ATTACHMENT to appeal from Calvin Harvey

Re: Development Permit 21D 053
Intensive Vegetation — Agricultural Processing & Distribution

We are appealing the permit 21D 053 for the following reasons:

1. Water Consumption Issues
2. Noise and Traffic Issues
3. Processing and Extraction Facility Issues

Reading the applicant’s “Application for Development Permit” left us with a lot of unanswered
guestions and the recurring use of the vague words “contemplated,” “estimated,” “anticipated”
and “at this time” throughout the application (rather than firm commitments) leads us to worry
that, if approved, other and more intrusive business practices will emerge over time, as we
have experienced previously with other applicants in our small part of Foothills County.

1. Water consumption

Water usage, and the impact on wells, is a longstanding issue in this area (see pages 2 & 3,
“Historical background regarding water wells in this area”). The water usage figure in this
application — 30 gallons per minute — in itself, poses a significant load on the groundwater and
well capacity in the immediate and surrounding area.

In our research of hemp crop production, the applicant’s 30 gallons per minute water usage
number seems to be overly conservative and limited to a single purpose (field irrigation), with
water usage in other aspects of this project not accounted for.

To validate the applicant’s water usage amount of 30 gallons per minute, the following
clarification is required:

e The applicant has not specified how many acres of the 85-acre parcel will be planted,
nor has he indicated the number of seedlings per acre. This is fundamental for an
accurate estimate of water usage.

e For an estimate of water usage during the nursery stage, we need to know how many
seedlings will be in the grow houses and how much water will be required to bring these
seedlings to the transplanting stage. The applicant has not provided these details.

e Then we ask how much water does the transplanting process require when using the
waterwheel transplanter? Again, there is no indication of number of seedlings or water
usage per acre for this equipment.

e |n the absence of the above information, we cannot know how much water is
realistically required to bring the crop to maturity. The applicant has indicated 30
gallons per minute during the crop growing stage, which by itself, equates to 43,200
gallons per day or 197 cubic meters per day. However, he has not provided the basis on
which this number was determined.
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In addition to the plant growing aspect, the amount of water used in general operations (i.e.
equipment washdown etc.) needs to be included. Also, how much water is used in the
extraction of hemp oil? There is no reference to this at all.

Alberta Environment records indicate that precipitation in this area (Foothills) is an annual
average of 12 to 18 inches. Our experience, of over fifty years, is that this area is somewhat
drought prone. This year has been very dry, as was the previous year, and coupled with the high
winds that blow through this valley, our fields dry out quickly.

Our hay field adjacent to the applicant’s fields was bone dry this spring (dug down to 18 inches
in various locations) although the recent showers have helped to start some growth.

The applicant indicates that he will use drip tape at 30 gallons per minute (43,200 gallons per
day or 197 cubic meters per day) for two months, July and August, which is typically the driest
time of the year. Our research indicates that industrial hemp cultivation requires 25 to 30
inches of annual rainfall, much more than the 12 to 18 inches we typically receive, which, if
current weather patterns hold true, would mean irrigation will likely be required from May until
September. This would equate to a minimum of 6,480,000 gallons or 29,458 cubic meters of
water drawn from the applicant’s well at 30 gallons per minute over a five-month period.

IGPM | 1 hour 1 day 1 month 2 months 5 months
Imperial
Gallons 30.00 | 1,800.00 | 43,200.00 | 1,296,000.00 | 2,592,000.00 | 6,480,000.00
Cubic meters 0.14 8.18 196.39 5,891.74 11,783.47 29,458.68

Table showing water diversion in IGPM & cubic meters for different time periods.

Imperial

Cubic meter | gallons US Gallons
1.00 219.97 264.17
8.18 1,800.00 2,161.71
196.39 43,200.00 51,881.06
5,891.74 1,296,000.00 | 1,556,431.79
11,783.47 2,592,000.00 | 3,112,863.58
29,458.68 6,480,000.00 | 7,782,158.94

Table showing comparison of imperial gallons to US gallons.

The intermittent stream that runs through the applicant’s property originates from a spring on
our property. This spring runs year-round but the flow has decreased somewhat over the last

few years. Is it the applicant’s intention to use water from this stream?

Historical background regarding water wells in this area

Twenty years ago, we applied to the MD of Foothills 31 (Foothills County) for a development

permit to build a small commercial greenhouse. We applied, as required, to Alberta

Environment to divert up to a maximum of 46 cubic meters per day based on our well’s tested
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capacity of 7 gallons per minute. We would have used substantially less than that, in the 100
gallon per day range, using a proven water recycling method.

However, various neighbours wrote letters opposing our application (see attached letters),
stating that our projected water usage (significantly less than 30 gallons per minute) would put
undue strain on all wells in the area. We note that one of the letters is from the Martin family,
who at that time owned the property currently in question.

So based on previous area concerns, we must in turn object to this applicant’s development
permit and the subsequent application for a commercial groundwater license from Alberta
Environment. Why? Given the water consumption numbers the applicant has partially stated,
as well as our calculations, the applicant’s water requirements will be more than 196 cubic
meters per day — more than five times what our well was tested at and over 430 times the
amount of water we would have used on a daily basis. Since the objections to our application
were based on water shortages which have not changed over time, surely this application
must be declined.

2. Noise and Traffic

The number of vehicle trips per day has been stated by the applicant to be a maximum of 10.
This number seems rather low considering the number of employees, contractors, product
shipments, deliveries, waste removal and commercial customer visits.

As well, commercial trucks, forklifts and other mobile equipment with backup warning devices
and lights will certainly add to noise and traffic. Will the number of daily trips and noise be
monitored and enforced by Foothills Bylaw Officers?

3. Processing and Extraction Facility

Why is this application for development permit not considered a commercial enterprise? The
applicant’s hemp feedstock is agriculturally based but the process to extract hemp oil is a
commercial process and best operated in a commercial district such as Aldersyde.

We observe that the hemp oil extraction aspect of the business is not referenced at all in the
original letter (February 8) from Kristi Beunder, agent for the applicant. It is only after questions
from Brenda Bartnik, Foothills Development Officer, that the scope of the project unfolds.

In the March 19 letter from Kristi Beunder, responding to these questions, non-committal terms
are used —in fact “contemplated” is used three times in the one-paragraph answer to Question
#4, which is supposed to provide assurances that the facility will not be a fibre processing plant.
Upon further questioning, the March 31 email from Ms. Beunder finally quantifies the
significant scope of the extraction/processing operation, which extends beyond primary
agricultural use into a commercial process, with associated truck traffic for loading and
transport. It is unclear whether the 10 trips referenced above in Item 2 (“Noise and Traffic”)
include traffic associated with the processing/extraction facility.
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Also, no information is provided regarding hours of operation, number of employees or waste
disposal associated with the processing/extraction facility.

It should be noted that the applicant uses the words “currently and “anticipated” in the
sentence: “Currently, it is anticipated that only the crops grown on site will be processed on the
site.” Does this leave the door open for the applicant to bring in and process materials from
elsewhere at some later date?

In addition, best practice, is that crop rotation is required for hemp crops on average every four
or five years. Does this mean the applicant will shut down their processing operation during the
“off period”? Or, if there is a poor crop yield, will the applicant shut the extraction facility
down? Or, in either of these cases will they import feedstock from elsewhere to keep the
processing/extraction facility operating?

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

Calvin Harvey ~ /
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