
Appendix  2







18%

33%
37%

3%
9%

Feedback By Communication 
Method

Website Email Phone Meeting Letter via email















2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 





2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



From: XXXXXXXX<XXXXXXXX@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 5, 2020 5:01 PM 

To: Neal Sarnecki 

Subject:Fwd: Range road 3050 incomplete paving 

Attachments: Range Road 3050 incomplete paving.pdf 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------  

From: XXXXXXXX<XXXXXXXX@gmail.com>  

Date: Sun, Jun 21, 2020 at 9:25 PM  

Subject: Range road 3050 incomplete paving  

To: XXXXXXXX@saskatoon.ca>, Hon XXXXXXXX.minister@gov.sk.ca>, Hon 
XXXXXXXX.minister@gov.sk.ca>, Hon XXXXXXXX@saskparty.com>, XXXXXXXX@rmcormanpark.ca>, 
<XXXXXXXX@saskatoon.ca> 

 

Dear Public officials and administrative staff, 

 

Please ensure that the attached document reaches the desk of the intended recipient.  Thank you. 

 

Kind Regards, 

 

XXXXXXXX 

306.XXXXXXXX 
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Hello Neil

My name is XXXXXXXX and I am contacting you regarding the draft criteria in the forthcoming 
P4G District Official Community Plan for re-subdivision of country residential lots.  

My wife XXXXXXXX and I own 9.73 acres of land in the Grasswood area of the RM of Corman 
Park. In the area we live the current rules for subdividing your property are that you are required to own 
a minimum of 9.2 acres which allows for the smallest parcel after the subdivision is completed to be a 
minimum of 4.6 acres. I was talking to one of the planners at the RM of Corman Park and he informed 
me that when P4G is implemented that our property would no longer be eligible to be divided. 
Specifically he said that the parcels for subdivision will have to be at least one and a half (1.5) times 
larger than the average lot size of the original registered subdivision plan area and therefore after P4G is 
implemented property owners in the Grasswood area would need to have 13.99 acres of land in order 
to qualify to subdivide their properties. 

My wife and I currently do not have any plans to subdivide our acreage, however we do 
understand that doing so would increase the overall value of our property by several hundred thousand 
dollars or more so we are now faced with having to make a decision on whether or not to do so. When 
you view this specifically from a financial perspective it seems like an obvious decision to proceed with 
subdividing our property and just continuing to live on it until we do want to sell it, even after taking 
into account that we would likely end up spending $60,000 or more to meet the criteria to divide our 
property and also end up paying substantially higher taxes on the two properties than we currently do 
on our existing property. It is however more complicated than that; specifically because we are not 
currently planning on selling our property and moving when we make the necessary changes to our 
property to allow it to qualify for the subdivision it will no longer be set up in the manner we designed it 
to when we developed it for keeping our horses. Therefore we find ourselves in the situation where we 
have to make a decision to divide our property and live somewhere that no longer meets our needs, 
divide our property and sell it and move to somewhere that meets our needs or to not divide our 
property and lose several hundred thousand dollars of equity that would have eventually been available 
to us were we still able to subdivide our property some time in the future when we are ready subdivide 
it and sell it. 

There are about 10 properties within a ½ a kilometer of where we live that currently have more 
than 9.2 acres of land and less than 13.99 acres and I am sure there would be many more if you looked 
at the entire Grasswood subdivision(And other areas of the RM this may apply to.), therefore all of these 
property owners/tax payers will be forced to deal with making the tough decision of whether or not to 
divide there properties at a time when they were not planning to or to lose out on potentially hundreds 
of thousands of dollars of equity from the sale of their properties when they are ready to sell. 

 There are 5 acreage owners on the ½ mile long road that we live on that have already 
subdivided their properties and there are 4 properties that still have 9.2 acres or more that could 
currently be subdivide if the owners choose to do so before P4G is implemented.  In my opinion dividing 
these remaining acreages at some future date is not going to substantially change the makeup of the 
area and allowing 4.6 acre parcels to be divided in this area in the future seems reasonable especially 
when you take into account that there is a small subdivisions North of Grasswood Road on Clarence Ave 
that shares a property line with the Grasswood properties in that area that was approved to subdivide 
parcels much smaller than 4.6 acres.  



