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1. Engagement Background 

1.1. Introduction 

The Official Community Plan (OCP) and Zoning Bylaw (ZB) are the documents that illustrate the 

Town’s vision for the future and how that vision will be implemented and achieved through policies 

and regulations. As part of this process, a public engagement initiative was conducted to develop 

plans, policies, and regulations that accurately represent community priorities and align with the 

community’s vision.  

A consultation plan was developed to reach a broad and diverse audience of stakeholders including, 

but not limited to, residents, business, tenants, government bodies, neighbouring municipalities, and 

developers. All comments were considered carefully and have been utilized to strengthen both 

documents and ensure the values of our various communities are reflected in our policies and 

regulations.  

This public engagement report is supplementary to and an integral part of the OCP and Zoning Bylaw 

amendment application. 

We sincerely value the input that our stakeholders have contributed and continue to view the OCP 

and Zoning Bylaw as living documents that can be amended as necessary. 

1.2. Objectives 

• To create an overall community awareness of the proposed changes and the intention of 

those changes; 

• To collect information from the public and stakeholders on issues within the community; and,  

• Establish priorities within the community that align with the community’s vision. 

1.3. Methodology 

There were five public engagement initiatives that took place to communicate and gain public input 

on the project. Information cards detailing the online survey and public open house were mailed to 

each residence. Notices were also posted on the Town’s social media accounts throughout the 

process.   

1.3.1. Online Survey 

An online survey was created to gain insight into the local priorities of the public. The survey was 

made available online from September 1 to October 5, 2020. Paper copies of the survey were also 

available to the public at the town office. The purpose was to obtain insight into prioritizing 

issues/concerns form the public. Common themes from the online survey provided insight into 

important topics that required more feedback from the public in the public open house.    

1.3.2. Stakeholder Questionnaire 

The Town of Pilot Butte released a questionnaire to various stakeholder group to acquire additional 

feed back on. Stakeholder groups included developers, businesses, government entities, and 

community organizations.  
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1.3.3. Public Open House - 2020 

An open house was held on October 15, 

2020 at the Town of Pilot Butte 

Community Hall. The primary goal was to 

solicit additional feedback from the public 

on land use. Major themes extracted from 

the online survey served to guide 

discussion on public concerns. Interactive 

posters were on display for participants to 

voice their opinion and the online survey 

results were also available at this event. A 

design station was also prepared for participants to create their ideal community. The town Planner 

and support staff were made available for the event to answer any questions that arose.   

1.3.4. Public Open House - 2022 

Once the OCP and ZB documents were created, the Town launched an open house initiative. The 

primary purpose was to provide all stakeholders with an opportunity to review the proposed planning 

documents. This event was held over 4 separate days from August 27, 2022 to August 31, 2022. Town 

staff, council and planners were at the event to provide information regarding these documents. 

1.3.5. Public Hearing - 2022 

A public hearing event was held from September 13-15, 2022. The primary purpose of this event was 

to give all stakeholders a chance to voice any comments or concerns regarding the new Official 

Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw. Any comments or concerns were collected and documented in 

Appendix D. Feedback was then reviewed, and recommendations were evaluated internally. Careful 

considerations were given to any document revision to avoid unintended impact throughout the 

Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw. 

2. Summary of Engagement  

2.1. Summary of Online Survey 

The Town received strong public feedback from their online survey. A total of 284 people participated 

in the survey. Over 95% either resided or worked in the Town. Residents from surrounding areas were 

also welcomed to participate. Complete results of the online survey can be found in Appendix A.  

The following are key themes found in the online survey listed in order of popularity: 

2.1.1. Greenspace, pathways, connectivity  

The strongest repeating theme throughout the online survey was an increase focus on greenspace. 

This includes the improving existing greenspaces within the town as well as expanding and connecting 

greenspace by improving pathway networks.  
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2.1.2. Multi-purpose recreation centre 

The desire to either improve or build new recreation facilities was the second most common theme. 

Ice rink, gymnasium, swimming pool, and gathering hall were the most common specific uses found. 

2.1.3. Accountability for Land Developers 

Many residents voiced their disapproval around numerous new developments within the town. 

Majority of these concerns involved building aesthetics and site cleanliness. There was also a concern 

regarding lots remaining undeveloped for many years, leading to soil erosion and weed problems for 

surrounding residents.  

2.1.4. Paving of Gravel Streets and Adding Sidewalks 

Many online survey participants voice the need to pave remaining gravel roads within the town. There 

was also concern surrounding streets that lacked sidewalks, particularly areas near the school. 

2.1.5. Bylaw Enforcement 

Residents voiced concern as to the enforcement of existing bylaws. Topics include: speeding traffic, 

parking violations (RVs/trailers), ATV use and off-leash dogs. 

2.1.6. Industrial Zoning 

 A displeasure for industrial uses scattered within the residential zoning district. Generally seen as an 

eyesore and potential noise concerns.  

2.2. Summary of Stakeholder Comments/Meetings 

2.2.1. Returned Comments from Pilot Butte Beautification Committee 

• Clarification to Sight Triangle definition 

• Summary of zoning bylaw or “zoning bylaw for dummies” to simplify document. 

• Advertising of discretionary use needs clarification as to its location such as specific address. 

• Opposed to restaurants as a discretionary use in R1 zoning district.  

• Better separation of Industrial zones from Residential zones. 

• Focus on urban forests and proper management of greenspaces. 

2.2.2. Returned Comments from Pilot Butte News and Views (local publication) 

• Concerns surrounding drainage requirements and compliance. 

• Summary page with links to appropriate pages 

• Clear and concise definitions, especially when defining zoning districts. 

• Any use that impacts environment should be a considered a discretionary use. 

2.3. Summary of Public Open House - 2020 

78 participants attended the public open house. The following are summaries of Interactive Posters 

and Design Station. See Appendix C for all open house poster boards. 
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2.3.1. What do you like about Pilot Butte? 

 

2.3.2. Existing OCP Objectives 

Participants were encouraged to place green or red dots on the OCP objectives they support or 

oppose, respectively. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion.  

What do you like about Pilot 
Butte? 

Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Proximity to City 49 63% 

Quiet 41 53% 

Safe 42 54% 

Friendly People 40 51% 

Large Lot Sizes 33 42% 

Lenient Bylaws 21 27% 

Sports Organizations 16 21% 

Nature 15 19% 

Community Organizations 10 13% 

OCP Objective Support Oppose Differential Opinion 

Greenspaces 56 0 56 

Protect & Enhance Nature 53 1 52 

Recreational Facilities 53 2 51 

Avoid incompatible land uses 40 1 39 

Promote orderly & sustainable land 
use 

40 2 38 

Consider all demographics 38 0 38 

Centralized Commercial Complex 44 8 36 

Values of openness, caring & 
responsiveness 

35 0 35 

Encourage Infill 39 6 33 

Support Regional Collaborations 28 1 27 

Transportation Network & 
Infrastructure System 

26 6 20 
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2.3.3. Residential Housing Lot Sizes 

Participants were encouraged to place green and red dots on the Residential lot sizes they support or 

oppose, respectively. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion. 

 

2.3.4. Residential Housing Types 

Participants were encouraged to place green and red dots on the Residential use they support or 

oppose, respectively. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion.  

 

2.3.5. Single Family Residential – Street Type 

Participants were encouraged to place green and red dots on the Residential street type they support 

or oppose, respectively. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion.   

Pursue Annexation 19 6 13 

Affordable Housing 30 23 7 

Capitalize on economic 
Opportunities 

22 15 7 

Residential Housing Lots Support Oppose Differential Opinion 

Large Lot Residential 44 1 43 

Low Density Residential 37 3 34 

Single Detached Residential 28 11 17 

Multiple Unit Residential 7 37 -30 

Manufactured/ Mobile Home 
Residential 

1 41 -40 

Residential House Types Support Oppose Differential Opinion 

Care Homes 53 4 39 

Gated Communities 15 45 -30 

Apartments 11 46 -35 

Row Housing 9 54 -45 

Mobile Homes 2 54 -52 
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2.3.6. Commercial Development 

Participants were encouraged to place green and red dots on the commercial land use they support 

or oppose, respectively. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion. 

 

 

2.3.7. Greenspace & Pathways 

Participants were encouraged to select their top 3 features for new or improved pathways, walkways, 

and community greenspaces. The table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of 

favourable opinion.   

Residential Street Type Support Oppose Differential Opinion 

Connected to Greenspace/Trails 56 4 52 

Grid Pattern 35 21 14 

Cul-de-Sac 29 26 3 

Curvilinear 14 30 -16 

Commercial Development Support Oppose Differential Opinion 

Strip Mall Commercial 50 7 43 

Main Street Commercial 43 9 32 

Big Box Commercial 2 61 -59 

Greenspace Features Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Lighting 58 74% 

Public Washrooms 42 54% 

Garbage & Recycling 37 47% 

Benches / Picnic Tables 36 46% 

Water Feature 22 28% 

Signage for Users 18 23% 

Public Bulletin Board 17 22% 
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2.3.8. Pathway Types 

Participants were encouraged to select their most desired pathway type. The table below outlines the 

received feedback and is listed in order of favourable opinion.   

 

2.3.9. Transportation 

Participants were encouraged to select the most desired street form for the future. The table below 

outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of favourable opinion.   

 

2.3.10. Sport / Recreation Facilities 

Participants were encouraged to select their top 3 improvements for recreational facilities. The table 

below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of favourable opinion.   

Bollards 14 18% 

Pathway Types Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Hybrid 47 60% 

Urban Form 34 44% 

Natural Form 33 42% 

Transportation Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Main Street 38 50% 

Automobile Focused, no street 
parking 

29 37% 

Multi-Purpose 27 35% 

Shared Transportation 16 21% 

Sports/Recreational Facilities Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Swimming Pool 52 67% 

Exercise Centre 46 59% 

Indoor Gymnasium 39 50% 

Dog Park 35 45% 
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2.3.11. Health Facilities 

Participants were encouraged to select their most desired health care facilities. The table below 

outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of favourable opinion.   

