MEMORANDUM
FROM:

Administration

TO:

Chair Pruim, Reeve Harwood, All Councillors

SUBJECT:

Planning Committee Meeting

A meeting of the Planning Committee will be held on:
Monday, August 9, 2021 Meeting
Immediately following the Administration Committee Meeting
Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/919254205
You can also dial in using your phone.
(For supported devices, tap a one-touch number below to join instantly.)
Canada: +1 (647) 497-9373
- One-touch: tel:+16474979373,,919254205#
Access Code: 919-254-205
AGENDA
1.

Call to Order

2.

Adopt Agenda

3.

Planning Carryforward Action List

4.

9:30 am Delegation – Greenbryre Estates Servicing Agreement – D&S Developments and
Caterall & Wright – Division 1
•

5.

Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Update
•

6.

Full survey results for information

South R.M. Area Development Plan – Proposed Project Scope – Divisions 1-3
•

8.

Update on proposed P4G planning district

South R.M. Ratepayer Survey What We Heard Report
•

7.

Discussion regarding Phase 3 subdivision servicing fees

Adjourn

Draft project scope and deliverables for review

PLANNING
Carryforward Action List - CURRENT
**Yellow highlighted text indicates latest status update**
Date/Source
1. October
2020

Action Item/Request
Septic Approvals
Issue: Administration to bring
more information to a future
Committee meeting regarding
septic approvals

2. July 5, 2021

Septic Monitoring

Status
• Feb 8, 2021 – A report on unapproved septic system installations was on the
planning committee agenda for discussion; R.M. Administration to follow up at a
future meeting with more information once discussions with SHA could be had –
in progress

•

In progress – expected at September planning committee meeting

•

In progress – expected at September planning committee meeting

Issue: Administration to bring
more information to a future
Committee meeting regarding
subdivisions
where
septic
monitoring procedures have been
established
3. July 5, 2021

Building Permit Inspections
Issue: Administration to bring
more information to a future
Committee meeting regarding the
building permit inspection process
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Planning Committee Presentation Item 4
August 9, 2021
Reeve and Councillors
Re:

9:30 a.m. Delegation – Greenbryre Estates Servicing Agreement – D&S
Developments and Caterall & Wright – Division 1

Background:
At the September 21, 2020 R.M. Council meeting, the third phase of the Greenbryre Estates
country residential development was approved subject to conditions. The subject lands are
located immediately south of the existing Greenbryre phases and west of Range Road 3050
(Boychuk Drive). The application was to rezone and subdivide 54 bare land residential
condominium units, approximately 0.35 acres in size with a holding provision for an additional 76
residential units and an 84 unit townhouse development at a later date. One of the conditions of
approval was to enter into a servicing agreement including payment of the R.M.’s subdivision
servicing fee. Creating 54 new country residential lots would result in a total of $354,240 in
subdivision servicing fees based on $6,560 per lot.
Greenbryre Estates is a bare land condominium development where services including roads,
infrastructure maintenance and recreational amenities are the responsibility of the condominium
corporation to maintain. Range Road 3050 (Boychuk Drive) is currently paved past the entrance
to phase 2 of the existing Greenbryre property, however was required to be upgraded to the
Country Residential Paved standard, at a minimum 8 metre finished road top, to the south
boundary of the SE 12-36-5-W3 in conjunction with phase 3. The external roads, including
Township Road 382 (Glazier Road) and Range Road 3050 (Boychuk Drive), were requested by
the R.M. to be built to a paved road standard, but once complete, are turned over to the R.M. to
maintain.
After R.M. Council’s approval, R.M. Administration began to discuss the servicing agreement
details with the developer. At that time, concerns were raised with respect to the subdivision
servicing fees and road paving requirements. Information on the current subdivision fees and how
the number was derived was requested by the developer and provided by the previous R.M.
Administrator in April 2021.
Based on the information provided, the developer is of the opinion that not all of the items included
in the current subdivision servicing fee are considered capital costs and should be funded as part
of the R.M.’s routine tax collection including heavy equipment, fencing and fill stations.
On this basis in May 2021, the developer proposed to:
1. pay 65% of the levy (65% of $6,560/parcel = $4,264/parcel for a total of $230,256) and
requests that the R.M. construct the Range Road 3050 roadway improvements; OR
2. Greenbryre Estates construct the Range Road 3050 roadway improvements in lieu of
levies.

See attached letter for more information on the proposal.
In July 2021, the developer, their consultant team and members from R.M. Administration met to
discuss the fee reduction proposal. At the meeting it was acknowledged that Corman Park is
currently undertaking a planning fee review, which includes a review of our current subdivision
servicing fees. The current subdivision servicing fees formula was implemented in 2008 and an
adjustment to the fee was made in 2014 utilizing the same formula as in 2008, taking into account
updated capital estimates. There may be items from the 2008 formula that need to be removed
or adjusted as part of the current fee review to ensure that the fee covers the items allowed for
under the Planning & Development Act (the Act) however that analysis has not been completed
yet as the fee review is underway.
Under the Act, servicing agreements may provide for:
i.

ii.

the applicant to install or construct within the proposed subdivision, any storm sewers,
sanitary sewers, drains, watermains and laterals, hydrants, sidewalks, boulevards, curbs,
gutters, street lights, graded, gravelled or paved streets and lanes, connections to existing
services, area grading and levelling of land, street name plates, connecting and boundary
streets, landscaping of parks and boulevards, public recreation facilities or other works
that the council may require; and
if council can reasonably demonstrate costs associated with the proposed subdivision, the
payment of fees in whole or in part for the capital cost of providing, altering, expanding or
upgrading sewage, water, drainage and other utility services, public highway facilities, or
park and recreation space facilities, located within or outside the proposed subdivision,
and that directly or indirectly serve the proposed subdivision.

Coming out of the July meeting, the developer would like Council to consider two additional
requests and enter into a servicing agreement immediately with the R.M. so they can being
servicing the development and receive a certificate of approval from Community Planning:
A. have a clause in the servicing agreement that acknowledges that the developer and R.M.
are negotiating the required fee amount but that it will be no more than the current $6,560
rate but may be a lesser number subject to the negotiating (see proposals 1 & 2 included
within); AND
B. should the consultant on the fee review recommend two different fee structures (one for
bare land condominiums and one for traditional developments) and the fee structure is
less than $6,560 for bare land condominiums, that the R.M. would credit the developer for
the difference in fees. For example if the fee structure for bare land condominiums was
$5,000 per lot, any fees paid by the developer before that time based on $6,560 would be
adjusted for subsequent payments.
R.M. Administration is of the opinion that the developer pay the entire subdivision servicing fee
based on the current rate and should be responsible for the upgrades to Range Road 3050
(Boychuk Drive) to the Country Residential Paved standard as it is the municipal standard and
similar to the requirements for other phases of development. While the fee review will clarify the
R.M.’s capital costs, the capital costs incurred by the R.M. have likely increased from 2008 and
2014 when the previous reviews were undertaken. While some line items from the current formula
may be removed, the overall costs to the R.M. have increased therefore any adjustment to remove

items would likely be replaced by other costs. The fee is not expected to be lower than $6,560.
However Council may wish to consider part or all of the developer’s proposals.
With respect to the request to enter into the servicing agreement now with a clause acknowledging
the negotiation, R.M. would recommend that Council consider a reduction of fees at this time
instead and enter into the servicing agreement with that number built in. However should Council
wish to consider the clause, R.M. Administration would recommend review by municipal legal
counsel including the provision for consideration of a ‘sunset clause’ or timeline for the
negotiations as the developer would be allowed to proceed with property servicing under the
terms of the agreement. For example, the R.M. may allow for the development to be serviced, but
would retain the ability to hold release of any building permits prior to the fee negotiations being
resolved.
R.M. Administration is also of the opinion that the fee review may merit consideration of a two tier
fee structure (one for bare land condominiums and one for traditional developments) however the
fee review project is not into the subdivision servicing fee review stage so is too early to
acknowledge if that is the direction headed. However as noted this may be something for Council
to consider as part of the terms of the servicing agreement. Should Council wish to consider a
clause as requested in proposal B. above, R.M. Administration recommends that Council only
consider this for bare land condominium type developments, as the capital costs that directly or
indirectly service it may vary compared to a traditional subdivision. Council should not abate
servicing agreement fees for other subdivisions currently being considered in advance of the fee
review.
Should the developer disagree with the subdivision servicing fee and terms of the servicing
agreement they do have rights to appeal the request to the Saskatchewan Municipal Board as
per the Act.
Troy Slater with D&S Development and Carleen Bartel, Principal Design Engineer with Catterall
& Wright and other team members will be in attendance to provide Council with background on
their request and be available for discussions.
Recommendation:
“That the delegation on the Greenbryre Estates Phase 3 Servicing Agreement be received as
information and Council determine a course of action.”