In addition to this, if these properties could be subdivided in the future, they would generate much 
needed tax revenue for the RM at that time which would benefit all taxpayers in the RM. 

property owners living in areas who could 
previously subdivide their properties if they owned 9.2 acres or more to now have to own at least one 
and a half (1.5) times the number of acres than the average lot size of the original registered subdivision 
plan when a long standing precedent has been previously and fairly been set by the RM when they 
allowed  a good portion of the existing properties in the area to be subdivided.  

I am personally not familiar with what options you may have that could fairly deal with this issue 
as I do not have a background in urban planning  but I would like to request that you consider revising  
this draft ruling that would prevent anyone in the Grasswood area who owns 9.2 acres or more land(Up 
to 13.98 acres) from subdividing their properties at any time in the future. I am essentially requesting 
that property owners that own 9.2 acres or more land in the Grasswood area be grandfathered to allow 
them to use the existing subdivision rules in the future. With the precedent being set over many years in 
which the RM has fairly allowed a good portion of property owners to subdivide properties as small as 
4.6 acres off their existing 9.2 acre or larger properties this seems like it would be a fair revision to make 
that would not put any undue hardship on any property owners in the Grasswood area or any property 
owners in the rest of the RM of Corman park. 

If you have any question regarding my feedback, please feel free to call me at 306-XXXXXXXX. 

Thanks for your time regarding this matter. 

XXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXX,  

Grasswood SK 

XXXXXXXX 

 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



2020 Consultation
June 25, 2020  July 10, 2020 



1 
 

P4G comments 

1. Decision making and public engagement  is there going to be a section that addresses this 
process, including partners, etc. 
 

2. Baseline analyses  Are there background studies underlying future land use choices that help 
leverage the value of various elements including capital financing of development (e.g. levies), 
Agriculture, environmental protection, Housing? Examples could include market studies, 
infrastructure master plans, storm water management, population and demographics, flood 
plain analysis, or health impact analysis. 
 

3. Development standards on hazard lands  will there be further policy development pointing to 
regulatory change that identifies important criteria to regulate development within various 
locations including protecting steep slopes and mitigating subsidence, wetlands, drainage 
basins, and river channels? 
 

4. Consider strategies for riparian area protection for various water bodies that could include 
buffer width averaging where prescriptive setbacks cannot be met in specific circumstances  
see https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Example-of-Average-Buffer-Width-calculation-The-
wetland-boundary-is-marked-by-a-thin_fig2_282705016 
 

5. Consider offering policy direction regarding wet and dry flood proofing standards, flood plain 
analysis and suitable mitigation measures in concert with WSA that improve property 
development opportunities while managing risk (e.g. developing of non-habitable structures, 
flood fringe/way analysis). 
 

6. Consider smart growth principles as a comprehensive approach to balancing competing needs  
e.g. environmental and parks  and master planning all elements including parks, 
transportation, environmental, water, liquid waste, solid waste, water, storm water, airport 
noise contours and flight path protection, economic and social - 
https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/smartgrowth.htm 
 

7. Agriculture fragmentation and land uses  consider that the fringe urban areas will come under 
urban levels of development pressure and encourage locating ag uses on prime land with high 
quality soils, and major transportation corridors  outside the urban fringes. 
 

8. Consider a levels of service section that provides for roads, infrastructure and other services 
that are scalable  reference Level 1  all services; Level 2- roads, water; Level 3  roads. 
 

9. Consider minimum parcel size as holding areas for country residential development adjacent the 
urban fringe, to accommodate further future density. 
 

10. Consider mixed land uses in a more regional rural and urban context, that are compatible and 
encourage a range of diverse affordable housing and methods of mobility. 



2 
 

11. Consider more criteria for storm water management that manages ground water impacts, on 
site storm water retention and mitigation and reducing hard surfaces through greenscaping. 
 

12. Consider an active transportation section. 
 

13.  
 

14. Consider a fiscal impact analysis that addresses the capital cost of development and assigns 
values to a development levy strategy that is distinct from direct servicing impacts. 
 

15. Consider implementation strategies for all elements with a timetable and resources and link to 
key community indicators. 
 