 

2.3.12. Industrial 

Participants were encouraged to select the nuisance that they are most strongly opposed to. The 

table below outlines the received feedback and is listed in order of most strongly opposed.   

 

Ice Rinks 25 32% 

Outdoor Playgrounds & 

Exercise Stations 
16 21% 

Outdoor Sports Fields 16 21% 

Hard Surface Courts 9 12% 

Health Facilities Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Medi-Clinic 62 79% 

Chiropractor / Massage 
Therapy 

40 51% 

Dental Office 27 35% 

Pharmacy 26 33% 

Optometrist 14 18% 

Homeopathy 14 18% 

Industrial Nuisances Votes Votes as % of Participants 

Appearance 64 82% 

Noise 39 50% 

Smell 35 45% 

Lighting 22 28% 
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2.3.13. Design Station 

A design station was available for participants to design their ideal community based on an existing 

town map. Using coloured markers and a colour coded guideline which defined land uses, participants 

were asked to illustrate this map in any way they imagined.  

 

The following map is a unified representation of the design station results. Due to the variation of 

each submission, the boundaries and land uses shown in the unified map may be considered 

debatable and are only meant to be used as guidelines. Primarily it serves as a depiction of the most 

popular land use for each area.    
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2.4. Summary of Public Open House - 2022 

The primary purpose of this event was to provide all stakeholders with an opportunity to evaluate the 

proposed OCP and ZB documents. Posters, maps, and copies of OCP and ZB were provided to 

encourage discussion. Collecting feedback was not a priority but was still conducted. In total there 

were 171 attendees over the four day period. 

A comments station was available for participants to give feedback related to the OCP and ZB 

documents. Space was provided for the both OCP and/ZB comments. Feedback from this station can 

be found as part of the comment summary found in Appendix D. 

Additionally, there were three questions asked of participants regarding specific land use planning 

topics important to the Town: 

2.4.1. Recreation Facility Feedback 

Based on the feedback from the previous open house, the following indoor activities received the 

most interest. Participants were asked to choose which one they prefer. 

Sports/Recreational Facilities Votes Votes as % of Total 

Gymnasium 15 20% 

Exercise Centre 18 24% 

Swimming Pool 29 39% 
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2.4.2. School Pit Feedback 

Participants were asked what they think would be the best option for developing the existing School 

Pit/Track. 

 

2.4.3. Senior Housing Feedback 

Participants were asked how likely they would like to see a Senior Housing Complex in the next five 

years. 

 

2.5. Summary of Public Hearing - 2022 

The primary purpose of this event was to collect stakeholder feedback to provide guidance on 

potential revisions to the OCP and ZB. The town provided a podium to act as a speaking forum for all 

to voice their comments and concerns. In addition to the in person Public Hearing, the Town collected 

written submissions from various stakeholders. In total, 61 people attended the public hearing (not 

everyone spoke), and 50 verbal and written submissions were received (Appendix D). 

In addition to local residents, the Town received feedback and comments from the following 

stakeholders: 

 

Other 13 17% 

School Pit/Track Votes Votes as % of Total 

Football/Soccer Field 29 33% 

Dog Park 10 11% 

Remain as a Track 44 49% 

Other 6 7% 

Senior Housing Complex Votes Votes as % of Total 

Very Unlikely 2 4% 

Unlikely 1 2% 

Neutral 3 6% 

Likely 13 27% 

Very Likely 29 59% 
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• Northridge Developments; 

• Ministry of Agriculture; 

• Ministry of Highways; 

• Ministry of Education;  

• Heritage Conservation Branch;  

• Saskatchewan Health Authority;  

• Building Officials; and,  

• RM of Edenwold No. 158. 

3. Conclusion 

The engagement process regarding the Town of Pilot Butte’s OCP and Zoning Bylaw update has been 

successful in enabling the Town to obtain feedback from a diverse and extensive list of stakeholders. 

All comments have been considered carefully and many changes have been made to improve and 

alter the documents in response to the feedback. 

The consultative process that has been carried out for the new OCP and Zoning Bylaw from the 

initiation phase through to the draft document phase has proven effective in ensuring the documents 

meet the needs of the local communities, accurately reflect community priorities and respond to 

needs of other agencies and stakeholders in the region.  

Further consultation on these documents will be carried out as part of the formal adoption process, 

which will involve at least one more public hearing hosted by the Town Council to present the revised 

version of the bylaws and obtain feedback for Council’s consideration.  

The Town of Pilot Butte is appreciative of all the time and effort that has been contributed by citizens 

and other stakeholders in participating in engagement efforts and providing feedback. The input is 

integral to the creation of plans that can be supported broadly by those individuals, groups and 

agencies who may use or be affected by the bylaws. 
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Appendix A – Online Survey Results
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Appendix B – Stakeholder Comments



Clubs & Organizations: 

• Are there specific aspects of the existing Zoning Bylaw that are unclear or difficult to 
understand? 

“Sight Triangles” for corner lots - the definition is a bit confusing. Is this actually enforced 
equally around town? This would essentially encroach almost 25 feet into someone’s front yard. 
If your frontage is small this could seriously compromise the “usable” space for the 
homeowner.  Residents often have issues with people cutting across their properties so this 
limits their ability to deter this behavior? What are the height restrictions of a “Sight Triangle”?  

 
• How could we make the Zoning Bylaw more user-friendly?  
• The 9 pages of definitions don’t really set one up for an enjoyable read. Maybe have a “Zoning 

Bylaw For Dummies” or a summary in layman’s terms.  
 

• Are there specific development standards or land use regulations in the existing Zoning Bylaw 
that have caused problems that should be reviewed? 

• Advertising of a Discretionary Use - can the advertising of Zoning Bylaw issues not include a civic 
address along with the legal land description. We see the rezoning notifications but really have 
no idea where the land is located. The maps are so small in these advertisements you can’t even 
determine from that if the rezoning will impact your property. 

• Section 3.11 Minor Variances to the Zoning Bylaw Section 12 - Why is the approval revoked if 
someone lodges an issue? Could be disgruntled neighbour just making things difficult? What 
does it cost the homeowner to appear before the Development Appeals Board? 

• Projections in Yards a (i) Rear and Side Yards - projections could be greater than 2 feet from the 
side of a structure. Section b - unenclosed decks no higher than 2’ above grade - is this a deck 
without a railing? If so that’s great. needs to be clarified. 

• Section 5.3 Home Based Occupation (6) Number of Persons - could be expanded to the 
occupant, one other family member and one employee. This may more accurately reflect what’s 
actually happening in this working environment. 

 
• Are there any issues or uses that should be addressed in the new Zoning Bylaw which are not 

missing in the existing Zoning Bylaw?  
• 9.1.3 Discretionary Uses - Restaurant zoning in the middle of residential areas R1 or 

R2.  Currently there’s a restaurant among single family dwellings. As a homeowner I would not 
want a restaurant as a neighbour. If the current example is any indication it’s unsightly, not well 
maintained and little effort has been made to correct this situation.  

 
• 9.8.6 Other Requirements - All industrial sites should have a solid fence of at least 2.5 meters in 

height surrounding their property, especially those that are situated among residential 
properties.  

• I would like to see an “Industrial”  Zone designated for the Town. It would indicate that land use 
is a priority and it’s being considered in a thoughtful and organized manner. It separates heavy 
truck traffic from residential areas creating safer spaces for residents. By developing a properly 



zoned area for industrial or commercial properties it could attract mid to small sized businesses 
that will in turn bring further residential property owners. It will also help to support our existing 
businesses. The Town should look into offering incentives to attract these types of businesses to 
an industrial park in Pilot Butte.  Please refer to our neighbours to the south - Emerald Park has 
done a great job developing their industrial/commercial land use. It’s a bustling community - 
There’s no reason that Pilot Butte can’t do the same. The Town needs to direct heavy truck 
traffic off of Butte Street now that the spray park is a “going concern” - for the safety of all.  

 
• Do you have any ideas for how we can promote sustainability such as alternative 

transportation, reducing energy and water consumption, encouraging green energy sources, 
etc.   

• The Town needs to focus on their urban forest and proper management of their greenspaces. 
We need to engage local experts to advise us as we take over our newly developed parks. 
Designating spaces for an increased “tree” presence will improve the overall look and feel of 
Pilot Butte.  An urban forestry plan helps your community cool the air. An urban forest  can be 
planted so that it works with the wind to either draw it in to cool the centre of your community 
or to provide protection from the wind. Trees provide habitat for flora and fauna. Trees are an 
asset to your community. They reduce electricity needs by supplying shade for homes and public 
buildings thus reducing the need for as much air conditioning. Focusing on diversity in your 
urban forest is very important to ward against disease and insect infestations – a diverse mix of 
all tree species is what you’re after. Utilize water bags or tree rings for conservation of and 
proper management of water 

• Proper management of greenspaces is the next item that needs serious consideration. Having 
vibrant greenspaces that offer residents may reasons to visit is a priority in a vibrant community. 
We have a great opportunity, with new development and young families, to develop our 
greenspaces for a mix of generational needs.  

• Insulation of our public buildings – how energy efficient are these old buildings? Can 
improvements be made? Windows and doors replaced? Weather stripping? Can the rec centre 
roof support a green roof? How about solar power? Can our new outdoor lighting be solar 
powered? What about retrofitting existing lighting? Can we do low voltage lighting instead of 
conventional lighting options? What types of light bulbs are used in our public spaces? Are these 
as energy efficient as possible? What about the vehicles owned by the town? Any savings on 
new purchases of electric vehicles vs. conventional gas   

• Grass cutting – if you cut the grass half as often that’s a 50% savings right there on labour, fuel, 
equipment usage and repair/replacement hours. Leave the first flush of dandelion blooms stay 
on to support our native pollinators. Cut them just before they go to seed. Consider leaving 
some grass (sides of ditches) longer to promote different insect/pollinators ecosystems. Just cut 
the base of the ditch and the top further reducing employee and vehicle expense.  