Enclosures: May 2021 developer letter; 2008 & 2014 Subdivision Servicing Fee Calculations

CATTERALL & WRIGHT | CONSULTING ENGINEERS
1221 – 8th STREET EAST | SASKATOON, SK S7H 0S5
TEL: (306) 343-7280 | www.cwce.ca | FAX: (306) 956-3199

May 14, 2021
Rural Municipality of Corman Park
111 Pinehouse Drive
Saskatoon, SK S7K 5W1
via email: atoth@rmcormanpark.ca
Attention: Adam Toth, Senior Planner
Re: Greenbryre Estates - Phase 3 Subdivision Fees
On behalf of Greenbryre Estates, we provide the following proposal for consideration of Subdivision
Fee reduction. The Rural Municipality of Corman Park (RM) has a policy titled Subdivision Fees (Policy
#PD-002) which requires developers to pay $6,560.00/lot for multi-parcel country residential
subdivisions. This policy was referenced by the RM in determining the subdivision fees payable by
Greenbryre Estates (developer) in relation to the servicing agreement for Phase 3 of the Greenbryre
Estates development. We have reviewed the policy and there are inconsistencies between the policy
content and what the RM has submitted to the developer regarding subdivision fee payment.
The policy states:
The Planning and Development Act, 2007 provides Council with the ability to assess a levy to recover or
fund the capital cost of providing, altering, expanding or upgrading sewage, water, drainage and other
utility services, public highway facilities, or park and recreation space facilities, located within or
outside of the proposed subdivision, and that directly or indirectly serve the proposed subdivision.
Developer Response: All capital costs pertaining to the Development’s sewage, water, drainage,
roadways, public highway facilities, and park/recreation space facilities are the responsibility of the
developer. Based on review of the Subdivision Servicing Fee documents (see attached for 2008 and
2014) provided by Adam Tittemore prior to his departure, we question how the following items are
considered as levies and not collected from the RM’s tax base:
•

•

Routine Capital Costs
o Heavy Equipment
o Fencing
o Capital Exp. (public)
Specific Capital Costs
o Fill Stations
o Shops & Offices
o Waste Management

The developer agrees there is merit in supporting levies for the following:
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•
•
•
•
•

Road Construction
Paving/Surfacing
Culverts
Engineering Contracts
Regional Roadway Links

On this basis, the Developer proposes to pay 65% of the levy (65% of $6,560/parcel = $4,264/parcel) and
requests that the RM construct the Boychuk roadway improvements, as this should be covered within
the items listed above for offsite levies (ie: Road Construction, Paving/Surfacing, culverts, Engineering
Contracts). Our projection of levies for the entire development (based on the 65% levy noted above) is
very close to the estimated cost of the Boychuk roadway improvements. A second option is for
Greenbryre Estates to construct this road in lieu of levies.
We look forward to your response.
Yours truly;
Catterall & Wright
Per:

Carleen Bartel, P.Eng.
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2008 Bylaw

Schedule “A” - Development Levies
The R.M. of Corman Park No. 344 shall charge a development levy equal to
estimated capital costs routinely incurred and anticipated to be incurred
throughout the municipality, a 2% planning and design fee, and an estimate of
annual inflation, divided by the number of parcels/folios in the municipality.
The development levy charged under the circumstances identified above shall be
based on the following estimated costs:
Routine Capital Costs

Heavy equipment
Road construction
Paving/surfacing
Culverts
Engineering contracts
Fencing
Capital exp. (public)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Specific Capital Costs

Regional roadway links
Fill stations (water)
Shops and Office
Waste management

$ 2,400,000
$
300,000
$
520,000
$ 1,100,000
__________
$ 18,163,000

Subtotal
Planning Fee @ 2% of the above
Estimated Cost of Inflation

@ 25%

903,000
3,400,000
5,000,000
675,000
355,000
65,000
3,445,000

$

364,000

$

4,540,000

TOTAL …………………………………………………… $ 23,067,000
Divided by applicable parcels/folios (3750)

$

6150

LEVY AMOUNT ……………………………………….. $

6,150

The above amounts are for indirect costs only. Wherever possible, developers
will be responsible for all on-site infrastructure and directly related off-site
infrastructure improvements at the time of subdivision development. Additional
levies may be charged on a case by case basis where the developer enters into
an agreement with Corman Park resulting in additional costs to the municipality
not addressed by the above factors.

Notes to Levy Estimates
Heavy equipment is based on the 2007 actual of $103,000.00 plus projected needs for
additional paving equipment and increased excavation capability at an estimated
$800,000.00, for $903,000.00.
Road construction is based on $1,000,000.00 for general road upgrades, $1,200,000.00
for a per capita share of the Valley Road interchange, and $1,200,000.00 for three
intersection upgrades to major highways and urban arterials (regional roads), for
$3,400,000.00.
Paving and surfacing at the 2007 actual cost of just over $1,000,000.00 for five years,
for $5,000,000.00.
Culverts at the 2007 actual cost of $135,000.00 for five years, for $675,000.00.
Engineering contracts at the 2007 actual cost of $71,000.00 for five years, for
$355,000.00.
Fencing at the 2007 actual cost of $13,000.00 for 5 years, for $65,000.00.
Capital exp. (public) at the 2007 actual cost of $689,000.00 over five years, for
$3,445,000.00.
Regional roadway links at an estimated cost of $2,400,000.00 for six intersection
improvements.
Water fill stations including upgrading three stations for $300,000.00.
Shops and offices including 20% of each of $1,750,000.00 for two new sites in 2008,
$800,000.00 for a third site, and $50,000.00 to office upgrades/expansion, for
$2,600,000.00 (.20) = $520,000.00
Waste management including a south waste transfer station at $1,100,000.00.
Inflation to construction costs have ranged from 25% to 30% in recent years.

2014 Bylaw
The R.M. of Corman Park No. 344 shall charge a per lot development levy equal to estimated capital
costs routinely incurred and anticipated to be incurred throughout the municipality, a 2% planning and
design fee, and an estimate of annual inflation. Agricultural parcels with no residence on them shall be
exempt from payment of levys until such time as a permit is issued for construction of a residence. Levys
also will be charged when commercial, industrial, or recreational properties are issued a permit for
expanding or upgrading facilities.

The development levy charged under the circumstances identified above shall be based on the following
estimated costs:

Routine Capital Costs

Heavy equipment

$

903,000

Road construction

$ 3,400,000

Paving/surfacing

$ 5,000,000

Culverts

$

675,000

Engineering contracts

$

355,000

Fencing

$

65,000

Capital exp. (public)

$ 3,445,000

Specific Capital Costs

Regional roadway links

$ 2,400,000

Fill stations (water)

$

300,000

Shops and Office

$

520,000

Waste management

$ 1,100,000
__________

Subtotal

$ 18,163,000

Planning Fee @ 2% of the above

Estimated Cost of Inflation

TOTAL ……………………………………………………

$

@ 25%

364,000

$ 4,540,000

$ 23,067,000

Divided by applicable parcels/folios (3750)

LEVY AMOUNT ………………………………………..

