports this
development. The council must listen to the existing residents and halt this project.  Developers
and council always mentions that with high density housing people can stay in the County,  I
disagree,  if people want to live in the county they do it for the wide open spaces and rural
living.   If you are changing farmland to city what would be the advantage of living in the county.  

 This Land Should Stay Farmland
This area should not be rezoned. It should remain farmland, as it has been.  

The Area Structure Plan needs to be revised,  

This structure plan was completed during COVID when many people were not paying attention to
this bylaw.   The County many times at the online meetings said the higher density would be
close to the city of Edmonton.  This ended up not being the case.   Higher density is now in the
Sturgeon Valley.   The council was not honest with the people living in the valley.   Since the
municipal development plan requirements have changed the county needs to reopen the area
structure plans.

Cost

The cost of this development will be born by the tax payers of the county.   If this development keeps
going we are going to have to have additional fire halls,  upgrades to the sewer and water
systems, these city type development will require city services such as busses, garbage pick up
etc.   These future services will not be covered by the developer.

ALSO

The developer maps do not show the lot size on their drawings.  It seems to me they are hiding the
true lot size.  This will look like Deer ridge in St Albert.

Also, as I have said before,  County staff should not be allowed to advocate for any development. 
They should keep their comments "to this project meets the requirements of the bylaw or
doesn't meet the requirements".   It was very disappointing to see the reaction of the county
staff to the no vote regarding the Starkey Hills development.   It looks like they were on the
developers payroll.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

James Viher

 

Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA





parties involved. I hope you will take these concerns into account when making your decision.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Jason White
551 Manor Point Court, Sturgeon County













This just seems like another developer trying to maximize his profits, at the detriment of those
already enjoying this beautiful community.   

Thank you 

Jen Mira 

Sent from my
Bell Samsung device over Canada’s largest network.























environment. Once this precedent is set, it becomes increasingly difficult to refuse similar
applications in the future.

For these reasons, I respectfully urge Council to deny Bylaw 1701/25 and maintain the
current agricultural zoning of this land or if needed maintain the current standard of
density like other subdivisions - eg  Riverstone Pointe. I ask that Council carefully
consider the long-term implications of this decision—not only for today’s residents, but for
future generations.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate the opportunity to provide input on
this important matter.

Sincerely,

Jonathan & Andrea Bauer

Riverstone Pointe Homeowners

Sent from my iPhone





that eliminate commercial zoning entirely and require full density alignment across the entire project.

For these reasons, I strongly urge Council to deny Bylaw 1701-25 as currently proposed and to preserve
this land for uses that are consistent with the surrounding community and long-term planning
objectives.

Sincerely,
Jose  Augusto















































parties involved. I hope you will take these concerns into account when making your decision.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Lianne White
551 Manor Point Court, Sturgeon County

















February 9, 2026 

 

RE: Public Hearing – Bylaw 1701/25 – Century Hills 

 

Good Afternoon Mayor and Councillor’s: 

 

I am opposed to land use bylaw amendment 1701/25. I am NOT in support of high 
density in a rural community. 

I am a 22-year resident of Sturgeon County and currently reside in Division 6. Although 
this proposal does not directly affect me (yet), I care deeply about the future direction of 
this County as the population of Alberta continues to grow.  

I urge Council to reject this proposal and the mix of rezoning of land that would need to 
be redistricted as it does not align with the vision of the area or the needs of 
surrounding residents or Sturgeon County taxpayers as a whole. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts. 

 
Maureen Amonson 
57516 RR 211 
Sturgeon County 
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3. Traffic, Safety, and Environmental Concerns
Increasing residential density along rural roads raises concerns about traffic volume, safety for
pedestrians and farm vehicles, and potential environmental impacts on local waterways and natural
ecosystems. These effects may diminish the livability and safety of the area for both existing residents
and future neighbours.