16. Consider a high level road classification system 
 

17. Grammar note - 11.3.4.(c) measure should be measures  
 

18. Part 2  Section 3.2 Where this Plan provides that a matter or development may be undertaken 
at th discretion of Corman Park, that discretion shall be exercised by Council where so required 
by the Act or may be exercised administratively or delegated to the Corman Park administration 
by Council where enabled by the Act. 

What exactly does this mean? Isn't this already regulated through the PDA for permitted 
& discretionary use permits and some going to the development officer? It does not say 
how the district is involved 

 

19. Section 8.3.8 - Buffers around wetlands and water courses are required to maintain and improve 
water quality, minimize disturbance to native vegetation, and provide habitat for wildlife. A 30 m 
buffer shall be provided, however, it may be reduced based on supporting environmental and 
technical plans acceptable to Corman Park. No development shall occur and native vegetation 
should be maintained within the buffer. 

Is this something we will need to apply through the subdivision process? 
 

20. Section 11.3.2 - Subdivision of a Quarter Section  
Will rezoning be required to accommodate the density proposed in that section?  

 

21. Section 11.3.8. Agricultural Residential Development on Fragmented Parcels.  
How do we for see this working?  
What would be the plan for fragmented parcels that are not in the two residences per 
quarter?  
Section 11.3.8 b) is bolded, just as an FYI.  
 

22. 12.3.9 Subdivision of Existing Country Residential Lots. 
Determining what the original registered subdivision plan has been a challenge.  
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The language contained in this section is borrowed from the previous DP. Is there a 
reason why this language is being retained? (i.e. the 1.5 times larger than average lot 
size and a lot larger than smallest lot in the original registered plan) Would 
consideration to a standard minimum parcel size and servicing (e.g. water and sewer) be 
a better measure?  
May want to clarify that despite public consultation, council reserves the right to make 
an independent decision. The public is merely consulted.  
 

23. Section 15.3.17 b) Urban Residential Neighbourhood Area Density:  

50 residents and jobs combined per gross developable hectare (20.2 residents and jobs combined 
per gross developable acre). 

How do you regulate the # of people and jobs? Is it based on an average of ppl per 
household? 
The above would apply to 15.3.26 Mixed-Use Node Density as well.  

 
24. The PDA references the implementation of inter-municipal development agreement, if 

applicable. The review sheet indicates that this is not applicable in the P4G.  
Should this be revisited given that this is an inter-municipal district?  

 
25. The provision of municipal reserve (MR) for school purposes etc..  

Section 15.3.15 of the document is a little light on addressing school sites. Recognizing 
that schools are not typical to rural areas this area may still need to be reinforced to 
address potential school sites in future urban areas. It does allude to the significant 
public amenities, trails etc but does not mention school sites as a consideration.  

 
26. Specific criteria for certain items (e.g. contract zoning, DL s and SA s) is deferred to the PDA. It is 

more common to see criteria within the document that addresses these items rather than 
making reference to another document.   
 

27. The implementation of DL s is critical to the success of development and infrastructure in the 
P4G. Establishing DL s will also highlight the infrastructure and recreation needs of the P4G. It is 
recommended that this be a priority project.  
 

28. The DP operates as the OCP but is still a district plan. While addressed throughout, we would ask 
that the P4G also ensure the following is addressed in the DP. This is from section 102 of the 
PDA. Please review and comment.  

(10) A district plan must contain statements of policy with respect to matters the affiliated 
municipalities consider:  

(a) to be of intermunicipal or regional significance in the planning district;  

(b) to be necessary to co-ordinate community and land use planning and services within the 
planning district; and  
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(c) to be necessary to ensure that the district plan is consistent with any provincial land use 
policy or statement of provincial interest.  

(11) In addition to the plan contents required by subsection (10), a district plan may contain 
statements of policy with respect to:  

(a) any matter mentioned in section 32;  

(b) sector-specific planning;  

(c) district public works;  

(d) district service delivery;  

(e) district public facilities, including the development and maintenance of educational, 
cultural, recreational and health care facilities;  

(f) district economic development;  

(g) the co-ordination of approaches for stewardship of environmentally sensitive lands;  

(h) matters dealing with significant transportation and municipal infrastructure within 
the district;  

(i) district settlement patterns; and  

(j) any other matter considered by the district planning commission or district planning 
authority to be of regional or interjurisdictional significance, or necessary to co-ordinate 
community and land use planning and services between municipalities and with an 
Indian band. 
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July 10, 2020
 
Attn: Neal Sarnecki 
 

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the work done to date on the 
District OCP. I have looked at the text and mapping and have some quick 
comments that came to mind. 
 

