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[bookmark: _Toc76552269]Andrew Usenik – Support
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	N/A
	In support, here for questions.
	None
	Not required
	None required.


[bookmark: _Toc76552270]
Richard Gill – Support with amendment
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General
	The Plan caretakes the existing Valley, whilst being an environmentally and financially responsible plan. Particularly the excellent mix of uses, for fiscal sustainability and tax rates.
	None proposed.
	Not required
	None required.

	Section 6.2 preamble text
	Ambiguity in the statement. Reads like need to get Council permission prior to starting the NASP process, then get Council approval once NASP drafted. Administration has acknowledged the ambiguity.
	Slight amendment for clarity.
	Preamble text “The NASPs located within Planning Areas 3, 4 & 5 will need to proceed through the process contained in section 6.2.1.1 prior to proceeding with preparing the NASP” is causing confusion. No significant issues with removal of the sentence as the main elements are contained within policies.
	Preamble text is recommended to be removed.


[bookmark: _Toc76552271]
Scott Mackie Invistec – Support
No clarification on the names of landowners, but referenced speaking on behalf of landowners in Planning Area 3.
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General
	Supportive of the Plan and the approaches taken.
	None proposed.
	Not required
	None required.


[bookmark: _Toc76552272]
Fabio Coppola Invistec – Support with amendment
No clarification on the names of landowners, but referenced speaking representing Planning Areas 2 and 4
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	Figure 1: Planning Areas
	Fragmentation of ownership which may lead to difficulties and lead to development being slowed. The current iteration does not take into account natural features, namely the wetland. May 28th letter referenced to show extent of proposed change. Would like considered now, but open to coming in with an ASP amendment in due course.
	Mapping change based on 28th May letter to Council.
	The Planning Areas were developed with transportation related impacts as a primary consideration. Other important items such as sub-regional drainage basins, water and wastewater servicing were also considered and are accounted for in the Area Structure Plan. While grouping according to land ownership could simplify discussions/future planning aspirations for those particular parcels, it would not necessarily simplify future large-scale planning and servicing for other NSP areas within the ASP. 
	None required at this time. Consideration for adjustments to the Planning Area would need to be supported by more detailed studies by developers. This could come via a future Area Structure Plan amendment, which was noted as an option by Mr. Coppola.




[bookmark: _Toc76552273]Glen Cowan – Support with amendment
Owner of land in area Fabio Coppola referred to, not clarified specifically. 
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	Figure 1: Planning Areas
	Minor amendment to the boundaries of planning areas 2 and 4, as per the materials sent on 28th May letter to reflect ownership.
	Mapping change based on 28th May letter to Council.
	The Planning Areas were developed with transportation related impacts as a primary consideration. Other important items such as sub-regional drainage basins, water and wastewater servicing were also considered and are accounted for in the Area Structure Plan. While grouping according to land ownership could simplify discussions/future planning aspirations for those particular parcels, it would not necessarily simplify future large scale planning and servicing for other NSP areas of the ASP.
	None required at this time. Consideration for adjustments to the Planning Area would need to be supported by more detailed studies by developers. This could come via a future Area Structure Plan amendment.



[bookmark: _Toc76552274][bookmark: _Hlk76363662]Written submissions read into the record
For City of St Albert, see Intermunicipal Comments.
[bookmark: _Toc76552275]Barry Strader and Violeta Kolundzija - Opposition
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General: Character / density
	Although accepting that the farmer’s field behind our property could one day be developed, it was based upon the assumption development would be consistent with the developments that already exist—half-acre lots or acreages—to retain the country feel that we currently enjoy.

Re-zoning the area to the south of
Tuscany Hills to allow for higher-density developments, which could include apartment buildings, town houses, row houses, and small-single family lots will have a drastic impact on quality of life and the current peaceful environment. 

County should focus on maintaining the current feel of the County.
	None proposed
	The letter is from a resident of Tuscany Hills and expressing concerns with future development to the parcel immediately south of Tuscany Hills. Future developments immediately south of Tuscany Hills are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

With the proposed transitional density policy in the Valley South Area Structure Plan, every effort has been made to ensure that that the lowest density (that being single family home on large lots) abut existing Valley Core communities. Continuance of large country residential estate lots will create significant fiscal issues for the County and the ability to comply with the prescribed overall densities set by the EMRB Growth Plan for this plan area.
	None required for Bylaw 1555/21. Similar comments of this nature were received in the Public Hearing for Bylaw 1557/21. See Public Hearing summary report for proposed actions. 

	General - Transportation
	Concerns specifically on the capacity of 127 street, which becomes Range Road 250 to accommodate additional residents. With concerns that traffic or construction upgrades would impact existing residents.
	None proposed.
	The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) completed in supported of the Area Structure Plan has looked at the required transportation improvements and connections to account for increased capacity. Future NASP applications will also be required to complete a detailed Traffic Impact Assessments.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General - Trails
	There is a need for bike paths/walking trails that actually lead to places. E.g. from Tuscany Hills to St. Albert without having to riding on the shoulder of the highway. The trails that were made for Tuscany Hills all lead to nowhere. A trail system would definitely add to our quality of lives.
	None proposed.
	In reference to the comments about a comprehensive trails system across the Valley – there are policies in the Sturgeon Valley South ASP to require regional connectivity both across and throughout neighbourhoods.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed multipurpose trail system and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General – residential types / character
	Adverse to apartments, town houses, and row houses in our neighbourhood. Those belong in the city, and Edmonton has plenty of room within its borders for such future developments.
	None proposed.
	The regional growth plan requires future developments to comply with minimum densities. Transitional gradient policies have been established to reduce the impact on the established community in the Sturgeon Valley Core.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a land use plan with transitional densities. This will be subject to public input and Council approvals.