$

$

6150

6,150

Utilizing the same formula as in 2008, taking into account updated capital estimates, the charges would
be revised as follows:

5 Year Capital Cost Estimate

$ 21,116,190

Planning Fee @ 2% of the above

$

Estimated Cost of Inflation

@ 25%

422,323

$ 4,540,000

TOTAL ……………………………………………………

$ 26,923,141

Divided by applicable parcels/folios (4104)

$

6,560

Residential LEVY AMOUNT ………………………………………..

$

6,560

Commercial is calculated at the same ratio as taxation, with an impact 61% higher, for a fee of
$10,562.00.

Planning Committee Presentation Item 5
August 9, 2021
Reeve and Councillors
Re:

Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Update

Background:
The last Regional Oversight Executive Committee (REC) meeting was held on July 29, 2021.
Agenda topics included an update on the North Concept Plan, P4G Planning District Commission
membership, strategic planning session and P4G Director resignation. The next REC meeting is
scheduled for August 25, 2021 and the next Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) meeting is
scheduled for September 30, 2021.
The District Zoning Bylaw was given first reading at the June 14, 2021 R.M. Council meeting. A
public hearing is being held on August 16, 2021. The District Zoning Bylaw is the final document
necessary to create the P4G Planning District. Since the planning district only includes lands
within Corman Park, the R.M. is the only municipality required to pass the District Zoning Bylaw.
Following Corman Park approval, the P4G DOCP, Planning District Agreement and District
Zoning Bylaw will be sent to the Province for review and ministerial approval and establishment
of the P4G Planning District.
Work continues on the P4G North Concept Plan; a revised draft plan was provided for municipal
review and comment in July. Final comments have been provided and the consultant team is
providing an estimate on the final work to be completed including budget and timelines with more
information on finalizing the North Concept Plan expected at the upcoming REC meeting.
The P4G Director, Neal Sarnecki, resigned effective July 30, 2021; R.M. Administration will be
the point of contact on P4G related files for the time being. At this time, no effect on establishment
of the P4G Planning District or ongoing P4G related projects are anticipated by the resignation.
A strategic planning session will be undertaken this fall by the P4G members to discuss the
requirements for staffing of P4G and regional committees after the establishment of the new P4G
Planning District; more information will be provided once available.
Recommendation:
“That the Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) update be received as information.”

Planning Committee Presentation Item 6
August 9, 2021
Reeve and Councillors
Re: South R.M. Ratepayer Survey What We Heard Report
Background:
The South R.M. Ratepayer Survey was available to residents from June 7 to June 30, 2021 and
asked landowners to provide feedback on several topics including future development, resubdivision, sea cans, and recreation and leisure amenities. Council will recall R.M.
Administration providing a brief overview of the survey results at the July 5 Planning Committee
meeting.
Attached to this report is a What We Heard Report including more in-depth summary of the results
of the South R.M. Ratepayer Survey, including a question-by-question review and synopsis of the
feedback received and select quotes that are representative of themes within the data. In the
interest of brevity and confidentiality, long answer comments received when respondents were
asked “why or why not” or “provide your rationale” have not been included verbatim in the report
but were aggregated into themes by R.M. Administration. The What We Heard Report will be
made available on Corman Park’s website and will be provided to any internal staff or consultants
that would benefit from the information. As ratepayers provided comments with the expectation
of confidentiality, detailed survey results will not be publically shared or posted outside of what is
included in the What We Heard Report.
Summary of Findings:
•

•

•

•

•

Many residents expressed their motivation to move to the South R.M. area as wanting to
be away from neighbourhood characteristics commonly associated with urban
environments, such as noise, traffic, small lots, and high population density.
Maintaining the rural character of the area is important to existing residents. The “rural”
character was generally defined using words such as “peaceful”, “quiet”, “space”, “natural”,
and “privacy”.
Many residents have concerns about the impacts additional development could have on
infrastructure and on the environment. Specific concerns about roads, drinking water, and
septic systems were frequently raised.
Although there is a lack of consensus about whether sea cans should be allowed in multiparcel subdivisions, there was widespread support for ensuring any sea cans that are
allowed are obstructed from view as much as possible and maintained to a high standard.
There are many residents in the survey area who derive some or all of their household
income from agricultural activities. Some feel that their way of life is threatened by the
amount of non-agricultural development occurring.

•

•

The majority of respondents were in favour of being able to re-subdivide existing acreages,
however many qualified their support by saying that any new lots created must still be
consistent with the existing density and lot size of the community.
There was some general hesitancy about constructing new recreational facilities, based
on concerns about additional traffic or other nuisances and the cost of installation and
maintenance. There was, however, strong support for the addition of walking and cycling
trails throughout the area, as well as additional parks and playgrounds.

Next Steps:
The feedback compiled in the report can be used to inform a number of projects that are either
underway or planned. For example, responses from questions related to sea cans will be
considered when drafting the new R.M. Zoning Bylaw, and feedback related to future
development, densities, servicing, and re-subdivision has been considered in the preparation of
recommendations for the South R.M. Concept Plan, and will help frame future discussions with
residents and stakeholders as the project progresses. Council may wish to consider the results
of the survey when discussing future capital and strategic plans.
Recommendation:
“That Council accept the South R.M. Survey What We Heard Report as information.”

Enclosures: South R.M. Survey What We Heard Report

South R.M. Ratepayer Survey
What We Heard Report
July 2021

Executive Summary
The South R.M. Ratepayer survey provided an opportunity for landowners to give feedback on a
number of topics, including future residential and non-residential development, re-subdivision of
existing acreages, infrastructure & servicing, landowner priorities, sea cans, and recreational
amenities. The survey was available to all landowners within the area shown on the map included
as Appendix ‘A’. A total of 290 responses were received between June 7 and 30, 2021, with two
late responses being accepted on July 3, 2021. Based on an estimated 1250 households in the
survey area, a 23% response rate was obtained. The survey included 20 questions that were a
combination of multiple choice options and short answer responses.
There were several themes that emerged from the responses received:














Many residents expressed their motivation to move to the South R.M. area as wanting to
be away from neighbourhood characteristics commonly associated with urban
environments, such as noise, traffic, small lots, and high population density.
Maintaining the rural character of the area is important to existing residents. The “rural”
character was generally defined using words such as “peaceful”, “quiet”, “space”, “natural”,
and “privacy”.
Many residents have concerns about the impacts additional development could have on
infrastructure and on the environment. Specific concerns about roads, drinking water, and
septic systems were frequently raised.
Although there is a lack of consensus about whether sea cans should be allowed in multiparcel subdivisions, there was widespread support for ensuring any sea cans that are
allowed are obstructed from view as much as possible and maintained to a high standard.
There are many residents in the survey area who derive some or all of their household
income from agricultural activities. Some feel that their way of life is threatened by the
amount of non-agricultural development happening.
The majority of respondents were in favour of being able to re-subdivide existing acreages,
however many qualified their support by saying that any new lots created must still be
consistent with the existing density and lot size of the community.
There was some general hesitancy about constructing new recreational facilities, based
on concerns about additional traffic or other nuisances and the cost of installation and
maintenance. There was, however, strong support for the addition of walking and cycling
trails throughout the area, as well as additional parks and playgrounds.