1. In refining the P4G borders, what discussions took place with the 
landowners on inclusion or exclusion from the district? 

2. District Land Use Map: Schedule B 
a. Loraas expansion to the west of existing site labeled as 

Regional Infrastructure. Should this not be crosshatched as 
per Possible Expansion in legend like Airport and WHP? 

b. Potential Expansion  Noted is Airport  Should this not be 
Regional Infrastructure as Transportation? The Loraas 
Landfill is Regional Infrastructure in a similar way! 

c. The Martensville, Warman and Osler wastewater lagoons 
may very well need expansion and where might that take 
place? A regional wastewater collection and or treatment 
facilities may come before any expansion is required! Same 
consideration for the Biosolids site! 

d. Changes noted on the map would alert the viewer that these 
 

3. Is it worth mentioning in the text what could be defined as 

wastewater, transportation, recreation, protective/ emergency 
services, education, power generation, etc. (Ref LUP 20.3.3->.7) 

4. Regional Retail  how does this relate to Urban Mixed-use nodes?  
5. Future Urban Growth Areas  Schedule C  It would seem realistic 

that over time towards a population of 1M, the land use from 
Saskatoon, Martensville and Warman between Hwy 11 and 12 
should be a natural for development focus. This then would bring 
the three municipality boarders together. As it is, it will become 

Was this ever a strategy for consideration before 
moving to develop north of Saskatoon and East of Hwy 11?  



6. General Policies/ Land Use Will there continue to be heavy 
consideration given to the conversion of good farmland for 
development purposes?  ie: possible rejection of development 
from prime agricultural land! If so, will a rational be devised to 
deal with this? 

7. Section 12.3.8 a  commercial, service & recreation in Country 

this mean the P4G is second-guessing the entrepreneur and will 
require evidence of a good business via a cost/ benefit needs 
study or such? 

8. Green network study area  How will this designation/ restriction 
be managed with the current landowner that is affected? 

9. Wanuskewin Heritage Park (WHP)  Does the land shown as WHP 

from the top of a multi-layer Saskatoon Freeway intersection 
structure? This may be three layers up and view of a great 
distance from both vantage points due to proximity! 

10. Regional Infrastructure (20.3.3->.7)  does this apply to both 
public and private sector operators? 

11. LUP 21-3.3  Joint Concept Plan  Would this run in conflict with 
possible private sector Agri-Business developments that might be 
proposed for alternate locations in the P4G. What is the benefit 
and motivation here? 

12. No detail on Regional Retail and Urban Mixed-Use Nodes  When 
and where are these discussions? 

13. Servicing  LUP 24.0, 25.0, 26.0 and 28.0 all refer to embracing (?) 
technology and innovation in dealing with servicing. It is entirely 

as a business opportunity. Has the thought process around the 
infrastructure considered such? Public/ Private Utility Supply has 
been big business in many jurisdictions! 

14.Development levies and servicing agreement fees will be very 
contentious going forward. Would suggest a separate study by a 
proven expert be employed!! 

15.Total Alignment as per LUP 31.3.27 will need to be firmly supported 
or the system of regional co-operation breaks down. The 
Development sector will not tolerate internal squabbles causing 
delays in approvals! 



16. LUP 31.3.15 Concept Plan Cost/Benefit consideration 
environmental 

will need to be well spelled out. These can be easily manipulated and 
thus the proponent should employ experts in the filed! 

17.Definitions  Seems to be missing some items, BUT much more 

document. 
 
I have also noted that the P4G planning district is expected to take effect in 
early 2012, government approvals a major consideration. Has the Ministry 
of Government Relations been involved during the draft preparations?  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment/ question these 

 
 
If you need further explanation of some of my comments, please feel free 
to email me. 
 