• Meadow plantings – requires irrigation for the first year, seeded with annual and perennial 
native plants on areas that have questionable soil. They need to be cut in early spring and then 
are essentially left to their own devises once established. We would need “buy in”  from 
residents to help support these areas with some watering until established – Town could 
possibly offer an incentive toward their water bills?    

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

• Are there any other issues that need to be addressed in the new Zoning Bylaw? See above 

 



 
 

Stakeholder Engagement Sessions 

Clubs & Organizations: 

1. Are there specific aspects of the existing Zoning Bylaw that are unclear or difficult to 
understand? 

o Elevations and grading and final grading plans need to be emphasized so as to be a 
compliment to the building bylaw 

o The town has drainage issues that may or may not be attributed to homeowners not 
paying attention to elevation and drainage regulations. 

o Enforcement – any updates on Section 3.10 of the existing bylaw whereby the town has 
a bit more autonomy to enforce non-conforming uses?  
 

2. How could we make the Zoning Bylaw more user-friendly? 
 

o Summary page with links to the appropriate page and/or area of the bylaw vs having to 
scroll through the document to get where you want to go 

o Ensure that the definitions are clear and concise with no room for “interpretation” 
 

3. Are there specific development standards or land use regulations in the existing Zoning Bylaw 
that have caused problems that should be reviewed? 

o Discretionary Use – any uses that may impact the environment in any way should be a 
discretionary use where not already. 

o M-Industrial – what does it mean by “Industrial uses” under Permitted Uses?  Very 
vague and open to “interpretation”.  The definition includes “a development that 
involves a chemical or physical process” which may have an affect on the environment 
or aquifer under Pilot Butte.  Should be discretionary.   

o C2 – Highway Commercial – what does it mean by “institutional uses” under Permitted 
Uses?  Very vague and open to “interpretation.  The definition includes “medical” 
service which again may have an impact on the environment? 

 

4. Are there any issues or uses that should be addressed in the new Zoning Bylaw which are not 
missing in the existing Zoning Bylaw? 
 

 

5. Do you have any ideas for how we can promote sustainability such as alternative transportation, 
reducing energy and water consumption, encouraging green energy sources, etc.  

 

6. Are there any other issues that need to be addressed in the new Zoning Bylaw? 
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Appendix C – Public Open House - Display Boards with Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





What do you love most about Pilot Butte?

Large lot 
sizes

Sports 
Organizations

Lenient 
Bylaws

Friendly 
People

Safe

Community 
Organizations

Tell us where you live?

Proximity to 
City

Quiet

Nature



An Official Community Plan (OCP) is the Town’s vision for the future and 
outlines a timeframe for achieving that vision. It is a comprehensive policy 
document designed to guide the physical, environmental, economic, social 

and cultural development of the municipality. 

The  Town of Pilot Butte is committed to planning and providing for a 
fiscally responsible, strategically planned, nature-friendly, safe, caring, 

rural-urban environment that offers opportunity and diversity with high 
quality infrastructure, facilities, services and programs, sustainable for 

future generations.



Tell us if you or our objectives

To protect and enhance the natural environment, natural habitats, ecosystems, aquifers, 
environmental reserves, Pilot Butte Creek system and its connectivity to the White Butte Nature 
Reserve.

To position the Town to capitalize on economic opportunities through adequate allocation of 
development-ready land, responsive and proactive public policies, and services.

To consider the needs of all age demographics in Town Planning Matters

To support regional collaborations when they are economically feasible and conducive to providing 
benefit for the people of the Town and region.

To avoid unplanned or incompatible land uses within the Town and the surrounding areas and to 
pursue opportunities for regional infrastructure and planning.

To pursue annexation of the designated lands on the Future Land Use Map to ensure management 
and development are consistent with the Town’s objectives.

Encourage infill within the Town to reduce the number of vacant lots.

53 1

22 15

38 0

28 1

40 1

19 6

39 6



Promoting and managing orderly and sustainable land use planning for the residential sector.

To provide for affordable housing that appeals to a variety of age groups and cultural diversity.

A well-designed and functioning transportation network and infrastructure system efficiently 
planned and financed.

Recreational facilities that will continue to accommodate the growing population and the 
needs of the community.

Greenspaces that both preserve and enhance the Pilot Butte Creek lineal open space and 
connect it to the White Butte Nature Reserve for walking, cycling and natural environment 
enjoyment.

Pursue a centralized commercial complex area with uses such as medical clinics, pharmacy, 
child-care, office spaces, hotels/motels with considerations to incorporate other commercial 
and industrial opportunities complementary to the character of the Town as a whole.

Council’s governance will be based on the values of openness, caring and responsiveness 
committed to citizen participation in the Town’s affairs through its Committees, Boards and 
Commissions.

Tell us if you or our objectives

40 2

30 23

26 6

53 2

56 0

44 8

35 0



A Zoning Bylaw (ZB) establishes land 
development regulations needed to 
achieve the OCP’s vision. It controls 
the use of land in your community 
by regulating land use, building 
location, development standards, 
specific uses, and site-specific 
regulations such as lot sizes, 
setback distances, building heights, 
parking requirements, etc. A ZB also 
outlines the day-to-day 
administration including processes 
for the development of land and 
applying for various permits.



R1 – Low 
Density 
Residential

R3 – Multiple 
Unit Residential

R1A – Single 
Detached 
Residential

R2 – Large Lot 
Residential

RMH –
Manufactured/
Mobile Home 
Residential

37 3 28 11 44 1 7 37 1 41



Care Homes Mobile HomesGated 
Communities 

Apartments Row Housing
What do you want to see more     or less     of ?

53 4

15 45

11 46 2 54 9 54



Grid Pattern Cul-de-Sac Curvilinear Connected to 
Greenspace/Trails

Please select the type of residential street you would like to see more     or less     of

35 21

29 26

14 30

56 4



Main Street Commercial Strip Mall Commercial

Please SELECT the type of commercial development you would like to see more       or less       of in the future.

Big Box Commercial

43 9 50 7 2 61



Please select the TOP 3 features you would like to see on new or improved pathways, walkways and community greenspaces

Garbage & Recycling

Lighting       Benches/ Picnic 
Tables

Public Washroom

Water Feature Public Bulletin Boards Bollards (Located at Street 
Intersections)

Signage for Users

58 18 42

36

14
22 37 17



Natural Form Hybrid

Please SELECT the type of greenspace, pathways and walkways you would like to see in the future.

Urban Form

33 47 34



Main Street Automobile focused, no street parking

Shared Transportation

Please SELECT the type of transportation network you would like to see in the future.

Multi Purpose

38 29

16 27



Please select the TOP 3 improvements you would like to see in our Town

Hard Surface CourtsDog Park Swimming Pool

Exercise CentreIndoor Gymnasium Outdoor Sports Fields Ice Rinks

Outdoor Playgrounds & 
Exercise stations

39 46 16 25

35 9 52 16



Please SELECT which type of health care facilities that you would like to see more of in our Town

Medi-Clinic Dental Office Pharmacy

Optometrist Homeopathy Chiropractor / Massage 
Therapy

62 27 26

14 14 40



Please SELECT which nuisance you are most strongly opposed to

Smell Noise

Appearance Lighting

35 39

64 22



Why there is a need of OCP Review?
OCP Review is an opportunity for the Town to ensure that the goals and 

objectives which were set out in the OCP are still important to the community. 
Since an OCP is a long-term guiding document for the future of a community it is 

important that everything stated in the plan is still relevant to the community 
and no adjustments need to be made to the plan. 

Why is the OCP important?
The OCP reflects the community’s values and priorities as presented through its 
vision. By setting out a clear community vision today, we can shape our future 

growth in a way that is sustainable and provides a high quality of life for current 
and future residents.

How does an OCP help us reach our community goals?
All municipal policies, plans and regulations must be in alignment with the OCP 

Bylaw, so it is a powerful guide for Town decision-making. An effective OCP 
provides clear direction but does not preclude change to the plan based on 

evolving circumstances or interpretation of policies by Council and staff. In this 
way, an OCP is often considered a “living document”.

Who uses an OCP? Who does it affect?
Council, municipal staff, developers and professionals (architects, engineers, 

planners, landscape architects, etc.) use the OCP to understand what the 
community wants as it relates to the delivery of housing and other land uses 

(types, character), transportation services, infrastructure and amenities.

They also use the OCP to understand which areas are suitable for the 
development and which are not (environmentally sensitive areas, steep slopes, 

hazardous areas, etc.). The public can use the OCP to gain a better understanding 
of local issues and how they are planned to be addressed or what changes may 

happen in their neighbourhood. 

Why is there such a focus on land use and development policy?
Land use planning facilitates the orderly development of land, resources, 

infrastructure and services, with a view to securing the economic, 
environmental, social and cultural well-being of urban and rural communities. 

The driving force in planning is often the need for change, the need for improved 
management or the need for a different pattern of land use, dictated by 

changing investment circumstances.

Why is public input needed?
An OCP Review involves significant public involvement from the beginning to the 

end so that goals and policies reflect community concerns and hopes for the 
future. During an OCP update, the review process is open, transparent, and 

requires broad input from residents, elected officials, staff, and stakeholders. It is 
the Town’s goal to engage residents of all ages and walks of life to participate in a 

wide number of activities over the life of the review.



Most importantly, get ! Design YOUR IDEAL TOWN. If there is something you 
want to see in Pilot Butte, show us!