The feedback received from the survey will inform future strategic planning discussions as well
as numerous ongoing and planned municipal projects. Additional engagement specific to each
project may be undertaken to obtain more detailed feedback on any of the topics contained in the
survey.
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South R.M. Ratepayer Survey Overview
The southern portion of the R.M. of Corman Park is a region that has experienced significant
growth in recent years. The area currently has a mix of land uses including agriculture, numerous
multi-parcel country residential acreage communities, an industrial park and small pockets of
commercial development. Given the proximity to Saskatoon, the access to Highways 11, 16, and
219, the presence of CN rail lines, and potable water networks, it is anticipated that the
development pressures currently being experienced in this area will continue.
In addition, the unique mix of lifestyles and demographics in this area has meant that Council
regularly receives diverse and often conflicting feedback on numerous topics.
In light of the above, a ratepayer survey was prepared to gather feedback and provide direction
to R.M. Council and Administration so that future policies, budgeting, and work plans can be
prepared accordingly.
The survey was available on Corman Park’s website (www.rmcormanpark.ca) from June 7 to
June 30, 2021. All landowners within the area shown on the map included as Appendix ‘A’ were
invited to complete the survey. A total of 292 responses were received, including two late
responses accepted on July 3, 2021, which is a 23% response rate based on an estimated 1250
households/unique landowners in the survey area. The survey included 20 questions that were a
combination of multiple choice options and short answer responses.
Respondents were asked to identify what type of property they owned or live on. The most
common response was acreage in a multi-parcel country residential subdivision (61%). An equal
number of responses came from owners of farm residences (19.5%) and acreages outside of
multi-parcel subdivisions (19.5%).
There were several themes that emerged from the responses received:












Many residents expressed their motivation to move to the South R.M. area as wanting to
be away from neighbourhood characteristics commonly associated with urban
environments, such as noise, traffic, small lots, and high population density.
Maintaining the rural character of the area is important to existing residents. The “rural”
character was generally defined using words such as “peaceful”, “quiet”, “space”, “natural”,
and “privacy”.
Many residents have concerns about the impacts additional development could have on
infrastructure and on the environment. Specific concerns about roads, drinking water, and
septic systems were frequently raised.
Although there is a lack of consensus about whether sea cans should be allowed in multiparcel subdivisions, there was widespread support for ensuring any sea cans that are
allowed are obstructed from view as much as possible and maintained to a high standard.
There are many residents in the survey area who derive some or all of their household
income from agricultural activities. Some feel that their way of life is threatened by the
amount of non-agricultural development happening.
The majority of respondents were in favour of being able to re-subdivide existing acreages,
however many qualified their support by saying that any new lots created must still be
consistent with the existing density and lot size of the community.
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There was some general hesitancy about constructing new recreational facilities, based
on concerns about additional traffic or other nuisances and the cost of installation and
maintenance. There was, however, strong support for the addition of walking and cycling
trails throughout the area, as well as additional parks and playgrounds.

Methods of Advertising
The following methods were used to advertise the survey:







Mail-out to each household in survey area sent June 3, 2021
6 portable signs were placed along high-traffic corridors within the survey area
Ads were placed in the June 10 and June 17, 2021 editions of the Clark’s Crossing
Gazette
Editorial in June 17, 2021 edition of Clark’s Crossing Gazette
Messaging on digital message board at South Corman Park Elementary School
Feature on home page of Corman Park’s website

Results
See Appendix ‘B’ for a breakdown of the responses received for each question. The detailed, long
answer questions were aggregated into themes or topics by R.M. Administration to ensure no
confidential or identifying information was released publically.

Discussion

Residential Development
When asked about decreasing minimum country
residential lot sizes below 0.5 acres, a strong majority
(83%) were opposed, while 13% of respondents were in
favour of or at least open to the idea. Many identified lots
smaller than 0.5 acres and multi-unit housing as “urban”
forms of development that stood in contrast to the “rural”
feel of the community. A similar response was received
when respondents were asked about the possibility of
multi-unit housing (duplexes, townhomes, or apartments).
While there were a few individuals who were open to the
idea of diverse housing types if done in a way that was
respectful to existing neighbourhoods, most respondents
perceived smaller lots or multi-unit housing as a threat to
the existing character of the area. Others opposed to
increased density or diverse housing types cited concerns
related to servicing and infrastructure, raising questions
about how an area currently receiving a rural level of
service could support the population density that would
come with smaller lots or multi-unit housing.
It did not matter whether multi-unit dwellings were
interspersed within neighbourhoods of single family

“[Multi-unit housing] provides an
option for those who want to live
rurally to have options other than
single family dwellings which may be
more suitable due to income,
accessibility, time away required for
travelling or age.”
“Please remember why we moved to
the RM in the first place. It was for
quiet rural living close to nature. I
have lived in the RM for 25 years….We
can sit out on the back deck and enjoy
the sunset, the quiet, the peace and
the serenity. Development needs to
be thoughtful to preserve this
lifestyle.”
“Affordable housing is a good thing.”
“Communities of this type require
services-health, grocery etc. As we
age, downsizing seems like the right
answer but we must move closer to
services and public transportation.”
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dwellings or established as their own separate developments – a strong majority of respondents
were opposed to multi-unit residential in either case.
Re-subdivision of Existing Acreages
Already identified as a topic where little consensus exists
“There are way too many factors that
within the survey area, it was not unexpected to see play a part in subdivision feasibility
responses split between categories when respondents and each case should be evaluated on
were asked whether existing acreages in multi-parcel its own merit, and include surrounding
subdivisions should be allowed to re-subdivide. While most neighbours opinions.”
either supported re-subdivision in any instance or in certain
instances, a significant portion of respondents (25%) were
“Lot size in an area is a factor when
not supportive of re-subdivision in any instance. Those people decide to live there.
Changing the density would change
against re-subdivision were concerned about how rethat atmosphere and would not be
subdivision may change the character of the
fair to others.”
neighbourhood, and felt that those who buy lots within an
acreage community “get what they purchase”. Many in
favour of re-subdivision echoed the concern about the “Consideration needs to be given to
character of the neighbourhood changing a result of re- those acreages where individuals
subdivision, and were only supportive of re-subdivision with
may be on well water and too many
policy in place to ensure any new lots created fit with the
developments in an area may create
existing character of the community with respect to lot size.
water quality issues down the road.”
Some suggested that each acreage community should be
able to decide whether or not re-subdivision would be
allowed in their respective subdivisions, or at least be able to provide comments if a re-subdivision
proposal was submitted. There was frequent recognition that context and location matters when
considering re-subdivision, with preference for supporting a case-by-case approach rather than a
blanket policy.
The majority of respondents felt that each individual landowner should be responsible for
completing any technical work needed to demonstrate that re-subdivision of their lot would not
adversely affect services or infrastructure, although a quarter (25%) of respondents felt that the
R.M. should complete this work on the landowner’s behalf.
Non-Residential Development
Just over 40% of respondents thought that the most suitable
location for commercial, industrial, or recreational
developments were along highway corridors, and another
30% were supportive of expanding areas that were already
established for commercial and industrial uses, such as the
Grasswood Junction area or East Floral Industrial Park. Many
respondents commented that they were not supportive of
commercial or industrial development near existing
residential developments, concerned about potential
nuisances such as noise or traffic.
Approximately half of respondents did not think there were
any types of commercial or industrial land uses that would be
compatible with existing development in their area, although

“We are comfortable with small,
home-based light industry and
commercial businesses that don't
interfere with our quality of life
(quiet, minimum light, air, soil and
water pollution).”
“Any development that is not
residential should ONLY be
located at existing commercial
areas. If they need to be expanded
than that is another discussion.
They do not belong in the middle of
existing acreage land and
property.”
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many felt that some small-scale retail or uses that catered to agricultural or country residential
lifestyles may be acceptable. There was some support for recreation and tourism industries. In
many cases, respondents articulated that any non-residential development must be designed in
a way that is cohesive with the character of the area.
Infrastructure and Servicing
Roads and wastewater were most frequently chosen when
respondents were asked to select any topics with which they
had concerns. Drinking water and solid waste disposal were
the next most popular responses. When asked to specify the
nature of their concerns, the most common response was
related to the quality and/or amount of traffic on roads,
followed by concerns for costs associated with providing
services to new developments, particularly if smaller lots or
multi-unit housing is being considered. With respect to
wastewater, respondents noted the number of on-site
wastewater systems in the area and expressed concern
about proper management of these systems to avoid
potentially contaminating groundwater, upon which many
rely as their sole source of domestic water. Several
respondents had concerns about the cost, accessibility, or
management of the landfill and the lack of recycling options
available to residents in this area.