Best regards, 
XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXX 
Saskatoon, Sk 
XXXXXXXX 
306-XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXX@shaw.ca 
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From: XXXXXXX< XXXXXXX@cpaws.org>
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 4:49 PM  
To: Neal Sarnecki  
 
Subject:P4G draft DOCP consultation   
 
Dear Mr Neal Sarnecki,   
 
Please find detailed below our comments in respect of the draft DOCP consultation. We welcome the  
opportunity to comment on this plan and ensure the voice of our natural environment and important  
flora and fauna are given the necessary consideration as this plan moves forward.   
 
THE OVERALL DRAFT DOCP  
CPAWS-SK welcomes the intent of this draft plan. Notably, your sustainability para. 2.3.3 in which you  
state "natural resources and environmental processes essential to the regional ecological health  and 
productivity will be maintained and conserved." We, of course, would seek to better understand the  
extent of this "maintained and conserved" position, noting the extensive nature of this planned growth  
area. The same thoughts are relevant to your paras on 'Natural Environment and Drainage' (2.4.7) which  
states, "key ecological areas will be conserved, enhanced, and connected to promote the  health and 
sustainability of the regional landscape. Flooding and drainage issues will be  linked with an 
understanding of natural systems and considered at local and regional  levels, with a focus on reducing 
risks through integrated approaches."  
Based on the information available, we remain concerned about the ongoing expansion within the  
northeast quadrant of the city and into the RM of Corman Park, and the potential impact these plans  
could have the ecological features of the Small and Northeast Swale and the broader ecosystem. The  
completion of a detailed and coordinated environmental assessment or like work i.e. work associated  
with the Regional natural Areas Strategy and Green Network Study Area will effectively inform  
avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures that could then best inform decision- maker. 
Additional concerns remain around land use permissions in key areas due to the intent of the  
Agriculture and Natural Resources para. 2.4.8 which states, "land uses will be managed to ensure  a 
balance between needs for growth and the sustainability of these economic sectors."  
More broadly speaking to the potential impacts of this draft DOCP we would want to ensure the  
following measures form part of any environmental assessment/study/review work and decision-making  
process for the broader planning area and bespoke development areas:   
* Any natural and cultural landscapes, including, but not limited to, native grasslands,  wetlands, 
and riparian habitats, that fall within this plan have been formally assessed for  their ecological and 
cultural value.  
* An appropriate species inventory survey should also be undertaken where natural habitat  (as 
mentioned above) or species have already been identified. As a result of these measures we would want 
to ensure no native grassland and important wetlands and  riparian habitat identified in these studies 
are lost, fragmented or degraded as a result of this DOCP and  that any avoidance, mitigation or 
compensation measures can be adequately assessed for their  effectiveness and ability to, as you have 
stated, 'conserve, enhance and connect key ecological areas'.   
 
POLICIES  
Indigenous Inclusion - Section 5.0  
CPAWS-SK welcomes this policy regarding engagement, collaboration and partnership development  
with First Nations, Metis communities and Indigenous organizations. It is critical that engagement is  