Use to show where you want 

Use to show where you want to be 
located

Use to show where you want and to 
be located

Use to show where you want land uses to be located

Use to show where you want 
to be located



Project Kick-
Off
• May-July 2020

Background 
Analysis
• July-August

Public 
Engagement 
Events
• September-

November 2020

Draft OCP 
Development
• December 2020-

February 2021

Report - Public 
Engagement
• February-March 

2021

OCP 
Finalization
• March-April 2021

OCP Final 
Adoption 
Public Hearing
• May-June 2021



Calling all photographers
Have your photo be on the cover of the Zoning Bylaw

Have your photo featured in the Town’s OCP & ZB Claim bragging rights for creating our new 
town logo and slogan

We’re always looking for Volunteers – Sign up below

Deadline - December 10, 2020

Email consent form and ideas to 
pbplanner@sasktel.net

Deadline - December 10, 2020

Email consent form and ideas to 
pbplanner@sasktel.net



Public Engagement Findings Report 
October / 2022 
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Appendix D – Public Hearing 2022 Comments 

 



Comment Source Comments OCP and ZB Sections Affected Potential Solutions OCP and ZB Revised (Yes or No) 

Oliver Hoff (Public Hearing) Would like to see an indoor swimming pool 
in Pilot Butte 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.16 and Section 18.0 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Policies already exist for Public Swimming 
Pools. Add Public Swimming Pool as a 
permitted use in the Community Service 
District. 

 

Jeff (Public Hearing) Would like to see a swimming pool in Pilot 
Butte for leisure and employment. 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.16 and Section 18.0 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Policies already exist for Public Swimming 
Pools. Add Public Swimming Pool as a 
permitted use in the Community Service 
District. 

 

Allan Hillingson (Public Hearing)  
Owner of the two westerly parcels in the SW 
¼ 3-18-18-W2M 

Concerned with property being designated as 
Community Service District. He is concerned 
this will negatively affect his land value. 

OCP – Future Land Use Map Leave Future Land Use Map as is. 
 
Change future land use designation from 
Community Service District to Residential, and 
add schools as a discretionary land use so that a 
school could still be located here without 
affecting the current development potential of 
the parcel.  

 

Anthony Rodier (Public Hearing) Heard rumours that the density of Discovery 
Ridge would increase to be similar to the 
Greens on Gardiner (Regina).  

ZB – Zoning Map After reviewing the R1A district and learning 
that the density is the same he acknowledged 
the received false information and has no 
problem with the R1A district. 

No action needed. 

Rob Brown (online) In zone 6, Discovery Ridge, the blanket 
zoning change from R1 to R1A, I disagree 
with. I believe this zoning change should be 
gradual, if at all, to keep the highly desirable 
lower density nature of the neighbourhood 
by the lake. Please reconsider!! 

ZB – Zoning Map Density is slightly higher. 12.7 m frontage 
minimum (new) to 15.0 m frontage minimum 
(old).  
 
Could keep R1A, or go back to R1, which is a 
slightly lower density. However, only single 
detached dwellings are permitted in either 
district. Multi-family is not allowed in either 
district.  

 

Janaye Taylor (online) Really disappointed to see Discovery Ridge 
zoned potentially as a R1A neighbourhood. 
My family moved out from Harbour Landing 
in Regina because we liked how quiet and 
spacious the neighbourhood is. Please keep it 
as a R1. Lots are small enough as is. 
 
Would really like to see a new school slotted 
our community. Lots of young families out 
here and the school size is already a concern. 

ZB – Zoning Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OCP – Future Land Use Map 

Could keep R1A, or go back to R1, which is a 
slightly lower density. However, only single 
detached dwellings are permitted in either 
district. Multi-family is not allowed in either 
district. 
 
 
Designate Community Service lands in 
Discovery Ridge or allow schools as a permitted 
or discretionary land use in Residential districts. 

 

Nancy Klatt (online) We moved to Pilot Butte Discovery Ridge 
area to raise our young child from high 

ZB – Zoning Map Could keep R1A, or go back to R1, which is a 
slightly lower density. However, only single 

 



density harbour landing where the streets 
were so busy/high density, specifically for 
this reason. Firmly against higher density 
housing/zoning here which is safety issue. 

detached dwellings are permitted in either 
district. Multi-family is not allowed in either 
district. 
 

Luke Gelech (online) I really don’t want the discovery ridge 
subdivision rezoned for smaller lots. We paid 
good money to have the community that is 
currently in place.  
 
 
Next is the proposed Rec facility. I don’t want 
my kids to have to cross the highway to go 
there.  

ZB – Zoning Map 
 
 
 
 
 
OCP – Future Land Use Map 

Could keep R1A, or go back to R1, which is a 
slightly lower density. However, only single 
detached dwellings are permitted in either 
district. Multi-family is not allowed in either 
district. 
 
Future Recreation facility has not been chosen 
yet. 

 

Jon (Public Hearing) Wants to see a Tim Horton’s in Pilot Butte. OCP – Section 5.3 
 
ZB – Section 14.0 and 15.0 

Restaurants and Fast Food Outlets are already a 
permitted land use in the Highway Commercial 
District and Community Commercial District.  

No action needed. 

John Snum (Public Hearing) 
Owner of the westerly portion of the SW ¼ 
34-17-18-W2M 

Concerned with future land use designation 
of Public Park and Community Service 
District. 
 
Would like his farm to be a farm for future 
generations and wants room to grow 
economically (i.e. value-added businesses). 
Wants to see more AG options in the 
OCP/ZB. 
 
Wants the ability to have a Community 
Garden, Farmer’s Products Market, lamb 
gathering site (i.e. extension of farming 
enterprises). 

OCP – Section 5.8 
 
ZB – Section 18.0 and 19.0 

Strengthen AG Objective and Policies in OCP for 
existing AG land uses within the Town. (OCP 
does already say the Town wants to 
accommodate existing AG uses). OCP does 
already support Community Gardens. 
 
Community Gardens and Farmer’s Markets are 
permitted in the Community Service District 
and discretionary in the Urban Holding Zone. 
Parcel in question is currently zoned Urban 
Holding. However, we could add additional 
value-added AG land uses in CS zone and/or UH 
zone. 
 
Create a new future land use district for AG 
uses. 
 
 

 

Lorie Kaczmar (Public Hearing) What infrastructure is in place for schools? 
Can our water/lagoon system handle the 
increased capacity? 
Concerns there won’t be a new school. Make 
sure there are policies for a new school. 

OCP – Section 5.6 Water and lagoon systems have capacity for a 
population of approximately 10,000 people. 
Policies are in place for new schools. 

No action needed. 

Lolita Vansteelane (Open House) What are the considerations for the school 
and capacity? 

OCP – Section 5.6 Policies are in place for new schools. No action needed. 

Carson (Public Hearing) Would like to see an indoor swimming pool 
in Pilot Butte 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.16 and Section 18.0 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Policies already exist for Public Swimming 
Pools. Add Public Swimming Pool as a 
permitted use in the Community Service 
District. 

 



Jake (Public Hearing) Would like to see an indoor swimming pool 
in Pilot Butte 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.16 and Section 18.0 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Policies already exist for Public Swimming 
Pools. Add Public Swimming Pool as a 
permitted use in the Community Service 
District. 

 

Carter (Public Hearing) Would like to see an indoor swimming pool 
in Pilot Butte 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.16 and Section 18.0 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Policies already exist for Public Swimming 
Pools. Add Public Swimming Pool as a 
permitted use in the Community Service 
District. 

 

Bob Linner (Public Hearing) 
Representing NorthRidge Developments 

Concern with Roadway that will bisect 
Discovery Ridge. Would like to see this 
removed from Transportation Map. We do 
not support this. There is no defined traffic 
requirement to support this road. It will 
separate the residential communities of 
Phases 11 and 111 causing significant 
concerns for pedestrian traffic safety across a 
major road. The approved Concept Plan for 
Phase 11 shows the future interconnected 
integration with Phase 111 and does not 
include this road. A new road crossing the 
tracks will add another dangerous rail 
crossing that has been of real concern to 
Council and the Community. The costs for 
this roadway are unnecessary and the road 
divisive. We support the new road from 
Highway 46 to Main Street for more direct 
access and egress. We request that this 
portion of the road between Phases 11 and 
111 and crossing the tracks be eliminated 
from the plan. 
 
Northridge owns 47 acres south of Pilot 
Butte Creek that is designated Park Space on 
the Future Land Use Map. They would like to 
dedicate park space along the creek, but 
would like the remainder of the parcel 
designated for Urban Country Residential. 
We understand and agree with the intent to 
preserve the Pilot Butte Creek alignment as 
public open space walkway and will be 
prepared to dedicate the required land 
through negotiation of the area Concept 

OCP – Transportation Map 
 
 
 
OCP – Future Land Use Map 

Discovery Ridge has an approved Concept Plan, 
and this road does not align with that Concept 
Plan – remove this road from Transportation 
Map.  
Update Future Land Use Map to show this area 
as Urban Country Residential; however, keep a 
strip of land along Pilot Butte Creek designated 
as future park space. 

 



Plan. Designating it all for public use would 
require its acquisition. We believe the best 
way to achieve the objective is through a 
Concept Plan that allows development at low 
density and dedication of the required 
walkway alignment as Public Space. We 
agree with the proposed UH Holding Zone 
designation in the Zoning Bylaw. 

Northridge Developments (online 
Submission) 

Some area on the south along the tracks in 
Phase 2 is identified as Potentially Hazardous 
and Flood Prone. What is the basis for this? Is 
there flood risk mapping or flood experience 
to support this? While the mapping is high 
level some of the lots in the southeast corner 
of Phase 2 could be affected. What are the 
development implications of this 
designation? Unless there is a clear technical 
documentation we ask that the maps be 
altered. 

OCP and ZB maps. There is currently a 200 m buffer around Pilot 
Butte Creek to represent “potentially” flood 
prone lands. These lands would then be subject 
to a more thorough review process (doesn’t 
mean that no development is allowed). 
However, the Water Security Agency are 
completing a flood mapping project for Pilot 
Butte. Once that project is complete they have 
committed to giving Pilot Butte the data so that 
these maps can be updated with accurate flood 
prone lands. 

Wait to update map until WSA flood 
mapping project is complete. 

Northridge Developments (online 
submission) 

The Zoning Map shows the same Potentially 
Hazardous Overlay but I could find no text 
that explains what it means or how it will be 
applied. As per the comment above, we ask 
that it be removed or the implications be set 
out. 

ZB – map Implications are set out in Section 6.38. 
Another option would be to move these 
development standards to an overlay district to 
make it more clear to readers.  