[bookmark: _Toc76552276]Sharon Tarapaski - Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General
	It appears that my area and that of my neighbors is being dismissed, leaving it with no
opportunities for infrastructure, growth and development. I feel this is unjust as throughout the last 20 plus years the direction was to be progressive, not stagnant and/or put on an unknown hold pattern.
	None proposed.
	The opportunities for infrastructure, growth and development identified in the letter are to be brought forward by the developer themselves via a Neigbourhood Area Structure Plan. 

Once that detailed information is provided via a Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan application, the developer will have the make the amendments referenced in the letter. 

Other Planning Areas stakeholder groups, such as those contained within Planning Areas 1 and 3 have initiated NASP level of details to further define opportunities for infrastructure, growth and development in preparation for a future ASP amendment. 
	None required at this time. The County looks forward to future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals by area developers.



[bookmark: _Toc76552277]Jodie Wacko - Support
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General – regional policy / fiscal responsibility
	Emanating from the EMRB’s agreement on the Special Study area, this Area Structure Plan is the next step in process of planning this area for the orderly and cost effective development. 
	None proposed.
	None required
	None 

	General - process
	Adoption of this bylaw is but another step in the process and will give us and other owners in the area the ability to complete a subsequent Neighbourhood Plan and associated engineering studies. 
	None proposed.
	None required
	None

	General - process
	Noted that this ASP is not the last plan or proposal that will be before Council but it will lay the framework for subsequent work. There are still several process, bylaws and studies that are forthcoming before development can occur on the first stages in this area. This ASP gives the direction and confidence to industry to undertake this work in a collaborative manner with Sturgeon County.
	None proposed.
	None required
	None



[bookmark: _Toc76552278]Laura Talboys – Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - density
	Existing residents did not move here (Tuscany Hills) to be adjacent to high density housing and traditional neighbourhoods. Notes 
that this neighborhood is planned for 20,000 people with a mix of low and high density housing. A school will be included, along with nearby commercial spaces and a transit center.
	None proposed.
	The letter is from a resident of Tuscany Hills and expressing concerns with future development to the parcel immediately south of Tuscany Hills. Future developments immediately south of Tuscany Hills are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

In reference to the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan, the regional plan requires future developments to comply with minimum densities. Transitional gradient policies have been established to reduce the impact on the established community in the Sturgeon Valley Core.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General - traffic
	Concerns regarding the impact of additional traffic from construction and new residents, especially around safety. 
	None proposed.
	The Traffic Impact Analysis completed in supported of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan has looked at the required transportation improvements and connections to account for increased capacity across the entire Plan Area. Future NASP applications will also be required to complete a detailed Traffic Impact Assessments.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General - 127th Street 
	The traffic impact assessment noted that critical infrastructure is required prior to proceeding with key parts of the neighborhood. The last information we heard regarding the future 127 Street extension was that it will not be built in our lifetime. Will the neighborhood be delayed until this arterial is constructed? The existing 127 Street has already seen a large increase in traffic since the new EPS station opened.
	None proposed.
	The structure of the various Planning Areas in the ASP has been based around consideration of the traffic. The Traffic Impact Analysis completed in supported of the Area Structure Plan has looked at the required transportation improvements and connections to account for increased capacity across the entire Plan Area. Future NASP applications will also be required to complete a detailed Traffic Impact Assessments.

The timeline of future developments in Planning Area 1 would come at a later stage in the planning process. The developer would be required to submit a detailed Neighborhood Area Structure Plan (NASP) that would include specific details such as an outline of the staging of development. The NASP for Planning Area 1 would also be required to complete a detailed Traffic Impact Assessment which would detail the timing and phasing of future 127 Street extension from Sturgeon Road to the existing Anthony Henday interchange. 
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General Crime
	Concerns related to increased crime related to 20,000 more residents and the ability for the RCMP to respond. 
	None proposed.
	Section 5.8 details important community services that need to be accounted for as the Plan area develops.
	None required at this time. Policy 5.8.1.3 of the ASP speaks to working with the RCMP to service the area as the Plan area develops.



[bookmark: _Toc76552279]Greg Quirke - Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General – traffic 
	Concerned about the future expansion near Tuscany Hills which includes high density housing and a future transit station, which will definitely increase traffic volume in the area. 
	None proposed.
	The letter is from a resident of Tuscany Hills and expressing concerns with future development to the parcel immediately south of Tuscany Hills. Future developments immediately south of Tuscany Hills are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

In reference to the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan, the regional plan requires future developments to comply with minimum densities. Transitional gradient policies have been established to reduce the impact on the established community in the Sturgeon Valley Core.

The Traffic Impact Analysis completed in supported of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan has looked at the required transportation improvements and connections to account for increased capacity across the entire Plan Area. Future NASP applications will also be required to complete a detailed Traffic Impact Assessments.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General - crime
	Concerns that crime and RCMP response times will increase with increase in population and access to transit.
	None proposed.
	Section 5.8 details important community services that need to be accounted for as the Plan area develops.
	None required at this time. Policy 5.8.1.3 of the ASP speaks to working with the RCMP to service the area as the Plan area develops.



[bookmark: _Toc76552280]Ken and Colleen Keenleyside - Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - density
	There seems to be a distinct disconnect between the stated Sturgeon Valley South Vision and the Area Structure Plan. It is difficult to reconcile the proposed densities with "...sensitive to the surrounding natural environment." as stated in the Sturgeon Valley South Vision. Will current density for existing country residential subdivisions like ours be protected?
	None proposed.
	Developments within the Sturgeon Valley Core are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

The Municipal Development Plan amendments (Bylaw 1556/21) provide overarching policy to link Bylaw 1555/21 (Sturgeon Valley South) and Bylaw 1557/21 (Sturgeon Valley Core).
Each of these bylaws speak to transitional densities to ensure that future development nearing existing country residential subdivision are considered throughout the planning process.