undertaken at the earliest opportunity to ensure land-use decisions can be driven in partnership with 
Indigenous communities from the start and not as a later aspect of the engagement process. Where  
necessary, we would consider this beyond reserve boundaries, as noted in para. 5.3.4 (Integration of  
Land Uses) regarding adjacent lands, but also for the broader implications of impacts to natural  
landscapes that have significant cultural and ecological values.   
Natural and Heritage Resources - Section 6.0  
As previously noted, we welcome the intent of this draft plan and the same goes for the objectives and  
policies (6.2 & 6.3) centred on Natural and Heritage Resources. CPAWS-SK welcomes the proposed work  
to develop a Regional Natural Areas Strategy and we look forward to commenting on this document. It  
will be critical that this document is completed before land use and subdivision decisions are made and  
approved. This strategy must inform this process.  
We acknowledge that this draft plan does account for key natural landscapes and plans to develop  
further work towards maintaining and enhancing natural and important ecological features. As part of  
any further study and as noted above, CPAWS-SK would want to ensure these important landscapes and  
features are not further degraded, fragmented or lost as a result of this regional plan. It is important we  
understand the features of these landscapes. The NE and Small Swales, a case in point. With the Small  
Swale sitting within or in close proximity to the plan boundary, thus connecting both jurisdictions plans,  
and the NE Swale which extends some length through the City of Saskatoon, this Plan area and beyond,  
it is clear this region represents and forms part of a wider important ecological and cultural landscape.  
We know these swales are teeming with biodiversity and thus home to a number of at-risk species who  
depend on the likewise critically endangered native grassland and wetland ecosystems present.  
Fragmenting this land further will only serve to degrade these features and potentially its ability to  
function. It will likely degrade this biodiversity-rich ecosystem and we already know we are losing  
biodiversity across the world at an alarming rate.   
We must also acknowledge the cultural significance of this area and its connection to other important  
lands i.e. Wanuskewin Heritage Park - for which a critical component is its planned UNESCO World  
Heritage Site status application.  
CPAWS-SK welcomes reference to habitat conservation measures and specifically your reference to  
Species at Risk in para. 6.3.4. Again, we will look to the planned Regional Natural Areas Strategy, Green  
Network Study Area and/or other key and necessary environmental studies to adequately inform the  
design of this growth plan regarding Species at Risk and its intent around land use designation in and  
around important natural habitats in the area. We are also interested to read para. 6.3.9 around  
'Designating Environmental Reserve' and look forward to reading more about the intent here and the  
potential for a broad suite of land protected in perpetuity.  
Water Resources and Wetlands - Section 8.0  
CPAWS-SK welcomes the intent around your water resources and wetlands (section 8.0) objectives and  
policies. We look forward to commenting further on these areas and to ensuring, as you state in para.  
8.3.3, "wetlands located within the Green Network Study Area will be a priority." We would most  
certainly recommend a wetlands policy is developed for the district. Of course, while having such a  
policy in place would be welcomed, unless it is properly used and implemented it only serves as a  
background document. We have already seen this in the case of the wetlands policy for the City of  
Saskatoon who has previously acknowledged such policies have been left on the shelf or just used as  
guidance when critical infrastructure and land use planning decisions have been made.   
We are concerned by the intent of para. 8.3.6 'Least Disturbance of Wetlands'. This suggests that  
wetlands will predominantly be affected by this plan and the "least possible disturbance and/or  
alteration" encouraged. There is no suggestion that important wetlands within this plan area will avoid  
disturbance or alteration. This seems counter to your wetlands being a priority statement. CPAWS-SK  



would encourage this plan and the development of a wetlands policy to identify key wetland features 
and ensure such areas are adequately buffered and free from disturbance or alteration.    
All buffers should provide adequate protection to the riparian and wetland habitat. We would  
encourage that the intent should not be to reduce such buffers where possible but ensure any decision  
is based on robust environmental data to support either a reduction or increase in such a buffer. Where  
many aspects of these buffers include other critical habitats i.e. native grassland, we would expect  
additional buffers to be imposed to these areas, ensuring all habitat is provided with the necessary  
space to thrive and operate at an optimum function. CPAWS-SK agrees that "no development should  
occur and native vegetation should be maintained within the buffer."  
Minerals and Extraction Resources - Section 9.0  
CPAWS-SK welcomes the criteria for minerals and aggregate resource industries, as noted in para. 9.3.2.  
We especially support the need to address the "(d) potential impacts to surface water,  groundwater, 
drainage patterns, slope stability, wildlife habitat, heritage resources and  rare or endangered species; 
(e) the environmental implications of the operation  including storage of fuel tanks or chemicals, and/or 
measures for the release of  contaminants; and (f) plans for reclamation of the land for an approved end 
use."  
Agriculture - Section 11.0  
With a bespoke policy on the discouragement of fragmenting agricultural land (para.  11.3), we would 
encourage the same courtesy is given to native prairie and wetland  habitat as a minimum.   
Green Network Study Area - Section 17.0  
CPAWS-SK welcomes the objectives (17.2) of the Green Network Study Area (GNSA) but we are  
concerned, while restricted, there remains permission for the intended use of agriculture cultivation  
within the GNSA. We would want to ensure any refinement criteria, as noted within your land use page  
for the GNSA (https://partnershipforgrowth.ca/regional/green-network-study-area/), is subject  to, as 
noted at this link (para 13.05), a "development review that is undertaken according to the policies  of 
this Plan." No native prairie, wetland and riparian habitat should be lost to agriculture cultivation. We  
would wish to ensure the 'Green Network' remains an area that prioritizes the enhancement,  
management and protection of significant ecological and cultural landscapes.  
We look forward to the public consultation process that will share any refinement to the GNSA as noted  
within para. 17.3.3 'Refinement Through Concept Plans'. Again, we would not want to see any  
refinements of the GNSA that will result in the loss, fragmentation or degradation of native prairie,  
wetlands and riparian habitat.  
In the link to the GNSA work above, it is also noted that "after the Green Network Study Area is refined,  
the final delineated areas should be amended in the Regional Plan. Areas that are no longer included  
within the Green Network should be reclassified according to the surrounding land uses and their  
location within or outside of future urban areas." While the need for refinement may be necessary  
based on further study and data of the area, we must acknowledge that this refinement should also  
include and consider reclassifying areas previously not in the GNSA into the network - not just removing  
areas within. Even if not the intent the wording is suggestive of a desire to limit or reduce the size of the  
GNSA in order to maximize other infrastructure.       
 