 

Northridge Developments (Online 
Submission) 

The Cultural, Heritage and Historic sites Map 
covers all of Discovery Ridge as Sensitive. 
Why? We are not aware of any assessment 
or identification of any concerns. This 
designation can have implications for 
development review and approval. We ask 
that it be removed.  

OCP – Cultural, Heritage and Historic Sites 
Map 

These designations come directly from the 
Provincial Government – Heritage Branch. The 
Town cannot simply remove the designation. 
Development is still permitted. All this means is 
that any proposed subdivision is referred to the 
Heritage Branch by the Community Planning 
Branch for comments. 

No action required. 

Northridge Developments (Online 
Submission) 

The Cultural, Heritage and Historic sites Map 
shows the land south of the tracks as 
Sensitive. Why? We are not aware of any 
assessment or identification of any concerns. 
This designation can have implications for 
development review and approval. We ask 
that it be removed.  

OCP – Cultural, Heritage and Historic Sites 
Map 

These designations come directly from the 
Provincial Government – Heritage Branch. The 
Town cannot simply remove the designation. 
Development is still permitted. All this means is 
that any proposed subdivision is referred to the 
Heritage Branch by the Community Planning 
Branch for comments. 

No action required. 

Northridge Developments (Online 
Submission) 

On all maps the Retention Pond is referred to 
as a natural waterbody. That has implications 
for development approval and conditions as 
the text sets out (riparian rights, shoreline, 
etc.). The text speaks to retention ponds 
which this is and has always been treated as 
such. We ask the Maps use Retention Pond 
and not waterbody. 

OCP and ZB maps Replace “waterbody” with “retention pond” in 
legend of all maps. 

 



Renee Steadman (Public Hearing) Frustrated that Crescent Park doesn’t have 
any Green Space. Concerned that the Future 
Land Use Map isn’t showing any green space 
in Crescent Park. 

OCP – Future Land Use Map Update Future Land Use Map to show 
approved green spaces.  

 

Taryn Foreman (Public Hearing) Frustrated that Crescent Park doesn’t have 
any Green Space. Concerned that the Future 
Land Use Map isn’t showing any green space 
in Crescent Park. 

OCP – Future Land Use Map Update Future Land Use Map to show 
approved green spaces.  

 

Courtney Stallard (online) Crescent Park developments promised many 
things when the residents bought and built 
houses in the area, none of which have come 
to fruition. The new community plans show 
two very small green spaces when we were 
promised much much more than that years 
ago. We were told there would be walking 
paths, a gazebo, greenspaces, trees, etc. Now 
we get two very tiny greenspaces that will 
likely just be ditches we already have.  
 
The accountability, or lack there of, for the 
current development owner Peter Tillman is 
unacceptable. I understand he is trying to sell 
the development but do we just sit in limbo 
until that happens with no progress or 
change in how our area looks? The work 
should be commenced by the Town and 
billed to Peter Tillman. He lied to you and he 
lied to us. Not sure how there is no legal 
binding requirement for a developer to do 
what they told the Town they would do.  

OCP – Future Land Use Map Update Future Land Use Map to show 
approved green spaces.  

 

Martina Doepker (Public Hearing) Appreciates the pieces around culture, 
history, and relationships with First Nations; 
however, wants the OCP to identify actions. 

OCP – Section 2.9, 5.9 and 5.10 Review the calls to action to see if any of them 
apply to land use planning. Use these calls  

 

Ministry of Agriculture From the perspective of Livestock 
Development, as these bylaws are for an 
urban municipality, there is little opportunity 
and expectation for large scale agricultural 
development to be supported and facilitated 
through urban land use bylaws. The OCP 
contains sound policy that directs the Town 
to collaborate with their rural neighbours to 
manage and support agricultural 
development proposals within the rural-
urban fringe where they are deemed to be 
located in appropriate areas causing no 
adverse impacts on the Town’s future growth 
plans. In this regard, it is in the Town’s best 
interest to collaborate with the RM to ensure 

OCP – Section 5.8 Establish procedures for when a development 
application is submitted from the RM to the 
Town, and from the Town to the RM.  

 



they incorporate sound urban fringe planning 
policies within their OCP and ZB to future 
respect the Town’s growth plans and 
regulate development within this area in 
accordance with regionally agreed upon 
policies and regulations. 

Ministry of Agriculture  The use of “Developments and Uses 
permitted by right” regulations within the 
proposed ZB attempt to act differently than 
those regulations for “permitted uses” also 
contained in the ZB; however, the terms 
ought to be used interchangeably as a “use 
by right” is a “permitted use”. They are not 
two distinct groups of uses. 

ZB – Section 5 Change name of chapter as it is leading to some 
confusion. Perhaps “Ancillary Use Development 
Standards.” 

 

Ministry of Agriculture M2 is the only section in the ZB potentially 
concerning value-added agricultural 
processing or Agribusiness. Agribusiness is 
defined as “any activity involving the 
processing of raw agricultural products, or 
the providing of value-added functions with 
regard to raw agricultural products.” Given 
that Agribusiness is defined in the plan but 
was omitted from either permitted use or 
discretionary use, we are led to believe 
value-added processing will not be allowed in 
M2 under any circumstances.  
 
This becomes especially acute as M2 abuts a 
railway. M2 proximity to rail makes it 
attractive to large scale value-added 
processors. If the Town wants to attract 
these types of operations, they will need to 
include “Agribusiness” as a permitted use.  
The Ministry of AG suggests the Town include 
Agribusinesses, as defined by the ZB, as 
either permitted or discretionary. Should a 
value-added processor wish to develop the 
site, including agribusiness at this stage 
would reduce the time required for 
approvals for a potential agribusiness 
investment and respect the provincial 
interest of developing plans which encourage 
value-added agricultural processing.  

OCP – Section 5 
 
 
ZB – Section 17 

Add objectives and policies to encourage 
agribusiness.  
 
Add Agribusiness as either a permitted or 
discretionary use.  

 

Ministry of Highways HWYS should be consulted when 
development occur within 90 meters of any 
existing and planned future provincial 
highway right-of-way. 

OCP – Section 5.1.1 (15) 
 
 
 
 

All developments occurring within 90 metres of 
any existing or planned future provincial 
highway right-of-way require approval and/or a 
permit from the Ministry of Highways and 
Infrastructure in the Province of Saskatchewan. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OCP – Section 5.3.2 (6) 

Ministry shall also be consulted whenever any 
developments have the potential to cause 
impacts on provincial highways or future 
highway upgrades or expansions. All involved 
parties (e.g. Ministry, Municipality, and 
Developer) shall be encouraged to arrive at 
feasible solutions that could reduce adverse 
impacts in transportation planning and safety. 
 
Development within 90 metres of any existing 
or planned future provincial highway right-of-
way shall provide evidence of consultation with 
the Ministry of Highways. (This is in several 
other locations in the document). 

Ministry of Highways Traffic impacts to provincial highways shall 
be considered in the evaluation of 
development proposals. 

OCP – Section 5.5.2(7) Traffic impacts shall be a factor in the 
evaluation of development proposals. An 
engineering assessment may be required to 
identify traffic impacts to adjacent roadways, 
including provincial highways. The costs 
associated with preparing the engineering 
assessment shall be borne by the developer or 
proponent.  

 

Ministry of Highways Work with Ministry of Highways to identify 
future highway plans on OCP maps. 

OCP – Section 5.5(5) and Transportation 
Network Map 

Add future highway plans to Transportation 
Network Map. Need to integrate with Highway 
46 Twinning Study (in progress). Ministry of 
Highways can show future highway plans once 
the study has been completed and approved. 
Recommend amending this map once the study 
has been completed.  

 

Ministry of Highways References Ministry of Highways and 
Infrastructure 

Throughout OCP and ZB Change to “Ministry of Highways”  

Ministry of Highways Commercial/industrial development is being 
encouraged along Highway 46. Note that no 
new access to Highway 46 will be permitted. 
Access will be consolidated over time, and 
permanent access will be provided at select 
locations via service roads.  
 
Are the existing intersections on Highway 46 
able to accommodate the additional 
development north of Highway 46? 

OCP – Future Land Use Map The ZB states that council “may” require a 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA). 
 
We could strengthen the wording and say that 
a TIA will be required for any development 
along Highway 46. The TIA will outline if any 
intersection improvements would be required. 

 

Ministry of Highways Transportation Partnership Agreement will 
be made with Pilot Butte and/or Ministry of 
Highways 

ZB – Section 3.19.1(h) Update ii) to read: The payment of fees will be 
based on a Transportation Partnership 
Agreement between the Town of Pilot Butte 
and/or the Ministry of Highways 

 

Ministry of Highways The development of new, modifications to, 
or removal of approaches/driveways 

ZB – Section 5.15.9 The development of new, modifications to, or 
removal of approaches/driveways adjacent to a 

 



adjacent to a Provincial Highway requires 
approval from the Ministry of Highways 

Provincial Highway requires approval from the 
Ministry of Highways 

Ministry of Highways The setback information for trees to 
provincial highways is not accurate. As noted 
in section 6.35.5, setbacks vary depending on 
the highway classification and should be 
confirmed by contacting the Ministry of 
Highways. 

ZB – Section 5.4.3 c) 38 metres from a 
provincial highway property line. 

Update 5.4.3 c) as follows: setbacks vary to 
provincial highways depending on the highway 
classification and should be confirmed by 
contacting the Ministry of Highways. 
 

 

Ministry of Highways This statement occurs in a number of 
locations: “Front Setback Minimum: 46.0 m 
from the centreline  of a provincial highway 
to ALL buildings.” 
 
This is not accurate. As noted in section 
6.35.5, setbacks vary depending on the 
highway classification and should be 
confirmed by contacting the Ministry of 
Highways. 

Throughout ZB Update as follows: setbacks vary to provincial 
highways depending on the highway 
classification and should be confirmed by 
contacting the Ministry of Highways. 

 

Ministry of Highways Any development within 90 metres of an 
existing or future designated Provincial 
Highway requires a permit. 