“I am very concerned about the
wastewater in higher density
subdivisions, such as Edgemont
Estates and the potential for
contamination of well water.”
“Drinking water is a must. Roads
need to be able to accommodate
increased traffic and sidewalks
should be installed if traffic is
going to be increased through
residential areas. Sewer needs to
be provided if lot sizes are under a
certain size. Light pollution is also
a major concern as is noise
generation.”

Landowner Priorities
Respondents were provided a list of topics and asked to
select the three that they felt were most important.
“Restricting the number of new country residential
subdivisions” was selected most frequently, with over half of
respondents selecting this as a priority. The next most
common response was “Road maintenance”, with
“Groundwater protection to prevent wells from being
contaminated”, “Protecting habitat, wetlands, and other
ecologically-sensitive areas” and “Preventing loss of
agriculturally productive lands” making up the top-five
priorities. The lowest priorities for respondents were
“Increasing tourism opportunities” and “More diverse
housing types”.
Shipping Containers (Sea cans)
While a strong majority of respondents felt that sea cans
should be allowed on agricultural properties (70%), it was a
mixed response when participants were asked about sea
cans on country residential properties. Just under half of
respondents were in favour of allowing sea cans in multiparcel subdivisions, while nearly 40% were opposed. The
most common concerns about sea cans related to their

“Having an overall growth plan and
strategy should be the top priority.
Growth needs to happen but needs
to be done in a planned and
strategized manner, to be efficient,
cost
effective
and
well
communicated with Corman Park
residents. Growth should not be
one-off with commercial, industrial,
high density residential, low
density residential and agriculture
all scattered together.”
“Not appropriate at all. Build
storage architecturally similar to
what exists.”
“I personally do not find a sea can
offensive. In a residential area, I
would restrict them in appearance
so that old dilapidated sea cans are
not permissible. Clean and in good
shape only.”
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tendency to look dilapidated or poorly maintained in comparison to other types of storage,
although some noted that sea cans often looked better than storing their contents outdoors. For
both agricultural and multi-parcel properties, the majority of respondents were in favour of limiting
the number of sea cans to only 1 or 2 per property. There was very strong support for
implementing policy to regulate the placement of sea cans on a lot so that they are obscured as
much as possible from roadways and other properties. Some asked for a greater focus on
enforcing existing sea can regulations, particularly in multi-parcel residential subdivisions.
Recreational Amenities
While there was support for the development of walking/cycling
paths and playgrounds, there was also some hesitancy from
respondents about the development of additional recreational
amenities in the south Corman Park region. Over a quarter of
respondents were opposed to any new recreational amenities,
citing concerns about additional traffic and noise, attracting
non-locals to the area, and the potential for tax increases to
pay for installation and maintenance.
Those that were in favour could see benefit in developing
amenities within, between, or adjacent to country residential
subdivisions, or expanding existing recreational areas. Parks
and playgrounds were a popular request, as were sports fields
and outdoor rinks. There was a strong response from cyclists
looking for dedicated infrastructure along roads leading into
the city to encourage cycling as an option for commuters.

“I thought it was great the Tuscan
Ridge built a community park and
playground. It creates a space for
neighbours to congregate. Parks
trails, ponds (recreation and
drainage) are all supported for
future developments.”
“No where around our home. It's
the country. Residents should be
encouraged to leave their
community and explore what
there is such as it is. Recreation
and fitness facilities belong in
urban settings and those who
want them need to consider this
before moving out.”

Next Steps
The feedback received from the survey will inform future strategic planning discussions as well
as numerous ongoing and planned municipal projects, including the South R.M. Concept Plan
and the R.M. Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw update. Additional engagement specific
to each project may be undertaken to obtain more detailed feedback on any of the topics
contained in the survey.
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Appendix ‘A’ – Survey Area
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Appendix ‘B’ – Detailed Survey Results
Do you own land/live in a multi-parcel country residential development or other
type of property?
61% - multi-parcel country residential subdivision
19.5% - farm residence (60-180 acres)
19.5% - acreage (outside of a multi-parcel subdivision)
1. Would you like to see multi-parcel residential developments with lot sizes smaller
than 0.5 acres in Division 1-3? Why or why not?
Response rate: 98%
83% - No
30% - Would change rural character of the area (large lots, openness, privacy)
26% - Would feel too “urban”, would live in city if comfortable with lots that size
18% - Concerns related to capacity of services/infrastructure (roads, septic,
water)
10% - No (unspecified reason)
8% - 0.5 acres is too small, would create too much density
5% - Too many acreages already
4% - Other
8% - Yes
Reasons given: would increase tax base; would expand market for potential
Corman park residents.
5% - Maybe/yes, as long as…..
Reasons given: depends on location and compatibility with surrounding
development and whether or not the local infrastructure can handle the density.
3% - Uncertain/no opinion
1a) Please identify any areas on the map where you think these types of higher
density developments could be located.
Response rate: 72%
23% - Nowhere
19% - In Saskatoon or another city
16% - Adjacent to Saskatoon
9% - Along major highways
4% - Near existing development or areas already developed as country residential
3% - Away from existing development
2% - Anywhere
Other responses given: on poor agricultural land; north or east of Saskatoon; divisions 1,
2, 3, or a combination of two or more divisions.
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2. Do you think lot sizes smaller than 0.5 acres should be allowed without an
integrated active recreational component? Why or why not?
Response rate: 90%
78% - No
39% - No, not supportive of lot sizes smaller than 0.5 acres anywhere
34% - No, no reason provided or other reason provided
25% - No, higher density developments should provide amenity space since there
won’t be as much room for each household to have their own
9% - Yes
Reasons given: Developer should decide what the appropriate amenities are for
their market; costs should be responsibility of developer rather than municipality;
residents of the community should decide if they want amenities, rather than the
municipality/developer; increases land value.
5% - Didn’t understand question
7% - Other or no comment
3. Generally speaking, would you support a new development where other housing
types such as duplexes, townhomes or apartment buildings were integrated with
traditional single-family dwellings? Why or why not?
Response rate: 99%
86% - No
36% - These types of housing belong in an urban setting, would bring too much
density in a rural area
19% - Concerned about how other types of housing would change the existing
character of the area
8% - Concerns about infrastructure being able to accommodate higher density
(water, sewer, stormwater)
5% - Potential increases of traffic, including parking concerns
2% - May affect property values
30% - Other reason or no reason provided
10% - Yes
Comments provided: Would support only if appropriately planned, located,
serviced, and resulted in net positive revenue for the R.M.; would benefit a more
diverse group of family structures and income levels; would be supportive of
senior’s housing only.
2% - No opinion
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4. Generally speaking, would you support a new development where only housing
types such as duplexes, townhomes or apartment buildings were constructed
with no single family dwellings? Why or why not?
Response rate: 80%
89% - No
34% - These types of housing belong in an urban setting, would bring too much
density in a rural area
19% - Concerned about how other types of housing would change the existing
character of the area
7% - Concerns about infrastructure being able to accommodate higher density
(water, sewer, stormwater)
5% - Potential increases of traffic, including parking concerns
2% - May affect property values
33% - Other reason or no reason provided
6% - Yes
Comments provided: Largely depends how and where these developments would
be placed; proper building and grounds maintenance would be important; would
make more sense to separate multi-family housing from single family dwellings;
would provide opportunities to a more diverse group of family types and income
levels.
5% - No opinion
5. What types of housing other than single family dwellings could be accommodated
within existing multi-parcel developments in Divisions 1-3? Select all that apply.*
Response rate: 93%
81% - None
11% - Semi-detached/duplexes
9% - Townhomes
4% - Apartments
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents were able to
select multiple responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