	None at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan and Outline Plan submittals will be subject to public input and Council approvals to ensure that the policies in the Plan(s) are being adhered to.

	General – Green space protection
	Concerns for wildlife and natural vegetation due to amount of greenspace indicated appears miniscule.
	None proposed.
	To inform the policies contained within the Sturgeon Valley South ASP a comprehensive Environmental Analysis was undertaken and came be found as Appendix D via: https://www.sturgeoncounty.ca/Portals/0/Sturgeon%20Valley/Sturgeon%20Valley%20South%20Area%20Structure%20Plan%20Appendicies.pdf?ver=2021-06-04-092931-430  
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will need to provide a detailed biophysical and wetland assessments to address any impacts to wildlife and natural vegetation. These studies will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	4. STURGEON VALLEY SOUTH: VISION - heritage
	Quoting from the Vision, "Sturgeon Valley South is a place where identity is maintained and strengthen [I believe that is a typo meant to be 'strengthened'] through showcasing its history" is inconceivable to us with the proposed plan. It is hard to imagine anything other than Sturgeon County signage to give any indication that an area as densely populated as proposed is not a part of either Edmonton or St. Albert. And "showcasing its history"
	None proposed.
	The regional plan requires future developments to comply with minimum densities. Transitional gradient policies have been established to reduce the impact on the established community in the Sturgeon Valley Core. Utilising the transitional gradient policies, in combination with various policies through the Plan will ensure that the vision is implemented.
	None.

	General - Traffic
	Traffic can already be a problem turning onto Sturgeon Road East from our subdivision at peak times. The necessary infrastructure to adequately accommodate the added traffic that the kind of densities proposed in this ASP would bring would further encroach on the natural environment.
	None proposed.
	The Traffic Impact Analysis completed in supported of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan has looked at the required transportation improvements and connections to account for increased capacity across the entire Plan Area. 
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General  - Infrastructure
	We have been Sturgeon County residents since 1992. Our subdivision (Noroncal) still does not have water/sewer service despite hookups to a neighboring subdivision being at the corner of our property. Our internet service is poor to, at times, non-existent particularly with residents studying and working from home during covid. How about taking care of existing tax payers' services before seeing how many new tax payers can be stuffed into the valley?
	None proposed.
	Provision of servicing of existing country residential subdivision can be a consideration through the planning process as future development are proposed in/around the Noroncal subdivisions.
	None required at this time.


[bookmark: _Toc76552281]
Ken Pacholok – Support with amendments
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - Process
	• Amendment to ASP Planning Process to empower Sturgeon County & de-risk future Planning

Current Process:
§ Requires EMRB approval for ASP + each of every new NSP + NSP amendment

	Proposed change:
§ Adopt referral process as described in Section 4.0 of the “SVSSA Negotiated Policies”
• Reduce EMRB approvals down to a single Primary ASP
• NSPs consistent with Primary ASP approved soley by Sturgeon County
o Benefits:
§ Reduces required EMRB approvals from a minimum 5 down to 1
§ Reduces associated costs and risks - benefitting all stakeholders - in all planning areas
§ Empowers Sturgeon County and Valley residents to control planning of their valley
§ De-Risks development within the Valley & beyond from regional influences
§ Complies with Section 4.0 of the SVSSA (as approved by the EMRB & Ministerial consent)
§ Aligns with the key objective of the SVSSA & subsequent ASPs, which sought ‘local control’ over ‘local planning decisions’
§ Aligns with the planning process of the Valley Core ASP, whereby future development will be approved locally by Sturgeon County
	The proposed planning process noted in Section 4.0 are not policy and are intended to provide general direction for future work.

While there are merits to the proposed changes, the current structure of the primary Area Structure Plan, along with all the preliminary supportive studies completed to-date would not be able to support the request.

The County’s proposed planning approach was first presented at the Dec 2 2020 Information Session and further discussed in more detail at the January 28 2021 engagement session.

	None required at this time.

	General – Area 5 designation
	In the alternate: Consider integrating some or all of Planning Area 5 into the Valley Core ASP in a manner that reflects the commonalities of the referenced areas and intent of the SVSSA to provide completion of the Valley in a continuous and compact manner, etc. Doing so might provide an opportunity to advance local amenities and services within the local community north of the river, while preserving what many residents view as the characterizing use and density of the current valley core
	
	Planning Area 5 of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure is clearly delineated within ‘Area A’ of the Sturgeon Valley Special Study Area policies.

Suggestion for inclusion into Sturgeon Valley Special Study ‘Area C’ would not be consistent with the Growth Plan policies.
	None required at this time.

	General - Process
	In the alternate: Consider working with impacted stakeholders on alternate policies that will derisk future NSP approvals for the benefit of all stakeholders
	
	The County continues to work with all Planning Areas stakeholder groups who have initiated NSP submittals and studies in preparation for their applications and future ASP amendments.

	None required at this time.

	Fig 7 “Existing Infrastructure”
	Amendments requested.
	a. ASP-South Boundary: correct to exclude lands east of RR252 (former RiverLot 39 south of Bellerose Drive)

b. Power Need: Delete all reference to the “Power Need Future (EMRGIS)” from Figure 7 & the entirety of all Valley ASPs & MDP amendments. This item is speculative in nature, location and scale, and is not appropriate to be identified on a statutory document such as an ASP. While an argument may be made to identify existing pipelines, there is no specific requirement by the ERMB to identify future powerlines, which may not be built, nor located anywhere near the impacted area

c. Existing High Power Transmission Line: Suggest normalizing terminology in Figure 7 to reflect terminology of Figure 19 to refer to the existing High Power Transmission Line as “High Power Transmission Line”
i. Agriculture Land Use: Normalize land use along Sturgeon River “A” currently assigned as “Agriculture” to “Residential”
ii. NE portion of Lot 3; Block 1; Plan 0326033 identified as “Ag”
iii. Entire 44.28 acre parcel area of Lot 4; Block 1; Plan 9040006
iv. Neighbouring parcel to the west
	a. Needs amendment

b. On the EMRB plans but can be removed as a conceptual alignment. Will need to account for the line when coming in NASP for Planning Area 5.

c. Can amend for consistency. 