ZB – Section 6.35.1 Update 6.35.1 as follows: Any development 
within 90 metres of an existing or future 
designated Provincial Highway right-of-way 
requires a permit from the Ministry of 
Highways. 

 

Ministry of Highways MoH does not have jurisdiction over signs 
within Town boundaries. Outside of 
incorporated limits, any sign within 400 
meters of a provincial highway requires a 
permit. We encourage the Town to help keep 
sight triangles clear of signs and other above-
ground structures. 

ZB – Section 6.35.2 Update 6.35.2 as follows: Any advertising, 
including all signage permitted in this Bylaw is 
not permitted in the sight triangle, as 
determined in consultation with the Ministry of 
Highways. 

 

Ministry of Highways HWYS would likely only be concerned with 
subdivision and bylaw amendments related 
to proposed development within 90 meters 
of the Highway 

ZB – Section 6.35.3 Update Section 6.35.3 as follows: Council will 
refer any application for a Development Permit 
including Discretionary Use application, 
rezoning, subdivision, or redevelopment of a 
site to the Ministry of Highways if the proposed 
development is within 90 metres of a Provincial 
Highway Right-of-Way. 

 

Ministry of Highways Note that locating multiple unit dwelling near 
provincial highways may result in requests 
for berms or sound walls if the Town does 
not require them as part of the development 

ZB – Section 6.35.6 Update Section 6.35.6 as follows: Council or the 
Development Officer may require mitigation 
measures to be implemented into the proposed 
development to reduce the impact of the 
Provincial Highway onto the development. This 
may include, but is not limited to: vegetative 
berm, creation of a buffer strip, installation of a 
fence or sound wall, etc.  

 

Ministry of Highways Consider adding MoH as a regional 
collaborator.  

ZB - Section 15.1.2 Update Section 15.1.2 as follows: Subject to 
Section 5.3 of the OCP, the Town strives for 
regional collaboration with the neighbouring 

 



communities and government agencies 
including the RM of Edwenwold No. 158, Town 
of Balgonie, Town of White City, First Nation 
communities and the City of Regina with an aim 
to increase economic development for all 
municipalities and their citizens. 

Ministry of Highways Zoning District Map shows area north of 
Highway 46 being rezoned from Urban 
Holding to Community Service and Highway 
Commercial. Can the existing intersections 
accommodate the additional development? 
How will the commercial development get 
access to Highway 46? 

ZB – Zoning Map The ZB states that council “may” require a 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA). 
 
We could strengthen the wording and say that 
a TIA will be required for any development 
along Highway 46. The TIA will outline if any 
intersection improvements would be required. 

 

Building Official Any home-based business that is being 
proposed that will have public coming into 
the building should have a building permit. 
Most of the time they would need 
emergency lighting, fire extinguishers, 
guards, hand rails and a possible second exit. 
Home based business that do not have any 
public entering the home would not need a 
building permit. 
 

ZB – Section 6.3 and 6.4 Update ZB to require a building permit for any 
home-based business that has public coming 
into the building.  
 
I’d suggest doing a bit of research to see if 
other municipalities do this. For example, I 
don’t think the City of Regina requires a 
building permit for home based businesses. 

 

Ministry of Education (email) Just a quick note on the OCP, there are a few 
areas that should be revised to include the 
Ministry of Education and Conseil des écoles 
fransaskoises along with the school division 
(PVSD) as noted. 

OCP – Section 5.6.2 and 6.4.4 Update these sections to include Ministry of 
Education and Conseil des écoles fransaskoises. 

 

Ministry of Education (email) Has there been any bylaws or policies 
created specifically for Municipal Reserve 
spaces regarding Dedicated Lands, funds and 
consultation process? 

OCP – Section 5.6.2 There are policies requiring the Town to 
coordinate potential school sites on MR land, 
working with the PVSD. This policy could be 
strengthened.  

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) In the Town History section, I would 
recommend including a brief 
acknowledgement of the area’s pre-
settlement Indigenous history. This would 
paint a more complete, inclusive picture of 
the area’s history and help in anticipating the 
types of heritage resources that might be 
encountered.  

OCP – Foreword Suggested wording from Heritage: “Over 60 
known archaeological sites in the surrounding 
RM, over 20 of which are in Township 17-Range 
18, are evidence that the Pilot Butte area was 
important for First Nations people for hundreds 
and even thousands of years.” 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) The Saskatchewan Main Street program is no 
longer operating. However, the Heritage 
Conservation Branch still provides advice on 
how communities can use certain aspects of 
that program’s approach to enhancing the 
promoting older business districts. 

OCP – Section 5.3.2 Delete from this section.   

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) Could “trading skills” be a typo? OCP – Section 5.9.2 Yes, should be “traditional skills”  



Heritage Conservation Branch (email) This section refers to the heritage Standards 
and Guidelines used by the Heritage 
Conservation Branch. While our Branch uses 
and promotes this document as a guide for 
heritage conservation decisions, we’re not 
the publisher.  

OCP – Section 5.9.2 In the interest of accuracy, it’s likely best to 
refer to it by its official name, which is the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 
of Historic Places in Canada. 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) There is a big difference between an HRIA 
and a heritage review that you’ll need to 
explain to the Council and townspeople. A 
heritage review is a free process that can be 
done using the websites referred to but it 
most commonly means a desktop review 
done by HCB staff of the development 
footprint (on heritage sensitive lands) to 
determine if an HRIA is required. A review 
occurs before an HRIA. An HRIA is an “on the 
ground” assessment by a professional 
archaeologist, at the cost of the developer to 
determine if an archaeological site is actually 
present or not.  

ZB – Section 3.2 Identify the difference between the two, and 
explain that a heritage review comes first.  

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) Two archaeological sites were recorded in 
1980 that are located within the boundaries 
of Pilot Butte. Canadian Archaeology sites are 
assigned 4-letter names followed by a 
number, in order to have a unique naming 
system across the country. The site EcNc-9 is 
in the NW33 (LSD11, the southeast quarter 
of the NW quarter section) and EcNc-29 is in 
the NE33 (LSD9, the southeast quarter of the 
NE quarter section) both in the township 17-
18-W2M. Site accuracy is limited to the LSD 
(400m x 400m). 

OCP – Section 2.6 and Heritage Map Add reference to these resources in this section 
and on Map. 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) Both forms say the same thing: “1957 – John 
Hudson found the ruins of a sand lime brick 
yard on the SE of NE 33-17-18 and remains of 
brickyard (5 conrete pillars and 2 piles of 
bricks representing scope (sp?) kilns) on SE of 
NW ¼. Late 1800s + 1900s” The brick yard is 
EcNc-29 and the brick storage is site EcNc-9. 

OCP – Section 2.6 and Heritage Map Add reference to these resources in this section 
and on Map. 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) There are dozens of archaeological sites in 
the area. There is much to be said for an 
expansion of the First Nations history (going 
back more than 10,000 years), as well as the 
Metis use of the area (several hundred years 
before Canada becomes a country). If they 
wish to expand on it, they would contract 
archaeological consultants to write the 
section, depending on how detailed they 

OCP – Section 2.6 and 5.9 Add some additional details in section 2.6 
regarding the First Nation and Metis history. 

 



want it. Some western Canadian historians 
could also write it but only the archaeological 
consultant can access the specific 
archaeological sites data in the area. 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) The dozens of archaeological sites has an 
impact on development. Section 3.2 under 
the ZB is good, discussing HRIAs, as is OCP 
5.9.1. About half the town is “heritage 
sensitive” meaning there is a chance to find 
additional (new) archaeological sites. The 
sand/gravel deposits, as well as the location 
of Pilot Butte Creek floodplain discussed 
means that sites can be deeply buried (more 
than 70 cm below the current ground 
surface), below the existing level of 
disturbance caused by previous 
development. 

OCP – Section 5.9.1  
ZB – Section 3.2 

No action necessary. Just a comment.  

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) The ‘Cultural, Heritage and Historic Sites 
Map” – for the 3 categories that have 
‘sensitive’ in the name, the legend should be 
updated to reflect that they area actually 
Archaeologically Heritage sensitive so the 
reader understands what ‘sensitive’ 
means/where it’s coming from. 

OCP – Heritage Map Update legend  

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) Getting a heritage review by HCB takes 
weeks (4-8 weeks depending on the time of 
year); council time is limited due to the 
scheduled meetings.  

OCP – Section 5.9.1 (13) 
ZB – Section 3.2.4 

Update so that council gets the developer to 
submit the results of a heritage review t the 
council for approval, if the quarter is ‘heritage 
sensitive’. That saves the council time and gets 
the heritage review process rolling before 
council meets. The developer may present the 
relevant results from the Developers Online 
Screening Tool, the Exempt Checklist or the 
reply from HCB review (which could be 
clearance or might state that an HRIA is 
required). 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) See the Exempt Activities Checklist for 
Private Landowners that the Town can refer 
to regarding developments and their review 
so that little things like deck additions, new 
garages, etc. can be cleared without 
contacting HCB on heritage-sensitive lands.  

ZB – Section 3.2.4 Add another policy outlining which 
developments are exempt from HCB review. 

 

Heritage Conservation Branch (email) The Town of Pilot Butte is likely the largest 
infrastructure developer and would also 
need to be looking at its own internal 
heritage concerns, especially as they upgrade 
infrastructure or expand town limits. E.g. the 
main line to the sewage lagoon in section 17 
goes through at least 3 heritage sensitive 

N/A – information only N/A – information only  



quarters in the NE 8 and E 2. The Exempt 
Checklist does not apply to the Town. 
Expansion of subdivisions and/or gravel pits 
around Pilot Butte have resulted in new sites 
being found. The sandy soil makes it likely to 
have an HRIA requirement for undisturbed 
lands or any projects that are installed very 
deep. The can ask their 
consultant/agents/administrator to start the 
heritage review process as well, before 
council meets. 

Deb Yeitch (Open House) Improved Rink Facility 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change the RV parking in residential areas. 
No parking of RVs for more than 24 hours. 
 
That each residence should have a % of their 
frontage as greenspace. Not to allow entire 
frontage as parking. 