6. Should all property owners within multi-parcel residential subdivisions be able to
re-subdivide their property into smaller parcels or should re-subdivision only be
allowed for specific properties? Why or why not?
Response rate: 98%
58% - Re-subdivision may be considered in certain instances, where feasible
Comments provided: As long as the source parcel is larger than “X” acres; as long
as the parcels created are larger than “X” acres; infrastructure needs to be able to
support additional density; only for lots much larger than average; only if the lots
created are consistent with the existing neighbourhood; only a portion of the parcel
11

is used/maintained anyway; individual communities should be able to decide how
to approach the issue/who can re-subdivide; current policy is reasonable.
25% - Under no circumstances should residents be able to apply to re-subdivide their
property
Comments provided: Has the potential to affect the character of the
neighbourhood; additional density is not welcome; concern for infrastructure being
able to accommodate added density; residents who want a smaller lot should buy
one somewhere else; changing the density of a neighbourhood is unfair to
residents who purchased lots with certain expectations; there is already a sufficient
supply of acreages on the market.
12% - Residents should be able to apply to re-subdivide their property in every
circumstance
Comments provided: New subdivisions with small lot sizes have been approved,
so existing acreage communities should have the same opportunity; it is unfair to
allow some to re-subdivide but not others.
7. Do you think that individual property owners should be responsible for the
planning and engineering technical work required to confirm that their land is
suitable for re-subdivision or should Corman Park complete this technical work
on behalf of Division 1-3 ratepayers?
Response rate: 97%
62% - Individual property owners
25% - R.M. of Corman Park
10% - No opinion
8. Please identify locations you think are suitable for commercial, recreational,
and/or light industrial development and explain why.*
Response rate: 83%
43% - Along highway corridors
17% - Away from existing residential development
14% - East Floral Industrial Park
12% - Near existing commercial/industrial/recreational development
9% - No suitable locations
5% - Grasswood
5% - Division 1
16% - Other answers receiving fewer than 11 responses
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.
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9. What types of “commercial” or “industrial” development do you think are
compatible with existing development in your area?*
Response rate: 82%
49% - None
10% - Small-scale/neighbourhood level retail that serves local population
9% - Agriculture or acreage-based business (including greenhouses)
7% - Uses that do not generate nuisances (light, noise, traffic, pollution)
5% - Grocery stores/restaurants
5% - Gas stations
4% - Most or any commercial business
4% - Sales and service/retail
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

10. What types do you think are NOT compatible?
Response rate: 74%
46% - Heavy industrial, businesses that generate nuisances (light, nose, pollution)
40% - All
4% - Big box retail
11. Do you have any concerns with the following services/infrastructure? Select all
that apply.*
Response rate: 78%
72% - Roads
63% - Wastewater
43% - Drinking water
42% - Waste disposal (garbage and recycling)
35% - Overland drainage
18% - Shallow utilities
17% - Other
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents were able to
select multiple responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

Please specify the nature of your concerns (maintenance, availability, reliability,
cost, etc.)
Response rate: 67%
16% - Quality of roads
13% - Cost and risks of providing infrastructure and services to new development
12% - Concerns related to on-site wastewater treatment systems (groundwater
contamination, reliability)
11% - Concerns related to wells (depletion of aquifer, contamination)
7% - Capacity, accessibility, cost, and management of R.M. waste transfer station
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Other concerns noted: Poor internet; too much traffic; isolated drainage issues; impacts
of density on animal habitat and migration; snow removal; reliability of power supply; lack
of recycling options; cost of water; fragmented approach to water supply; value for taxes.
12. What do you feel are the three most important topics that Corman Park needs to
address within this area?*
Response rate: 98%
54% - Restricting number of new country residential subdivisions
51% - Road maintenance
49% - Groundwater protection to prevent wells from being contaminated
48% - Protecting habitat, wetlands, and other ecologically-sensitive areas
34% - Preventing loss of agriculturally productive lands
33% - Compatibility between residential and agricultural land uses
15% - Increasing recreation and leisure opportunities
12% - Accommodating additional country residential subdivisions
11% - Overland drainage to manage excessive rainfall/flooding
4% - Creating opportunities for commercial and industrial development
2% - Increasing tourism opportunities
2% - More diverse housing types
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents were able to
select multiple responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

13. Should sea cans be allowed on agricultural properties? Why or why not?
Response rate: 98%
70% - Yes
Comments provided: Sea cans are a good storage option for agricultural
operations (relatively inexpensive, portable, secure); it’s easier to screen from view
on larger agricultural properties as opposed to acreages; only supportive if properly
located on the site and regularly maintained.
19% - No opinion
10% - No
Comments provided: Concerns about aesthetics; potential impacts on property
values.
If yes, is there a maximum number of sea cans you would consider acceptable on
one agricultural property?
Response rate: 76%
61% - 1 or 2
21% - 3 or more
17% - No limit
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14. Should sea cans be allowed within country residential subdivisions? Why or why
not?
Response rate: 97%
46% - Yes
Comments provided: Aesthetics are still concern but are acceptable as long as
they are screened from adjacent properties or roadways and painted/properly
maintained; provide an affordable storage option; often more visually appealing
than storing personal items outdoors; number of sea cans allowed should depend
on size of the lot; secure storage option; only if they are temporarily, during a
construction project for example.
39% - No
Comments provided: Concerns about aesthetics; potential impacts on property
values; it is difficult to place sea cans in an obscure location on acreages;
accessory buildings should be similar architecturally to other existing buildings.
12% - No opinion
15. If yes, is there a maximum number of sea cans you would consider acceptable on
one country residential property?
Response rate: 59%
87% - 1 or 2
6% - 3 or more
6% - 3 or more
16. Are there any other rules you would like to see for sea cans? For example, should
the number of sea cans allowed depend on the size of the lot? Should there be
standards for the aesthetic quality of sea cans or their placement on a lot?*
Response rate: 67%
39% - Standards related to placement of the sea can on a lot (not visible from roads or
neighbouring properties, minimum distances from property line, rear yards only, etc.)
38% - Standards related to the aesthetics of a sea can (painted to match other buildings,
free of rust, regularly maintained/painted, etc.)
32% - Limiting the number of sea cans per parcel or per acre
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

17. Where would you like to see new or expanded active transportation and
playgrounds for public use?*
Response rate: 73%
27% - Nowhere/not a priority for them at this time
12% - Within or adjacent to existing country residential subdivisions
15

11% - Walking/cycling trails along busy roadways (Baker, Clarence, Grasswood,
Patience Lake Highway)
8% - Near schools/South Corman Park School
6% - In areas with higher residential density
4% - Expand existing recreational amenities rather than add new
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

18. What type of amenities do you want to see supported for public use?*
Response rate: 62%
43% - Walking or cycling paths/trails
24% - Not supportive of any new recreational amenities
19% - Playgrounds
12% - Parks
7% - Sports fields/facilities/courts
Other suggestions mentioned: Dog park, washrooms/water fountains, outdoor rink, picnic
area, helping community associations/groups upgrade existing facilities, upgrading
outdoor amenities at South Corman Park school, horse trails or other facilities, skate park,
splash park, cross country ski trails
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.