	Figure 7 – updated the figure to accurately show the ASP boundary.

Figure 7 – remove the reference to on the figure to Power Need Future – correspondence from the EMRB confirms this is very high level and preference is to remove it to avoid any confusion on its possible future location.

Figure 7 – consistency in wording within the Legend to update the wording of “Existing Power Transmission (EMGRIS)” to “Existing High Power Transmission Line (EMGRIS)” for consistency with Figure 19.


	Figure 8
Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Figure 9 Concept Plan, Figure 14 Key Trail Connections, Fig 18 Stormwater Management and any other instance of floodplain mapping
	Concerns with floodplain mapping.
	a. Correct floodplain in ASP main body & appendices, including but not limited to “Figure 8 Environmentally Sensitive Lands” & “Figure 9 Concept Plan” & “Figure 14 Key Trail Connections” & “Fig 18 Stormwater Management” to that included in registered plan #1820874 (as surveyed & registered by Stewart Weir Opus on Mar 13, 2018)
b. Figure 8 Environmentally Sensitive Lands is exaggerated (misinterpreted floodplain info from years ago).
	No change. This is indicative and highlights the potential issue, when the NASP is being prepared, developer will undertake further studies, and have the benefit of the forthcoming Provincial studies to refine these areas. The County to be updated when the forthcoming Provincial Studies are available.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will be required to show the flood mapping in accordance with the latest Provincial Flood Hazard mapping and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	Mapping
	Island (RiverLot 38)
	Please correct all drawings to proper land use; area was redesignated AG last fall through one of the successive LUB amendments). 
	In a follow-up with Mr. Pacholok, this comment relates to Bylaw 1557/21 (Valley Core).
	None required for Bylaw 1555/21.

	Mapping
	4) Open Space & Trail Network:
a. Correct the reference to this as an ‘Existing Trail’ from all mapping
i. It seems prudent to distinguish between ‘existing’ and ‘dedicated trails’; to date, no trails along the north side of the river between Sturgeon Park nor St. Albert exist, nor have been dedicated for that use.
	Distinguish between ‘existing’ and ‘dedicated trails’.
	In a follow-up with Mr. Pacholok, this comment relates to Bylaw 1557/21 (Valley Core).
	None required for Bylaw 1555/21.

	Figure 7 “Existing Infrastructure”
	Ravine as FWMIS Watercourse.
There has been no observed surface water, intermittent or otherwise in the past 17 years, which is consistent with the anecdotal evidence provided from prior owners extending back to 1880s; pleases note that it has not been identified on either Figure 5 or 6 (Sameng)
	Delete reference to the area as a watercourse on Figure 7 “Existing Infrastructure” and all other related figures.
	We look forward to more detail at the NASP, our information shows it to be an ephemeral stream.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will be required to submit Biophysical Assessment and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	Section 1.5.6 Traffic Impact Analysis

	Section 1.5.6 Traffic Impact Analysis
The final sentence is not necessary nor appropriate for a high level planning document; inclusion may risk misinterpretation, or otherwise unnecessarily / unintentionally constrain future planning and/or trigger regional involvement in local maters.
	Delete last sentence of this paragraph.
	Will not be removed as is integral to the process.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.




[bookmark: _Toc76552282]Bill Ross (W. H. Ross) - Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	Mapping
	Property lies within the one study area that does not have an immediate defined outcome which would provide not only certainty but fairness to all of us in both the near term and long-term future.
	None proposed.
	None
	None

	Consultation
	Concern that the timing of this public hearing is most inconvenient.
	None proposed.
	Noted, however due to COVID-19 the Public Hearing was held online therefore facilitating attendance for all – regardless of location. Additionally, written representations were permitted and accepted up to the close of the Public Hearing.
	None

	Process
	Asked Sturgeon County to consider an extension to the ASP approval process to allow further input from all Area A residents, a majority of whom have expressed dissatisfaction with the present rather vague proposals contained in the current report.
	None proposed.
	None
	None



[bookmark: _Toc76552283]Dawn Green - Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - Consultation
	Expressed disappointment at the public engagements. It was stated that there were multiple community engagements. Asked to know who was consulted and how we they informed.
	None proposed.
	In addition to previous public Council meetings. In December 2020, the public engagement process commenced with by a leaflet that went to all households within the Sturgeon Valley. This directed residents to our website and to sign up for an email newsletter. Road signs have also been placed during each of the events, and the County has used social media and our website throughout. The County hosted formal large zoom meetings (which can be joined via computer or telephone), and follow up informal call a planner sessions. These occurred in December, February and April. In order to facilitate the Hearings, notices were placed in the press and road signs deployed, along with a special event to help those get more information about the hearing process in June. The full process will be documented in a Consultation Report.
	Publish Consultation Report.






[bookmark: _Toc76552284]Rene Kiens- Opposed
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - Consultation
	Agree with comments about public engagements. Did not receive notification.

	None proposed.
	In addition to previous public Council meetings. In December 2020, the public engagement process commenced with by a leaflet that went to all households within the Sturgeon Valley. This directed residents to our website and to sign up for an email newsletter. Road signs have also been placed during each of the events, and the County has used social media and our website throughout. The County hosted formal large zoom meetings (which can be joined via computer or telephone), and follow up informal call a planner sessions. These occurred in December, February and April. In order to facilitate the Hearings, notices were placed in the press and road signs deployed, along with a special event to help those get more information about the hearing process in June. The full process will be documented in a Consultation Report.
	Publish Consultation Report.