4. Better Alternatives and Responsible Planning
Growth should be directed toward areas and projects supported by comprehensive master planning
and community consensus. Piecemeal zoning amendments like Bylaw 1701/25 may set a precedent for
further ad-hoc developments that collectively erode agricultural land and rural wellbeing.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that Council vote against proceeding with Bylaw 1701/25 and
instead focus on alternatives that protect agricultural lands while meeting long-term housing and
community needs in a sustainable, well-planned manner.

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Sincerely,

Melody Zawalak

















a- road conditions. Construction of this magnitude means a large quantity of tandems and
equipment, which are known to destroy roads. 
b- road conditions (again)- all that construction for years means mud. Mud on our roads
further decreases the road conditions. 
c- traffic hold-ups. While those large vehicles come in and out, there will be travel delays.
There is one main way into the Valley from north Edmonton. This is a significant downfall. 
d- dust. The dust that will be created and blown into our homes for years is a concern.
This not only creates problems for those with allergies, but also affects the cleanliness of
our homes and even our vehicles parked outside. 
e- traffic volume. There is one (direct) way into Edmonton, a single-lane road. That single
lane road already has a decent volume and cannot manage higher volume. 

4- current residents should not be expected to suffer the consequences of loosing the
esthetic appeal of Sturgeon Valley, the loss of wildlife, the noise, dust, dirt and traffic. This
volume of housing will also increase the possibility of crime in the area, of which is not a
concern at this time. 

Thank you for your time 

Noel Wadson 
137 Fernwood Crescent 
Sturgeon county. 

























dwellings. The Wall Thickness, Depth of Cover and Operation Pressure are the main factors, so how it
possible to bring high density dwellings to the pipeline designed for the field application? I was told that
consideration has been taken and ATCO Pipeline willing to work on that by replacing the pipe with
increased Wall Thickness and even developer will participate in financing it. Was that just conversation or
Letter of Intent? if that a case, it is not an Assurance and it will lead to huge incompliance.
The similar issue has a water supply, we do not have enough water during the summer time, so how it
works with new development?

About "Project supporters" who are not residents of our area (North Point and Tuscany Hills). We are not
telling them how and where they have to live, but in a same time we don't want them to tell us how and
where we should live. We don't have any prove of corruption here to blame them, but if we don't see
majority of residents from our area, the question is what brought THEM to participate in this Hearing?

What we see is that majority comments from last Public Hearing (September 24, 2024) are not
implemented and did not address the primary concerns of residents of our area, so it looks like decision
already has been made and this Hearing is just a formality. If that is true, why we are wasting our time,
simply tell us that pubic opinion does not meter.

Lastly, our message to the County Council. In this particular case, you are like a Cosmetic Surgeon, who
knows that surgery is not necessary, but if it is still unavoidable, please listen to the patient, who is the
resident of affected area, not a stranger, who is taking the financial benefits and does not care haw
patient is looking during and after surgery.















On Feb 5, 2026, at 7:29 PM, Sean Frew > wrote:

Dear Council Members,

I am writing as a long-term resident of Sturgeon Valley residing in Tuscany Hills and
my family is directly impacted by this proposal. I am formally opposed to the
proposed bylaw changes related to the Century Hills development. 

I strongly object to the introduction of the C3 – Neighbourhood Commercial District
in this area. There is already ample commercial development within a short
distance, particularly in North Edmonton within approximately 2 km of this location.
Rezoning productive farmland for additional commercial use is unnecessary and
does not align with the rural character that residents value in this community.

Additionally, any residential density proposed for Century Hills must fully align with
the overall design and density of the neighbouring Tuscany Hills community — not
just along the border properties. Piecemeal density increases undermine consistent
planning and will significantly impact traffic, infrastructure, and the long term
character of the area. 

This developer has already demonstrated mistrust with relation to density and
communication on planning with local residents in the past few years. Re zoning
should only be granted with a commitment to remove commercial and ensuring
density alignment for the entirety of the project to that of Tuscany Hills. 