19. What are your main concerns with new or expanded active transportation and
playgrounds?*
Response rate: 67%
36% - Noise, traffic, and general activity generated that may affect the character of an
area
23% - Maintenance and aesthetics of the amenity
16% - Costs associated with installation and maintenance, possible tax increases
11% - Crime, vandalism, or security concerns
9% - Safety (of playground equipment, or the potential for vehicle/pedestrian conflicts)
8% - No concerns
6% - Attracting non-locals to the area
Other concerns raised: Facilities become underused over time; liability; litter.
*Percentages represent number of respondents that selected that option. Because respondents could speak
to multiple themes in their responses, the sum of percentages may not equal 100.
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Planning Committee Presentation Item 7
August 9, 2021
Reeve and Councillors
Re:

South R.M. Area Development Plan – Proposed Project Scope – Divisions 1-3

Background:
R.M. Council will recall approving the South R.M. Concept Plan (which is being re-termed as the
South R.M. Area Development Plan (SRM ADP)) as part of the 2021 planning department work
plan. At the time, the project was expected to include creating a land use map and servicing
strategy for Divisions 1, 2, and 3 south of the City of Saskatoon to address current and future
development goals as well as promote partnerships. A number of other policy topics of interest
such as re-subdivision were proposed to be considered in the project scope.
At the May 3, 2021 planning committee meeting, R.M. Administration recommended that Council
undertake a ratepayer survey and undertake targeted pre-consultation to help define the scope
of the project to ensure the appropriate deliverables are included in a subsequent Request for
Proposals (RFP). Now that the survey is complete and consultation with stakeholders including
government agencies and R.M. engineers have taken place, this report outlines the project
deliverables, budget and timeline that R.M. Administration is recommending be undertaken.
Analysis:
The south Corman Park area currently has a mix of land uses including agriculture, numerous
multi-parcel country residential acreage communities with small pockets of commercial and
industrial development. Many developers have proposed new concepts including higher density
residential development in addition to new areas of recreational, commercial and industrial
growth. There are numerous transportation and utility lines that criss-cross the area creating
barriers to development which need to be identified and managed. In the past, servicing within
Corman Park has been on an individual basis for each site without a comprehensive servicing
strategy. Creating a more cohesive vision will ensure that existing and new development is
complementary to each other, and that services are provided as efficiently as possible.
R.M. Administration conducted a survey to obtain feedback from ratepayers in the south R.M.
(Divisions 1-3) in June 2021. There were targeted questions relating to sea cans, reducing lot
sizes in future multi-parcel developments and re-subdivision as well as general questions related
to servicing, infrastructure and active transportation. Based on the results of the survey, residents
identified concerns with re-subdivision, servicing and infrastructure.
To supplement feedback and issues identified from Council and ratepayers, R.M. Administration
also consulted with the Water Security Agency (WSA), Saskatchewan Health Authority (SHA),
and Community Planning. The consultation posed the high-level question; “If there was an area
of concern/interest your agency would like to address within the area, what would you propose
R.M. Administration focus their attention on?”. All three government agencies suggested

reviewing the servicing and infrastructure within the area, recognizing the higher density of
development and the services and infrastructure provided to these developments, with a focus on
groundwater contamination, wastewater treatment and potable water.
To help scope the project, R.M. Administration contacted our consulting engineers, Wood
Consulting, and also had internal discussions with the R.M. Public Works department. A review
of approaches in other jurisdictions was also completed including the Conrich Area Structure Plan,
located within Rocky View County, the Strathcona County Municipal Development Plan and the
Strathcona County Residential Area Concept Plan. These documents all included a constraints
analysis and review of infrastructure as well as creating a land use map.
As a result of the survey and consultations, it is recommended the scope of the SRM ADP be
completed in two phases. The first phase will inventory and analyze servicing and infrastructure,
focusing on groundwater, wastewater, and potable water. Based on the analysis of the first phase,
the second phase will include creating a high level land use map and servicing strategy. More
information on the proposed approach is included below.
The analysis and inventory from phase 1 will also help inform further direction on re-subdivision,
however a review of these policies is recommended in a different project as discussed in the
alternative option section.
Proposed South R.M. Area Development Plan Scope and Deliverables:
Phase 1 – Infrastructure Inventory and Constraints Analysis
The phase 1 scope of work includes taking inventory of the entire SRM ADP study area (see
attachment for proposed study area), including producing an opportunities and constraints map
of the existing potable water, wastewater and wetland systems in the area. The inventory
includes:
1. Groundwater
●

Using available regional groundwater and geological data, map the extents of the
surficial aquifer(s) in the area, any hydraulic connections with deeper aquifers and the
expected regional groundwater flow directions within the aquifer(s).
● Tabulate and map the locations of any existing groundwater monitoring wells and the
most recent groundwater levels, and groundwater chemistry (nutrients and chloride)
results, if available.
● Using available regional information and/or monitoring well information, identify the
potential annual variability of the groundwater levels within the surficial aquifers.
● Determine potential locations for any recommended groundwater monitoring wells.
● Estimate and illustrate amount of additional water being discharged into groundwater
flow system from nearby sewage systems.
Mapping out the shallow groundwater aquifer(s) and the flow within these aquifers will help
identify areas of potential concern as well as baseline data for future development.
Consideration of a monitoring well network would provide information on the annual/seasonal
variability in water levels and also to allow for the collection of additional water sample data
for hydrogeological and other reports.

2. Potable Water
● List of water providers in the area and their infrastructure.
● Inventory and map the water well systems and water lines, indicating the size of pipes
supplying potable water and the capacity of potable water lines.
Having an inventory of potable water systems and their usage will show where there is
capacity and where there is limited supply.
3. Wastewater
● Inventory of existing wastewater systems within the study area, including proposed
systems that will be installed on vacant but approved lots and estimates on how much
effluent and nitrate each system produces or will produce when fully developed.
● Convert the above estimates into an area load by development/subdivision and use
this information to prepare a nitrate loading map of the area.
The inventory of wastewater systems and their capacity will assist in determining the impact
they may have on the groundwater as well as help identify if future development is possible
in the area based on contaminant loading to the groundwater.
4. Natural Area Screening (NAS)
● Desktop wetland classification.
● High-level review of environmental features, plant and animal species, soil capabilities
and heritage review.
● Recommendations for mitigation and conservation measures and identify the need for
additional future studies, monitoring or other land management measures.
Conducting a NAS will provide a high-level review of environmental features, identifying
wetlands, plant and animal species and soil capabilities. Doing a NAS will identify which
wetlands need to be protected, assist with the examination of ecological effects as well as
helps manage drainage. Recommendations on further studies or next steps for developers or
the R.M. will be provided as well as when the studies should be completed.
5. Drainage
● Identify major flow paths, catchment area and drainage channels.
Drainage in the area has been problematic in the past, while additional 1:100 storm event
drainage mapping is being coordinated in parts of the eastern study area through P4G, this
analysis will provide high level information on drainage routes, flow paths and problem areas.
6. Transportation
● Inventory of provincial and municipal roadways and railways.
● Identify locations where road infrastructure requires upgrades, where the roads may
be paved or intersections upgraded to support future development.
● Identify locations for rail crossing improvements and/or rail side access to support
potential development.
Completing an inventory of transportation networks will identify the condition of the road and
future opportunities based on access and existing conditions.

7. Shallow Utilities
● Inventory of major power, gas and telecommunication lines.
Completing an inventory of shallow utilities will identify any areas with redundancies and
constraints as well as provide opportunity to access these utilities for future development.
8. Land Use
● Inventory of existing land use.
Completing an inventory of land use will provide context for areas of constraint and
opportunity. Engagement sessions will be held with landowners, stakeholder and rightsholders to begin discussions on proposed future land development and areas of concern. See
the engagement section for more information on the plans in this regard.
R.M. Administration has reviewed the data required for this project. The R.M. is able to create
and/or obtain some infrastructure and land use data as inputs into the RFP and for the preferred
consultant. However; all of the information for the SRM ADP will be compiled and analyzed by
the consultant and illustrated on an infrastructure inventory map. Information required will be
obtained through desktop studies, fieldwork and engagement with the regulating agencies
including but not limited to the WSA, SHA, Ministry of Environment, etc.
The intent of phase 1 is to provide baseline data for the quantity and quality of discharge from
both potable water and wastewater going into the aquifer. It will also identify areas that are at
capacity for wastewater and/or potable water systems, which in turn leads to identifying where
further development can/cannot occur.
Phase 2 – Land Use Map & Servicing Framework
The intent of phase 2 is to create a sector level future land use map, servicing strategy and
planning policy framework to provide for more predictable, orderly and efficient development in
the study area. The results and analysis from phase 1 will be input into phase 2. The scope of
work includes:
●

Create a high level land use map, based on the results of phase 1 analysis and mapping.
This will identify where future development should occur as a result of land use analysis
and infrastructure capacity being available or extended. The intent of this exercise is to
produce a broad land use map in terms of priority areas for residential, commercial and
industrial land uses, similar to those identified on the P4G land use map. This is not
intended to be a detailed land use map such as those that are found in a neighbourhood
concept plan or zoning bylaw. More detailed plans or studies may be prioritized by the
R.M. or developers after the SRM ADP is complete. For example more detailed planning
may be required around the Corman Park/Blucher industrial area at a later date however
the area should be identified on sector level land use mapping such as the SRM ADP.