[bookmark: _Hlk76363766][bookmark: _Toc76552285]Written submissions on agenda not read into the record
[bookmark: _Toc76552286]Barb and Steve Klemke - Opposed
[bookmark: _Hlk76363791](Full written submission available via: http://sturgeoncounty.ca.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=825125da-5504-44d4-8e7a-4ebb450e86a5.pdf )
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General: character
	The appeal of living in a smaller country estate subdivision was what drew us to purchase property and build a large home many years ago. Being so close to the amenities of St. Albert and the City of Edmonton yet having the unique experience of the peacefulness and serenity of the Sturgeon River valley was attractive. The proposed plans to the farming land/green areas that gives this area it’s serenity and uniqueness is unacceptable to us as residents. 
	None proposed.
	The letter is from a resident of Riverstone Point which is located on the far north end of the Valley Core and is the opposite end of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan. 
So, while the letter expresses concerns with proposed plans to the farming land/green areas adjacent to Riverstone Point, future developments in this area are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

That being said, with the transitional density policy in the Valley South Area Structure Plan, every effort has been made to ensure that that the lowest density (that being single family home on large lots) abut existing Valley Core communities. Continuance of large country residential estate lots will create significant fiscal issues for the County and the ability to be in compliance with the prescribed overall densities set by the regional for this plan area.
	None required for Bylaw 1555/21. Similar comments of this nature were received in the Public Hearing for Bylaw 1557/21. See Public Hearing summary report for proposed actions. 

	General: density/traffic
	We have concerns with the density of the housing proposals as it will decrease our property value, significantly increase the traffic on Starkey Road, TWP RD 544A, Bellerose Dr, 127 St and Sturgeon Road and negatively affect the aesthetic quality of the existing subdivisions. 
	None proposed.
	A full Traffic Impact Assessment and NASP areas will have to complete additional transportation studies.
Road layout will be to municipal standards that are fitting within the context of the Sturgeon Valley South.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed TIA and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	General: character
	While realizing and acknowledging the need for Sturgeon County to put forward a new vision for the area, our preference is for the vision to include estate housing subdivisions that would aesthetically match the lot sizes and architecture design, quality and standards of the present subdivisions.
	None proposed.
	The regional plan requires future developments to comply with minimum densities. Transitional gradient policies have been established to reduce the impact on the established community in the Sturgeon Valley Core.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a land use plan with transitional densities. This will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	Support: trails
	We would also support ideas that would include the extension of the walking/biking paths, parks, golf course or other green space ideas that enhance peaceful country living.
	None proposed.
	The Plan includes proliferation of multiuse trails, parks and green spaces within the Plan area.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will include a detailed multipurpose trail system and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.



[bookmark: _Toc76552287]Barry McGee - Opposed
(Full written submission available via: http://sturgeoncounty.ca.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=825125da-5504-44d4-8e7a-4ebb450e86a5.pdf )
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change by speaker
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General: density
	I want express my opinion on the proposed new bylaws regarding high density residential development. I am very much against this possibility, I bought my house in Riverstone Pointe to get away from this type of high density neighbourhood.
	None proposed.
	The letter is from a resident of Riverstone Point which is located on the far north end of the Valley Core and is the opposite end of the Sturgeon Valley South Area Structure Plan. 
So, while the letter expresses concerns with proposed plans to the farming land/green areas adjacent to Riverstone Point, future developments in this area are to be dictated by the Valley Core Area Structure Plan (draft Bylaw 1557/21).

That being said, with the transitional density policy in the Valley South Area Structure Plan, every effort has been made to ensure that that the lowest density (that being single family home on large lots) abut existing Valley Core communities. Continuance of large country residential estate lots will create significant fiscal issues for the County and the ability to be in compliance with the prescribed overall densities set by the regional for this plan area.
	None required for Bylaw 1555/21. Similar comments of this nature were received in the Public Hearing for Bylaw 1557/21. See Public Hearing summary report for proposed actions.
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[bookmark: _Toc76552288]Intermunicipal Comments
Throughout the ASP drafting process the County had various meetings and entered into discussions with our municipal neighbors, City of Edmonton and City of St Albert.
[bookmark: _Toc76552289]City of Edmonton
	
	City of Edmonton
	Sturgeon County

	Subject
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change 
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	Transportation

	● The Sturgeon Valley South ASP Traffic Review indicated that the proposed development will add significant pressure on Anthony Henday Drive interchanges at 127 Street and Highway 28. It is recommended that the Traffic Analysis be circulated to Alberta Transportation for input and dialogue on critical infrastructure needs prior to advancing further with NASPs.
● Figure 15 identifies the old 127 Street (Range Road 250) within Sturgeon County as an arterial road. However, within the City boundary, this roadway is designated as a collector and will serve as a localized connection. The east-west portion (185 Avenue) is already constructed to it’s ultimate alignment within the COE boundary that connects Goodridge Boulevard to the west and the old 127 Street to the east. It is recommended that the function of Range Road 250 be reviewed as a north south collector in the plan area or a possibility of transitioning to a collector standard north of the City’s boundary.
● Through the City’s neighbourhood planning process for Goodridge Corners, the concept plan for 127 Street is for a 4-lane cross-section with expansion to 6-lanes at Anthony Henday Drive. The City will continue to protect for these cross-sections; however, should the need arise for Goodridge Boulevard (127 Street) to be widened, and the source of traffic that results in the widening requirement is being generated outside of the City limits, we anticipate a funding source will be provided from either Sturgeon County or the Province to accommodate the regional traffic needs and additional road right of way requirements within the City limits.
	To address the concerns, the City proposes that policy adjustments need to be made, with specific recommendations being outlined below:

○ New policy: To ensure compatibility of design standards for 127 Street
across municipal boundaries, coordination between the City of Edmonton
and Sturgeon County will be undertaken to achieve agreement on the ultimate design of that roadway prior to the approval of an NASP for Planning Area 1.