OCP – Section 4.2 and 5.6.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ZB – Section 5.18 
 
 
ZB – Section 5.1 and 5.17 
  

(1) Objective exists to maintain and improve 
recreational and cultural amenities 
(8) Objective exists to promote a recreational 
facility 
Public consultation beyond the OCP & ZB 
required to specify demand 
 
5.18.2(b) Limits RV street part to no more than 
24hours 
 
There are currently no restrictions on the 
amount or percentage of parking across a lot’s 
frontage. Could look at implementing a 
maximum, or requiring a percentage of the lot’s 
frontage to be landscaped. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No action needed. 

Shannon Strogal (Open House) I do not approve a dog park being developed 
in the track area north west of the school. I 
feel it would be better suited in an area that 
does not back on to residential homes. I am a 
dog lover and owner but I do not want a dog 
park in my backyard, due to noise and smell. 

OCP- Section 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 OCP and ZB do not determine dog park 
location. 
 
Public consultation beyond the OCP & ZB 
required to specify demand and location. 

 

Kevin Earl (Open House) Wants to see a public pool. 
 
 
I would like to see more effort paid to 
beautifying town parks. Trees, park benches, 
etc. Discovery Lake is beautiful but our ther 
parks are severely lacking. Nowhere to sit, no 
play structures, rarely weed whilled, only a 
few sad/dying trees.  

OCP – Section 5.6  
 
 
OCP – Section 5.6  
ZB – Section 3.4 and 6.39 
 
 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility. 
 
Section 3.4 outlines how parks are to be 
developed and landscaped. Section 6.39 
requires all parks to have a landscaping plan 
approved by Council.  
 
No action needed. 

 

Chad Strogal (Open House) I love the idea of front yard edible gardens. 
 
Twinning of Highway 46 will help reduce 
accidents. 
 
 

OCP – Section 5.2.24 
 
OCP – Section 5.5 
 
 
 
 

No action needed. 
 
No action needed. Policies exist to work with 
HWYS to ensure that HWY 46 continue to 
function safely. 
 
 

 



I do not want to see a dog park on the school 
track and field area. Have location away from 
any single family dwellings. Like on railway 
avenue east of Butte Street. 

OCP Section 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 OCP and ZB do not determine dog park 
location. 
 
Public consultation beyond the OCP & ZB 
required to specify demand and location. 

Jaxon Reid (Open House) Wants a community center with a gym. OCP – Section 5.6 
 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility.  

 

Dorothy Tillotson (Open House) 
Parcel D, Plan 65R18912 

Would like to see here residential property 
not designated as community services. 

OCP - Future Land Use Map Evaluate subject land and designate categorize 
accordingly. 

 

Tam (Open House) Usable greenspace for spring teams 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Snow removal increased/performed better 

OCP – Section 5.6 
ZB – Section 6.39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OCP – Section 5.14 

(8) Objective exists to support and implement 
Community Recreation Plan 
(9) Objective exists to increase recreational 
opportunity 
6.39.1 – Section requires all public green space 
to have a landscaping plan. 
6.39.3 – Section exists to allow council to 
require supplementary plans for public green 
space. 
 
Add objective/policy re: snow removal. 

 

Aren (Open House There is a lot of money to be made in 
building a hotel close to the highway. 

OCP – Section 5.3 and Future Land Use Map 
ZB – Section 15 

Section 5.3 of OCP and Future Land Use Map 
encourage highway commercial uses along the 
Highway. Hotels are permitted in the Highway 
Commercial District. 

 

Anya Reid (Open House) Add a pool for the community because all 
ages can use it whereas the spray park can 
only be used by young children.  

OCP – Section 5.6 
 

Add Objectives to locate and develop an indoor 
recreational use facility.  

 

N/A (Open House) Build public transit partnerships with the of 
Regina. 

OCP – Section 5.5 and 5.10 
 

(6) Objective exists to promote connectivity to 
regional transportation networks and 
neighbouring communities 
(17) Policy exists to investigate shared 
transportation service within and beyond 
town’s boundary 
(18) Policy exists to encourage the 
development of shuttle bus/ride-share 
programs 

No action needed. 

Amy Reid (Open House) Yard maintenance policy is strictly enforced. 
We have to email every year to get the yard 
around gangnail cut. Also trees around 
gangnail would be nice as it is an eyesore. 
 
Would like to see all RVs stored somewhere 
that is not at the side of every street. 

ZB – Section 2.7 and 5.1 
 
 
 
 
5.18 

ZB does have enforcement provisions, as well 
as landscaping standards for all new 
development to ensure beautification of Town 
and to prevent “eyesores”. 
 
5.18.2(b) Limits RV street part to no more than 
24hours 

No action needed. 

N/A (Open House) Need for Restaurants, grocery stores, 
pharmacy, pool, would like to support local. 
Daycare 

OCP – Section 5.3 
ZB – Section 14 and 15 

OCP encourages economic development and 
has policies to support this. 
These uses are allowed in the commercial 
districts.  

No action needed. 



N/A (Open House) Pave butte St South. OCP – Section 5.5 and 5.6 
 

(6) Objective exists to provide well-maintained 
municipal road network 
(19) Policy exists to initiate review of highway 
corridors  
(22) Policy exists to explore opportunities to 
improve linkages across railway 

No action needed. 

Bill Vaquhart (Open House) Not enough info on parks and green spaces. 
 
 
Developers should dedicate land for parks 
and should also contribute for town 
recreation. 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 
 
ZB – Section 3.1 

Entire section dedicated to parks and green 
space objectives and policies.  
 
Developers are required by law to dedicate 10% 
of land in residential subdivisions and 5% of 
land in commercial/industrial/institutional/etc. 
for park space. 

No action needed. 
 
 
No action needed. 

Rob Young (Open House) More connected walking paths. 
 
 
 
 
Park near Arbor Street to improve grass. Less 
gopher holes and ant hills. Not a pleasant 
park to be in. 

OCP – Section 5.5 and 5.6 
 
 
 
 
ZB – Section 6.39 

Objectives exist to support connectivity and 
improve walkability throughout Town. New 
subdivisions are required to have pedestrian 
linkages. 
 
6.39.1 – Section requires all public green space 
to have a landscaping plan. 
6.39.3 – Section exists to allow council to 
require supplementary plans for public green 
space. 

No action needed. 

N/A (Open House) Build an ice rink with two ice surfaces and 
viewing/spectators area. Prairie Storm will fill 
it up. Can also be a multi-purpose building 
with soccer/etc. 

OCP – Section 5.6 (1) Objective exists to maintain and improve 
recreational and cultural amenities 
(8) Objective exists to promote a recreational 
facility 

 

Connie Garstin (Open House) 
Parcel B, Plan 64R28836 

I do not want my land rezoned to community 
property as my land value will decrease 
drastically. 

OCP - Future Land Use Map Evaluate subject land and designate categorize 
accordingly. 

 

Donald Turner (Open House) I don’t have much to offer than keep up the 
good work. From brief discussions it sounds 
like Council has the same view as me.  

N/A N/A No action needed. 

Susan Carton (Open House) I would really like to see some kind of 
walking path. Perhaps instead of the dirt bike 
path on the north side of 5th that is rarely 
used. 5th Avenue (particularly B block) is not 
safe to walk due to traffic and the speed it 
travels past Gangnail.  

OCP – Section 5.5 and 5.6 Objectives exist to support connectivity and 
improve walkability throughout Town. New 
subdivisions are required to have pedestrian 
linkages. 

 

Tyler Robinson (Open House) Before additional residential subdivisions 
continue a plan needs to be addressed for a 
new school/additions to existing. 

OCP – Section 5.6 (5) Policy exists to consult with School Divisions 
concerning the provision of new schools, school 
capacity and school expansion issues and 
opportunities. 

No action needed. 

N/A (Open House) It would be nice to see Senior Patio Home 
Development in Town. Small one level (no 
stairs) homes with patio area and possible 
small garden area for seniors who are 
wanting to maintain their independence.  

OCP – Section 5.2 and ZB Section 12.1 
 
 

(2) Objective exists to encourage variety of 
housing options and allow age in place living 
12.1 – Part exists to allow for various forms of 
group housing including senior housing. 

No action needed. OCP and ZB encourage 
and accommodate senior housing.  



Chris Reid (Open House) Gangnail is an eyesore and need cleaned up 
and fenced. They need to take care of their 
full property. Not just what is fenced in.  

ZB – Section 5.1 
 

ZB does have enforcement provisions, as well 
as landscaping standards for all new 
development to ensure beautification of Town 
and to prevent “eyesores”. 
5.1.3 – Part exists to have unused land be 
landscaped 
5.1.5 – Part exists to allow vegetations that 
does not negatively impact surrounding area 

No action needed. 

Recreation Facility Feedback (Open House) a) Gymnasium - 15 
b) Exercise Centre - 18 
c) Swimming Pool - 29 
d) Other - 13 

Other – Walking Track/indoor playground, all 
of the above, multipurpose complex, 
meeting rooms/classroom spaces, arena, 
multi-use facility with all of the above, rink, 
dog park, off road park 

  

School Pit Feedback (Open House) a) Football/Soccer Field - 29 
b) Dog Park - 10 
c) Track Field - 44 
d) Other - 6 

Other – Pickleball, sports complex 
(pool/gym), multi-purpose facility, movies in 
the park and bands, outdoor theatre, 
swimming pool, community park (benches, 
fountains, trees and shrubs, firepits, tables) 

  

Senior Housing Feedback (Open House) 
 
How likely would you like to see a Senior 
Housing Complex within the next 5 years? 

a) Very Unlikely - 2 
b) Unlikely - 1 
c) Neutral - 3 
d) Likely - 13 
e) Very Likely - 29 

   

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) P. 4, Special Participation By (and throughout 
the document). 
Why ‘Urban Municipality of Pilot Butte’ and 
not the ‘Town of Pilot Butte’?  