CONCLUSION  
At this time and without the necessary supporting environmental data and studies - which are proposed  
as part of this draft plan - we must consider that this plan poses a significant threat to the ability of the  
broader ecosystem, which includes that of the Small and NE Swale, to function both in terms of its  
ecological services to existing and planned residential communities but also to its ability to function  
ecologically. We look forward to reviewing and commenting on the relevant documents as this process  
progresses.  



We further remain concerned that some land use areas and the size and permittable use of the GNSA 
could have a likely significant effect on the ecological integrity of the key habitat features of the area.  
For nature to function in an urban setting - for the benefit of city residents, wildlife and positive climate  
action - it needs space and connectivity to thrive and function. For the ecological services these  areas 
provide, planned development in close proximity could have dire consequences on their ability to  
continue to support and deal with future flood and water management needs.   
 
We would encourage the partnership developing this plan to progress this work in a way that is both  
sustainable, linked to your sustainability para. 2.3.3, and does not compromise the ecological integrity of  
this ecosystem. These comments are formed based on the general theme of the draft plan. We reserve  
the right to provide additional comments within the process that we may not have made here.    
 
Kind regards,   
 
 XXXXXXX Manager of Operations and Programs (southern region)  
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS) - Saskatchewan Chapter   
Suite 202, 220 (@thetwotwenty) 20th St West, Saskatoon, SK  
306- XXXXXXX|  XXXXXXX@cpaws.org   
www.cpaws-sask.org  
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From: XXXXXXX@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 7:11 PM 
To: Neal Sarnecki;  XXXXXXXLtd. 
 
Subject: Fw: Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Regional Plan:  
Update + June 2017 Public Information Session 
 
Good evening Neal. 
 
I am forwarding my email from Sept 2017 that informed the P4G of our family farm's ( XXXXXXXLtd) 
concerns and questions regarding  the P4G future planning.  We have sent several emails in the past  
voicing our family's concerns regarding the P4G and we would like to  hear your comments as to how 
our land/future development will be affected and regulated by the new P4G proposals. 
 
Our land includes: 
                              -   XXXXXXX 
                                         (Turf fields -with above/below ground  
irrigation, crop fields, 
                                             turf shop/office, irrigation lagoon) 
                              -  LSD  XXXXXXX(Crop field, future turf  
field/development) 
                              -  LSD  XXXXXXX(Crop field, future turf  
field/future development, 
                                                yard subdivision) 
 
  
Thank you for your time. 
 
 XXXXXXX-  XXXXXXXLtd 
 
 
 
  
From:  XXXXXXX@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 9:01 AM  
To:  XXXXXXX@saskatoon.ca < XXXXXXX@saskatoon.ca>  
Subject: Fw: Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Regional Plan: Update + June 2017 Public  
Information Session  
  
 
 
  
From:  XXXXXXX@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 4:52 PM  
To:  XXXXXXX 
Subject: Re: Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Regional Plan: Update + June 2017 Public  
Information Session  
  



Mr XXXXXXX:
 
It appears that the (P4G) Regional Plan is taking form and our land (NE 11-36-6-W3) is now  in the Green 
Network Study Area, formerly the Conservation and Drainage Area. 
 