○ Policy 5.10.1.4 is amended to clearly state that the Traffic Impact Assessment(s) in support of any Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan be circulated to the adjacent municipalities who would be impacted by the development of that neighbourhood;

○ New policy or amendment to Policy 5.10.1.8 that includes a statement that the City of Edmonton be consulted prior to any updates to the off-site development levies bylaw that includes any roadway connection into Edmonton.

	Yes - proposed Bylaws have been circulated to Alberta Transportation as part of the formal referral process.

County will include an additional policy to ensure compatibility of design standards for future 127 Street.

Figure 15 arrow leading into City of Edmonton will be removed.

Regarding section 5.10.1.4, the City of Edmonton will get a formal intermunicipal referral as noted in Section 5.12 (NASP shall be referred to adjacent municipalities which includes the TIA). County will provide additional clarity on policy 5.12.1.1.

Regarding suggestions for additional references to offsite levies related to policy 5.10.1.8; Section 5.12 already has policies related to working with neighbouring municipalities on key elements of the Plan area. To-date, offsite levy bylaw referrals between municipalities do not formally occur. That being said, the County is willing to provide notice to City of Edmonton on any public information sessions on future updates to Sturgeon Valley Off-Site Levy (Bylaw 1531/21).

	Policy 5.12.1.1 add the following at the end “including all supporting technical studies and reports”

Under Objective 5.10.1 recommend including the following policy:

“5.10.1.10 The developer shall collaborate with the County and City of Edmonton in determining the number of lanes and design parameters for the eventual development of 127 Street extension prior to approval of the NASP for planning area 1 and the 112 Street overpass prior to approval of the NASP for planning area 3. The NASP shall require policy to accommodate the need for completing a concept plan for the roadways to confirm right-of-way requirements.”

	Transit

	The City’s transit planners have the following comments:
● Note that in the past, Edmonton Transit Services (ETS) had run service to the
Remand Centre. While there is not high current demand, the routing could be reconsidered if there are higher demands with nearby development.
● The design of any transit facilities/routes within the City of Edmonton should be
coordinated with ETS. Please reach out to ETS Planning & Scheduling for accessibility, safety and operational design requirements
	None proposed.
	Appreciate the feedback, this is one of the reasons why we have a strong intermunicipal framework. We are a participating partner in all EMRB regional planning initiatives.
	None required at this time. The County will ensure coordination with City of Edmonton on Transit at appropriate time.

	Drainage

	● Figure 17 identifies that all wastewater from the plan area will ultimately be serviced by the Alberta Capital Region Wastewater Commission (ACRWC) Regional Trunk Link. Based on this, our understanding is that no flows will be directed towards City of Edmonton infrastructure. Alternative servicing options may be considered in the future (as outlined in policy 5.11.2.4), as long as the City/EPCOR Drainage are properly circulated and consulted on any changes that may impact the planned sewer systems.
● Figure 18 identifies that stormwater from a small portion of the plan area is to drain south and into the City of Edmonton stormwater system. This is not an issue, as our relevant drainage planning documents have already identified this. Those documents were prepared as part of the Goodridge Corners NASP, and account for pre-development flows from this area to connect through the City system. Further detail regarding this connection, expected stormwater flows, associated Drainage assessments, etc. may be requested at the time of future development.
	None proposed.
	Duly noted. We do not specifically reference EPCOR or the City by name, but it is inferred by the term utility operators and neighbouring municipalities.

Figure 18 – accounted for in NASP.
	None required at this time.

	Ecology

	● The plan outlined the inventories of the sensitive natural features across the ASP area but there were no clear policies outlined to ensure how the natural living system of the significant ecosystem will be retained for the protection to maintain and enhance the region’s biodiversity. The Plan should further identify clear policies in retaining and sustaining the natural ecosystem including core areas (Sturgeon River System) and Natural Area and Wetland complex along the planning area 2 and 4 as shown under Figure 1.
● The objective 5.9.1 has identified a couple of initiatives but there were no clear policies around wetland protection following the Alberta Wetland Policy requirements. Also, a few of the natural wetlands were identified for the potential stormwater management function without providing detailed policies around how to address the broader water quality and ecosystem impacts. The plan could explore green infrastructure in developing naturalized stormwater management facilities to protect and sustain the natural wetlands and retain the natural hydrology, particularly along the Planning Area #2 and #4.
● It is our recommendation that there should be clear policies in alignment to the EMRB Growth Plan objectives as identified under objective 2.1 and 2.2 such that the region will work together to conserve and restore the functional integrity and connectivity of the natural living system for the long term ecological and social benefit.
	Insertion of policies around ecosystems and wetlands.
	Appreciate the feedback and have added some additional policies to strengthen items and concerns noted.
	Policy 5.2.2.2 recommend adding the following at the end of the policy: “Any alteration or removal of wetlands or watercourses must be in compliance with Provincial and Federal legislation.”

Under objective 5.7.2 recommend adding the following policy:

“5.7.2.9 The County shall encourage the protection of the potentially significant Natural Areas shown on Figure 14 through municipal reserve contribution, the creation of conservation reserves or other methods to protect the natural features that contribute to the character of the Sturgeon Valley.”


	Regional Development

	● Please note that some areas identified as Potential Environmental Sensitive Areas in Figure 9 appeared to be tree stands. Section 664 of the Municipal Government Act does not include tree stands as land that could be claimed as Environmental Reserve. If that is the case, adjustments to the land use statistics may be necessary.
● Within residential areas, Figures 11 to 13 apply a rule of thumb of land area deductions for transportation circulation, public utility lots and municipal reserves. The same was not done for the light industrial area. Deductions for non-developable lands should be consistently applied throughout the plan area, especially for Figure 13: Planning Area 2.
● The residential density for Planning Area 1 is calculated to be 34.85 dwelling units per net residential hectare (du/nrh), below the minimum density target of the ASP and as stated in Appendix G of the Growth Plan. There should be a statement in the ASP that says not all planning areas within the ASP will achieve the density target 35 du/nrh but the overall density of the ASP will be at least 35 du/nrh. This can also state that the proposed densities in Planning Area 3 will help offset the planning areas that don't meet the density target.
	