●

Develop a conceptual servicing strategy for transportation, potable water, wastewater and
stormwater; including high level design, capacity and costs. This strategy may identify
recommendations for alternatives to services/infrastructure in the area such as exploring
partnerships with area First Nations where appropriate.

Engagement
Engagement will be included in both phases and will build on engagement completed to date
including the South R.M. Ratepayer Survey. Over the years, many ratepayers expressed support
for additional growth in the area, however would like concerns about the impacts additional
development could have on infrastructure and on the environment addressed first. The SRM ADP
intends to provide a framework for future development that would assist in addressing many of
the concerns identified by ratepayers, stakeholder and rights-holders, therefore it is important to
have them involved in all stages of the process. The following identifies who will be consulted in
each phase however; the lists are not all inclusive and will be further defined as part of SRM ADP.
Phase 1 Consultation:
Phase 1 consultation will include meeting with the regulating agencies including WSA, SHA, utility
providers and provincial agencies for the infrastructure inventory and constraints analysis. A
portion of the information required for the project will be obtained from these agencies along with
engaging them during the analysis of the data obtained.
Flying Dust First Nation and Fishing Lake First Nation both have land holdings within the study
area and R.M. Administration has been engaging with them over the past number of months to
discuss the potential project scope and expectations they have for the study, their future plans
and potential partnerships. They will be key rights-holders during the study and have been
acknowledged as community partners on the successful Targeted Sector Support Initiative
funding.
Ratepayers will be consulted during this phase to gather further information surrounding issues
identified from the recent survey such as groundwater contamination, wastewater and roads.
Their feedback will be important during the land use analysis phase to help determine preferred
development concepts. While many ratepayers expressed concerns with infrastructure, it will also
be helpful to understand early on what other pressure points exist for ratepayers with respect to
development and areas where additional development would be supported.
Phase 2 Consultation:
Phase 2 consultation will include continued consultation with the two First Nations on potential
servicing options and future land use planning. Stakeholders such as developers, business
owners and community groups will also be engaged on their future development and/or business
plans in the area and servicing options available to them.
Engagement sessions will also be held for all landowners within the study area, providing the
infrastructure inventory and constraints analysis information gathered from phase 1 and the
proposed land use, servicing and policy framework for phase 2. This will provide an opportunity
for feedback and comment on the overall project to include within the final document.
The overall intent of the SRM ADP is to guide future development and provide a level of certainty
to R.M. Council, ratepayers, developers on where and what forms of future development may
occur and the level of servicing needed to achieve it.

Next Steps:
The budget set aside in the approved 2021 planning department’s budget is $300,000 which was
based at the time on estimates of previous concept plan budgets. Based on the proposed scope
of work the budget is now estimated at $350,000 however no additional budget dollars are
required based on the proposed scope of work and secured outside funding sources.
Outside funding of $75,000 has been secured through the Targeted Sector Support Initiative
(TSSI) offered by the Government of Saskatchewan. However the TSSI funding cannot be utilized
for phase 1 only as the requirements of the funding are based on regional co-operation and
planning, which supports communities working together creating joint partnerships, and
promoting cooperative regional initiatives. The funding cannot be for engineering only studies.
Phase 1 is an inventory and constraints analysis whereas phase 2 builds on phase 1, creating a
collective land use plan and servicing strategy with input from First Nations, rights holders, and
stakeholders.
Other sources of funding are currently being further explored including partnerships with Flying
Dust First Nation and Fishing Lake First Nation, as they each have land holdings within the study
area. While they were acknowledged as a community partner on the TSSI funding request, the
R.M. submitted the funding request without an assumption of outside monetary funding by
community partners. Involvement of the two first nations would occur on this project with or without
TSSI or other financial contributions as a joint planning process provides the opportunity to better
address current and future growth pressures between jurisdictions.
R.M. Administration is recommending that a RFP be prepared subject to support and refinement
of the project scope and budget from the new Administrator and feedback from municipal
engineers. The budget was a high level estimate based on the recommended scope of work but
should be reviewed prior to releasing the RFP.
If no major additions are added to the project scope by Council, it is anticipated that a RFP could
be released in September 2021 and a contract can be awarded with project kick off after the
November 22, 2021 Council meeting. The work was estimated to be completed by December
2022 in the original TSSI funding request however this was based on a June 2021 start date.
Based on the current scope and timelines this is acknowledged as aggressive and it is
recommended that 18 months for the project be given in the RFP to be refined by the consultants
in their proposal and that an extension to the TSSI funding be requested.
Council should determine if any other deliverables are to be considered as that would have an
effect on the project scope, budget and timeline. They should also indicate if they want R.M.
Administration to report back on the final scope and budget prior to releasing the RFP or if this
report suffices to begin the RFP process.
Alternative Options:
While this one project, two phase approach is recommended by R.M. Administration there are
options available for Council to consider:
A. Split the two phase project into two separate projects, with the first being a constraints
analysis only with another RFP released for phase 2. This option is not recommended as

there are cost, continuity, resource and timeline benefits by retaining a consistent
consultant and municipal project manager and team through the entire scope of work. It
is also likely that the TSSI funding would not be applicable for just phase 1 and the funding
may be revoked.
B. Council may wish to prioritize a land use map for specific areas based on servicing only;
this option would allow Council to reconsider the land use mapping area after the
constraints analysis is completed in phase 1. The option to reduce the area for a land use
map is not recommended as the entire study area has been somewhat controversial for
development, not just specific areas such as Division 2. A high level, broad land use map
is proposed and recommended for the entire study area. Creating a high level land use
map for the entire area offers more certainty for developers, ratepayers and Council on
the areas that are more suitable for development as well as the types of land uses that
are able to be developed. More refined concept plans or development concepts may be
further explored as recommendations as part of the high level land use analysis and policy
framework.
C. Re-subdivision policies are proposed to remain status quo for the item being, subject to
the phase 1 analysis being completed. After that, R.M. Administration recommends
undertaking a review of the re-subdivision policies. Results from the ratepayer survey
identified 70% of respondents are open to re-subdivision under certain circumstances.
Conditions and policies can be refined through this process taking into account available
servicing from phase 1 and engagement with ratepayers on preferred criteria. The
timeline, resourcing and funding will be considered as part of the upcoming review of the
2022 planning department work plan. The other option for Council would be to include it
as part of the scope of work for the SRM ADP. However Council should consider the level
of detail required given the high level nature of the SRM ADP and the more detailed nature
of re-subdivision policies. The timeline and budget may also need to be increased.
D. The project does not include detailed design of infrastructure, functional planning or
detailed design of transportation systems, detailed cost estimates and financing strategies
or detailed official community plan or zoning bylaw amendments. The project budget
would have to be increased substantively in order to include these items.
Recommendation:
“That Council provide direction to R.M. Administration on the proposed South R.M. Area
Development Plan scope of work, including direction to R.M. Administration to prepare a Request
for Proposals if satisfied.”
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