With no specific guide lines or policies in place for this area after several years of study, we adamantly 
request that portions our  XXXXXXX remain as Agriculture (or Country Residential) similar to  XXXXXXX 
and that a review be done for the Boundary Refinement of the Green Network Study Area as it pertains 
to this quarter.  Once specific guidelines and consistent policies are proposed, we would be  
ready to consider and comment on the Regional Plan. 
 
We would like to strongly recommend that the representatives from the P4G physically inspect the 
NE 11 quarter and the surrounding land so that a common sense approach is taken and practical 
decisions are made before informing us what we can and cannot do with our land.   
 
Originally, there was concern that there was potential flooding concerns that would prohibit any 
residential/agricultural development on this quarter.  The West Corridor Route was another concern at 
one time and now the P4G objective wants "to maintain  and enhance  a connected natural 
infrastructure system to manage storage  and drainage and address storm water issues".  This  appears 
to be the main reason for restricting future development on the NE 11.  There are some locations that 
may not be suitable for development but there definitely are others where residential housing and 
agricultural development would contribute to the beauty and esthetics of  the area without affecting 
existing waterways, wildlife, etc.  In fact, the location of some of the existing yard sites may be more of a 
concern for the proposed Green Study Area. 
 
Our Turf Fields and Turf office/shop currently surround the existing waterway system in this area,  and 
our storage lagoon is one of the main features of the existing waterway.  Our concern is that the  
proposed land use changes could potentially affect the future of our family turf farm and its future 
agricultural growth and development.  This is a major issue that must be considered before the  
P4G is finalizes its Regional Plan. 
 
We want to bring this to your attention before the finalization of your regional plan and would like to 
hear your comments.  We are not prepared to approve or accept any regional plan proposals until there  
are specific common sense guidelines and policies that have been thoroughly researched and 
investigated.  Our family turf farm's future and our future land development should not be threatened 
or restricted because of vague concept planning proposals and unclear development policy.  
 
Please relay our concerns to your board.  Thank you.  
 
Regards; 
 
 XXXXXXX-  XXXXXXXLtd 
 
 
  
From:  XXXXXXX< XXXXXXX. XXXXXXX@o2design.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 7, 2017 11:14:43 AM  
To:  XXXXXXX@hotmail.com  



Subject: Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Regional Plan: Update + June 2017 Public 
Information Session  
  
Good afternoon: 
  
Thank you again for your interest in the Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth (P4G) Regional Plan.  
The P4G is pleased to announce the draft Regional Plan is complete, and is now available for preview at: 
http://partnershipforgrowth.ca/regional_plan/. 
The draft Plan recommends a series of guiding principles and policies around land use, transportation,  
servicing, and implementation, as well as proposes new governance and administrative structures for 
the Region. This Plan reflects the feedback and input we have received from the public and stakeholders 
over previous engagement events. 
In addition to the draft plan, the Regional Servicing Strategy and the Regional Governance and  
Implementation Strategy are also available for preview.  
The P4G invites you to a Public Information Session for the draft Plan and Strategies: 
  
Public Information Session  
Tuesday, June 27, 2017  
Open House: 4:00 6:30 p.m.  
Public Presentation: 6:30 p.m., to be followed by a moderated Q&A Session  
North Ridge Centennial Community Centre  
901 3rd Street North, Martensville, SK 
  
You are encouraged to submit questions or comments in advance for the Moderated Q&A Session via 
the P4G website at http://partnershipforgrowth.ca/regional_plan/.  Please note an open microphone 
will not be provided at the event but question/comment forms will be provided to fill out to have your 
question asked. Summaries of the responses will be posted on the website after the June 27 meeting. 
The project consultant (O2 Planning + Design) and representatives from the partner municipalities and 
SREDA will be  in attendance at the Session. 
For additional project information, visit http://www.partnershipforgrowth.ca or contact us at  
 XXXXXXX@Saskatoon.ca. 
Thank you for your continuing participation in this project.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
 XXXXXXX 
Project Manager, Regional Plan  
Saskatoon North Partnership for Growth   
 XXXXXXX@Saskatoon.ca 
  
 XXXXXXX 
Senior Planner  
O2 Planning + Design, Inc.  
 XXXXXXX. XXXXXXX@o2design.com 
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