	Noted, will alter to potential to potentially Environmental Sensitive Areas. At the NASP level land use statistics will be completed, due to the nature of detailed studies undertaken to refine the high level studies undertaken for the ASP.

	Figure 9 – update Figure to change “Potential Environmentally Sensitive Area” to “Potential Significant Natural Features”

Figure 14 – update the figure to replace “Potential Environmentally Sensitive Area” with “Potential Significant Natural Features”

Figures 11, 12 and 13 – update the table to reflect Significant natural area from potential Environmental Reserve.

Figure 13 – error in reference to Net Residential Ha (nrha) exclusion that is noted in the footer.  Include another line item noting the exclusion of the same for the light industrial area.  Note the table does exclude these numbers but the reference was never updated. 



	
	City of Edmonton Administration noted a variety of non-substantial items throughout the document. 
	
	County Administration has completed the following edits through discussion with City of Edmonton Administrative staff.
	Inserted a diagram showing the relationship of the various planning documents Placed under section 1.1 Purpose on page 1.

Figure 7 – removed Goodridge corner from concept plan.

Section 3.7 note of the word “Plan Area” in first sentence has a cap – recommend lower case for the word “area” for consistency in the report.

Figure 9 – placed the A – A cross section line along the bottom of the cross-section figure and removed the portion showing Light Industrial that was reflecting the lands within the City of Edmonton boundary.

Figure 14 – moved Goodridge corners further west to be more reflective of the Goodridge corners location.

Section 7 Definitions – removed the last words “non-mechanized wheelchair”

Figure 15 – updated to include transit logo into the Legend.

Figure 7 – changed colour of existing sanitary line to better definition from 127 Street extension.
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City of St Albert
	
	City of St Albert
	Sturgeon County

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	General - Question
	As the Sturgeon Valley South ASP assumes a full build out, is there a timeline with population growth associated to it, given the population projections exceed those within the EMRB Growth Plan? 
	None proposed. Question.
	Concerns related to the future populations impacts of the full-build out of the entire Plan Area need to be taken in context with the policy framework of the Area Structure Plan. Future population for Council endorsed Planning Area 1 and 2 are consistent with Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board population and employment projections. 

Considerations for population projections that exceed those within the EMRB Growth Plan would be triggered with future Area Structure Plan amendments related to Planning Area 3 through 5.
	None required at this time. Future amendments to the Area Structure Plan would need to address this comment.

	Policy 5.8.1.6 and Policy 5.12.1.4
	There appears to be policy variation between the “should” and “shall” statements when it comes to some intermunicipal components (Policy 5.8.1.6 versus Policy 5.12.1.4). Can you clarify the intent behind this?
	Question with potential for consistency changes.
	Should was a potential, it is encouraged and there is flexibility, whereas shall is a commitment. The County doesn’t wish to be bound by limited options in 5.8.1.6 and may choose to explore other options. However, 5.12.1.4 is acceptable for the County to commit to.
	None required at this time

	Section 5.8
	How are services and public amenities like schools, parks, and emergency services considered within the ASP, given that projected population growth within this area will accommodate approximately 60,000 residents?
	None proposed. Question
	The concerns of public amenities related to schools, parks and emergency services for the full-build out are addressed in various policies throughout the ASP. Future schools are to be identified at the NASP level. Large scale parks and trail linkages are identified in the ASP and will be further detailed at the NASP level. The County will also be working cooperatively with neighbouring municipalities, CFB Edmonton, private, public and non-profit groups to provide community services in the most cost effective manner possible.

	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals and amendments to the Area Structure Plan will give the City of St. Albert additional opportunities to consider this comment.

	Policy 5.10.2.1
	There is an opportunity to broaden this policy to include the region and Government of Alberta, so it is not just intermunicipal.
	Broaden policy 5.10.2.1 to include Government of Alberta.
	Agree with addition.
	Policy 5.10.2.1 added the following words after municipalities “and the Province”


	5.11.3 Stormwater
	Policy 5.11.2.4 highlights the opportunity to work with neighbouring municipalities regarding wastewater services. There is an opportunity to add a similar policy to the stormwater section.
	Add additional policy to 5.11.3 Stormwater section similar to Policy 5.11.2.4
	Agree with repetition of Policy 5.11.2.4 in Stormwater section. For consistency purposes, additional policy was added to sections related to water distribution and wastewater distribution.
	Water Distribution
Policy 5.11.1.4 second sentence recommend updating to the following:

“Where initiatives involve cross boundary solutions, the County shall work with the neighbouring municipality to identify existing water services that could be extended to service the development area”

Wastewater Distribution
Policy 5.11.2.4 second sentence recommend updating to the following:

“Where initiatives involve cross boundary solutions, the County shall work with the neighbouring municipality to identify existing waste water services that could be extended to service the development area”

Stormwater Management
Add the following policy to objective 5.11.3:

“Policy 5.11.3.6 Sturgeon County may consider alternative options that demonstrate cost efficiency to the County without undermining service delivery for the overall planned development of the Plan area. Where initiatives involve cross boundary solutions, the County shall work with the neighbouring municipality to identify existing stormwater water services that could be extended to service the development area.”