I respectfully request that Council reconsider these zoning changes and preserve
this area for appropriate rural and residential use consistent with the surrounding
community.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sean Frew
Severed in line with s.20 of ATIA
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Madame Mayor and Councillors,    Good Afternoon 

My name is Tanya Schulz and I am a resident of Tuscany Hills.  Like my husband who spoke 

before me, I too am a retired civil engineer. I thank you very much for the opportunity to speak 

to you about my concerns regarding the rezoning of the land parcel described in Bylaw 

1701/25 and  the Century Hills Outline Plan. 

First, I oppose the aforementioned Bylaw.  I can not support rezoning based on the current OP. 

As stated in the OP,  it  may be amended from time to time.  What input would we have then?  

I also strongly disagree with the inclusion of commercial zoning. Commercial and residential 

development do not work well together and there are often conflicts between the 

users/residents, due to noise and traffic.   

Second, I do not support the Century Hills OP.  My husband and I provided 4 pages of specific 

written comments, so I will not repeat them here today.  Our previous comments and 

questions regarding the Estates of Tuscany OP were not addressed nor answered in the 

updated document. It appears from the lack of changes between the current and previous 

versions that the comments were plainly ignored, perhaps with exception of a name change. 

The development described in the OP is supposed to enhance the cherished rural history and 

character of the Sturgeon Valley.  It is not evident how this development would accomplish 

these lofty goals. For example:  

• Over 25 % of the land is allocated to road right of ways.  How does this enhance rural 

history?   

• Commercial development is included. How does this enhance the character and rural 

history?  

• Residential density is proposed at approximately 15 units per hectare. How does the 

increased density enhance the character of Sturgeon Valley and sensitively respond to 

the existing density of approximately 5 units or less per hectare in the surrounding 

areas?   



With respect to the Public Open Spaces policies, place marking elements, and community 

gardens may be incorporated, and rain water harvesting may be utilized.  The operative word 

here is MAY, ergo not guaranteed.  Perhaps these words were included to make this proposal 

appear more palatable but they do not demonstrate intent.  

As a young engineer, I was a geotechnical inspector on multiple subdivision developments 

during the site preparation stage.  There is noise, dust, significant disruption to adjacent 

subdivisions, construction traffic and heavy equipment operating many hours of the day. How 

will these issues be addressed? Another concern is that OP talks about staging, but there is no 

indication of any timeline.  A fair question is how long would we have to live with this 

disruption!? 

The mail out card for this Hearing, did not include the stormwater pipeline to the Tuscany Hills 

SWMF on the map. Why not, seems pretty critical!  This pipeline is directly behind my lot! 

Shame on you! 

As an aside, I have observed over the years of living here, that hundreds of geese feast on this 

agricultural land on their migratory journey.  Where will they go now? What about the other 

wildlife that utilize this area (moose, coyotes, rabbits). Nothing is mentioned in the OP in either 

the biophysical or environmental sections as to how these impacts will be addressed or 

remediated.   

I recognize that change is inevitable, but it should be managed with intentional actions and 

thoughtful designs. The Outline Plan should be complete and show consideration for all 

potential impacts to the site and adjacent lands and neighbours. I am not seeing that in this 

document!   

 

Thank you for your time. 



















e- traffic volume. There is one (direct) way into Edmonton, a single-lane road. That single lane road
already has a decent volume and cannot manage higher volume. 

4- current residents should not be expected to suffer the consequences of loosing the esthetic appeal
of Sturgeon Valley, the loss of wildlife, the noise, dust, dirt and traffic. This volume of housing will also
increase the possibility of crime in the area, of which is not a concern at this time. 

Thank you for your time 

Trish Wadson 
26 Viscount Drive 
Sturgeon county. 











For all of these reasons, I strongly encourage Council to approve the Century Hills NASP and redistricting.
This is a great opportunity for smart, moderate growth that helps current residents while keeping the Sturgeon
Valley healthy for the long run.

Thank you for your time and for considering my perspective.

Ryan
​Resident of Tuscany Hills