	General - transportation
	Regarding the proposed road network, the City has the following questions: 
• How will build out impact City of St. Albert infrastructure like Bellerose Drive and Sturgeon Road? 
• Does the County have a development threshold or traffic volume generation for when the build out of 127 Street is required? 
• What is the assumption regarding the buildout of 127 Street in terms of number of lanes, traffic volumes, and municipal jurisdiction? 
	None proposed. Question
	The concerns noted with impacts of COS roadway infrastructure need to be also taken in context with how the various Planning Areas of the Area Structure Plan were developed. The Traffic Impact Analysis of the ASP considers development thresholds and traffic volume generation within and across the various Planning Areas. There is also policy in the ASP that requires future Traffic Impact Assessments at the Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan level to consider downstream impacts on adjoining municipalities road networks. The policy also speaks to collaborating with other jurisdictions in carrying out the required upgrades to address the additional increase in demand arising from development traffic.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals and amendments to the Area Structure Plan will give the City of St. Albert additional opportunities to consider this comment.



[bookmark: _Toc76552291]Comments from Developers
The County received informal observations from developers prior to the Public Hearing.
[bookmark: _Toc76552292]Blaydon Dibben – Select Engineering
	
	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	5.3.1.3
	Clustering together of more than four multi-unit residential dwellings shall be encouraged, only if integrated within a mixed-use area, adjoining a commercial area or located along a public transit route”.  The word “Dwelling” should be replaced with “site” or else it could be interpreted that every fourplex townhouse could need to meet this requirement.  
	Change word from dwelling to site.
	Concern noted, administration will clarify the policy wording to avoid ambiguity.
	Policy 5.3.1.1 adding the following words at the end of the policy “This excludes triplex, fourplex and/or townhouses.” 


	5.4.4.2
	 “All office and residential should be located above the first-floor level within mixed use nodes.” This does not allow flexibility for horizontal mixed use with standalone residential buildings on a mixed use site.  Flexibility would help in the development of the site providing flexibility to builders in how to accommodate residential and commercial uses.  
	Increase flexibility
	Concern noted, administration will clarify the policy wording clarify intention of the policy.
	Policy 5.4.4.1: removed the words “that are comprised of” and replace with “for the”.
Policy 5.4.4.2: added the following “when the building is orientated towards the public road to encourage active street frontage”.


	5.4.4.3
	“All parking shall be provided either within the public right of way, underground or located at the rear of the building”.  Where is the rear of the building?  Typically parking areas are located at the front where the entrance is or within a courtyard away from the street.  Just want to make sure that a development officer does not have trouble approving a site plan for standard commercial uses.  
	Clarification on location.
	The rational for parking location policy is to encourage active frontage and streetscapes.
	Replaced policy 5.4.4.3 with the following “The design of mixed-use nodes within the Planning Areas 1 & 3 should focus the building orientation towards the public road with parking being encouraged to be accommodated underground, at the rear of the building and/or within the public right-of-way. These design features shall be further developed in accordance with policy 5.4.4.1 of this Plan.”


	5.4.4.5
	“ the future design of mixed-use nodes should incorporate pocket parks if not located within a five-minute walking distance of a public park”.  What size? no MR credit?  
	None proposed, question.
	The policy will clarify the MR contribution.
	Policy 5.4.4.5 added the following at the end of the policy “These parks shall be considered as part of the municipal reserve contribution in accordance with the municipal government act.”


	6.2.1.1
	II. General identification of potential transit routes and stops, if applicable.  Without a transit strategy we are making assumptions.  Transit stops are not typically shown at the scale of an NASP. These are indicated at subdivision, but we can make it up if the County requires. These should be flexible based on future subdivision design.  
	Increase flexibility
	It is the County’s preference for some initial consideration at the NASP planning stage.
	None required at this time.

	5.7.3.3  & 6.2.1.1
	VII. Completion of following studies
d. Heritage Impact Assessment.  This should be a HRO (Historical Resource Overview). HRIA is more invasive and is only required if the HRO recommends it through Alberta Culture.
	Update from HIA to HRO
	Agree with clarification.
	Policy 6.2.1.1 regarding the completion of the following studies under VII(d) to be replaced with the following: “Historical Resource Overview and based on outcomes the potential for a Heritage Impact Assessment.”


	6.2.1.1
	X. Community architecture and landscape design guidelines for commercial/mixed use.  What level of detail are these guidelines?  General guidelines can be provided within the NASP text, but different areas of the plan may benefit from different appearance and theming.  Specific theming should be left to the developer for specific sub-areas but examples could be provided in the NASP at a high level.
	None proposed, question.
	Concern noted, administration will clarify the policy wording clarify intention of the policy.
	Added additional text to Policy 6.2.1.1.x regarding the completion of the following studies “for commercial and mixed-use lands”.

	6.2.1.1
	XII. Planning Areas 1 & 5 shall be required to show flood mapping in accordance with latest Provincial flood hazard mapping.  I don’t think flooding should be an issue in Area 1, as River’s Gate is between the river and Area 1.   
	Check flooding for Area 1.
	When the NASP is being prepared, developer will undertake further studies, and have the benefit of the forthcoming Provincial studies to refine these areas. The County be updated when the forthcoming Provincial Studies are available.
	None required at this time. Future Neighbourhood Area Structure Plan submittals will be required to show the flood mapping in accordance with the latest Provincial Flood Hazard mapping and will be subject to public input and Council approvals.

	Figure 15 page 33
	Missing square dashed box in legend on figure 15 page 33 for potential future bus transit centre.

	Include future bus transit centre on map or amend key.
	Concerns noted.
	Figure 15 updated for clarity purposes.
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	Speaker
	Administration

	Section of plan
	Summary of comment
	Proposed change
	Response 
	Proposed Action

	6.2.1.1
	Suggestion to include clarity of adherence to density policy in implementation section

	
	
	Added “including demonstration of compliance with meeting the minimum average overall density of 35 du/nrha” to existing policy 6.2.1.1.xi
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