OCP and ZB throughout 
 

Change from “Urban Municipality of Pilot 
Butte” to “Town of Pilot Butte”? 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why change colours between chapters? Are 
the two ‘categories’ related, and if so, how?  

OCP – Section 1.3  
 

Colours change to represent a flow through the 
report.  

No action needed. 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) The Condie and Zehner Aquifers are two 
separate aquifers, so the reference to the 
“Regina and Condie Zehner aquifers” is 
incorrect.  

OCP – Section 2.2 Double check if this is true, and update section 
if necessary. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) The Zehner aquifer is physically lower than 
the Condie Aquifer, so how can the Zehner 
recharge the Condie if it is lower? Do you 
mean to say the Condie aquifer recharges the 
Zehner aquifer? Have you consulted with 
WSA about these aquifers?  

OCP – Section 2.2 The OCP does not specifically say the Zehner 
aquifer recharges the Condie aquifer. However, 
we will double check if this is true and update 
section if necessary.  

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) If this OCP is going to be used for the next 20 
years, should you refer to things as ‘recently 
built’? It might be recent now, but in 10 
years, it will be out-of-date.  

OCP – Section 2.5.5 Remove subjective wording such as “recently, 
currently, and presently” and provided relative 
dates wherever possible. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) How many stakeholder questionnaires were 
sent out in total? If you sent out 3, 2 
returned is good, but if you sent out 30, the 
number of returned surveys could be a 
potential data limitation.  

OCP – Section 3.1.2.2 We are simply acknowledging and summarizing 
how many stakeholder questionnaires were 
returned. The aren’t being reviewed in 
isolation. They are another form of public 

No action needed. 



participation that contributes to the overall 
document. 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) What about roads, utility corridors, etc.? 
Does this 10% include transportation 
infrastructure, and if not, how does that 
calculate into the overall development?  

OCP – Section 5.1.1 (23) This policy refers to greenspace. There are 
policies already in place to account for 
infrastructure capacity. 

No action needed. 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why are you using an ‘etc.’ at the end of this 
clause? Could you be specific and list all the 
things you want developers to consider?  

OCP -  Section 5.2.1 (9) Specify all planning principles that developers 
should consider or at least be aware of. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why do modular homes need a discretionary 
use permit? In some ways, modular homes or 
RTMs are potentially less complicated than 
traditionally constructed homes.  

OCP – Section 5.2.2 (17-18) 
 

The Town should consider leaving these as 
discretionary to regulate building types and 
ensure the modular and RTM structures are to 
code.  
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) You speak about wanting a variety of lot 
styles and home types (6) but then ban 
various potentially more accessible housing 
options. Why are you choosing to ban tiny 
houses?  

OCP – Section 5.2.2 (19) 
ZB – Section 6.21 

Part (19) was included based on the public 
feedback as an undesired building type. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) You also mention how a developer could 
apply for an amendment to allow tiny homes. 
Should you encourage developers to submit 
amendments to the OCP before it is even 
adopted?  

OCP – Section 5.2.2 (19) 
ZB – Section 6.21 

Part (19) was included based on the public 
feedback as an undesired building type. There 
is nothing wrong with stating that the OCP can 
be amended. It is a living document that will 
change over time. Users of the ZB should be 
aware of this. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) By focusing on traffic, you are excluding 
pedestrian and cyclist safety. Could you 
instead use ‘transportation operations,’ thus 
including modal alternatives?  

OCP – Section 5.5.2 5.5.2.(1) states “…safe and efficient traffic 
operations”.  
 
Could revise to “transportation operations”. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) What happens if you repeal or change the 
name of the ATV Bylaw? Could you instead 
indicate that the rules are subject to all 
relevant municipal bylaws and provincial 
acts, thus allowing changes to the ATV bylaw 
without having to amend the OCP?  

OCP – Section 5.5.2 (25) Leave as is (i.e. not sure why the ATV Bylaw 
name would be changed); or, use generic 
wording (i.e. subject to all municipal bylaws). 
The only issue with using generic wording is the 
ATV user would not know to look up the ATV 
Bylaw. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) What is classified as ‘need’ within this 
context? Could you include text that defines 
need as a need for undeveloped land? 
Something along the lines of: “To alter the 
town limits based on need for undeveloped 
land as established in this document and to 
provide for the orderly development of land 
uses and services.” Using this language, you 
point to a specific element of development 
that can trigger an annexation application.  

OCP – Section 5.10.1 (3) This is further defined in 5.10.2 (11), sufficient 
land is when there is a 20 year supply of land 
within Town limits. We could also clarify this 
within Section 5.10.1 (3). 
 
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) What are the triggers that allow Council to 
alter the town boundaries? Could you 
include text that sets this trigger? Something 

OCP – Section 5.10.2 (11) This is further defined in 5.10.2 (11), sufficient 
land is when there is a 20 year supply of land 

 



along the lines of: “…the Council may, as 
dictated by a need for undeveloped land, 
seek to alter the Town boundaries in a 
manner that will ensure that sufficient lands 
are available within the Town limits for the 
next 20 years.” 

within Town limits. We could also clarify this 
within Section 5.10.1 (3). 
 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) The OCP should also lay out a specific trigger 
tied to a measurable and quantifiable 
element – perhaps development? Something 
along the lines of: “(New Section) 5.10.2(11b) 
An annexation application for undeveloped 
land will be considered needed when 75% of 
undeveloped land of all types within Town 
Boundaries, as illustrated in Table 3, has 
been developed, and the rate of 
development indicates the remaining land 
within Town Boundaries will be unable to 
accommodate development over the next 20 
years.” This new clause provides expected 
triggers for annexation and will also make 
future annexations more procedural since 
there is a process of defined goals. Further, 
when you review your OCP in the future, you 
can review Table 3, determine if land 
expectations are accurate, and adjust those 
figures as required. 

OCP – Section 5.10.2 (11) 
 

We could add additional triggers as 
recommended by the RM. If we add these 
triggers as suggested by the RM (which seem 
reasonably), they will most likely be willing to 
work more closely and efficiently with the 
Town on future annexations. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) OCP Current Land Use Map. Are your map 
colours accessible? Regarding residential 
designations, they all appear similar and are 
difficult to distinguish because of the pastel 
shades. 

OCP – Future Land Use Map Showing maps independent of document’s 
header/footers and as original pdf could 
improve map quality. Original Map/PDF should 
be attached rather than inserted into the 
document. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Online Survey Results Slides. The slide text is 
challenging to read. Could you type out the 
text in a larger font or display them 
differently? 

OCP - Appendix A  Leave as is or reformat to one slide per page. 
One slide per page will increase length of 
document. Since this is only an appendix, I’d 
recommend leaving as is. Readers can zoom in 
the document to increase readability.  
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Do other SK ZBs use ‘permitted by right’? 
We’ve never seen this term used in the 
province before and do not believe it is 
adequately explained in the ZB. 

ZB – Section 1.6.4 and Section 5 Change name of chapter as it is leading to some 
confusion. Perhaps “Ancillary Use Development 
Standards.” 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) We would strongly recommend against 
allowing shipping containers/sea cans 
without a development permit. There are 
many opportunities for conflict, and the 
generality of ‘temporary use’ provides 
minimal enforcement ability. 

ZB – Section 2.3.1 In 2.3.1(c) add reference to section 6.15 which 
has policies for the placement of shipping 
containers. 
 

 



RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) We have never seen notes included in a ZB. 
Could these notes be included in the clause 
instead? Are notes legally enforceable, or are 
they considered auxiliary like the ‘blue text’ 
elsewhere in this document? 

ZB – throughout There are notes in other ZB’s in Saskatchewan. 
This is not uncommon. Could leave as is, or add 
the notes directly into the policy statement. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) We would strongly recommend against 
including development fees in the ZB. 
Instead, you could include them in a separate 
bylaw. If you have to change these fees (as a 
result of inflation or other reasons), it’s much 
harder to amend a ZB than to amend a 
bylaw. 

ZB – Section 2.6 The rationale behind including fees in the ZB 
was so that everything was in one place, and 
users don’t have to track down multiple 
documents. Could either leave as is, or create a 
separate fee bylaw and reference the fee 
bylaw. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Your fees are quite low. For example, $60 for 
a permitted use application fee is not 
competitive compared to neighbouring 
municipalities. This fee also may not account 
for the hours required to issue the 
development permit. 

ZB – Section 2.6 Re-evaluation fees. 
Add condition that rates are as of 2022 and are 
to increase by 5% compounding per year.  
Or complete a review of neighbouring 
municipalities. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why are you outlining the processes for 
another legislative body? You acknowledge 
that the process may change (“this section 
should not limit all stakeholders to confirm 
any up-to-date requirements directly with 
the CPB.”). If CPB changes their procedures, 
you will have to change your ZB so that it 
remains consistent. Could you outline these 
procedures and steps in another document, 
like a brochure or Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOP) manual? 

ZB – Section 3.1 Move this section into an Appendix perhaps. 
Rationale was to include everything in one 
place so that users don’t have to track down 
multiple documents. One stop shop so to 
speak. 
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Much of this section could arguably be 
removed from the ZB. Either it is extraneous 
information that could be shared differently, 
or it is the responsibility of other government 
entities and should not be included in a 
municipal ZB. 

ZB - Section 3.1 – 3.4 Could either be removed entirely, or moved 
into an appendix. 
 
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Could these graphs be included in your 
brochure or SOP manual? Do they need to be 
included in the ZB? 

ZB - Figures A1, A2, A3 
 

Could either be removed entirely, or moved 
into an appendix. 
 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) You say that the Development Officer (DO) 
‘shall’ issue a permit; should it say ‘may’ 
instead? As it’s currently written, the DO 
must issue a permit, no matter what. 

ZB – Section 3.6.1 (d) Part (d) Development Officer shall issue a 
decision; approval w/o conditions, approval w 
conditions or refusal of application. 
 
Consider changing wording in (d) to “The 
Development Officer shall issue a Development 
Permit decision for…” or replace “shall” with 
“may”. 

 



RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) This clause contradicts 3.6.1.d as it is 
currently written. 3.6.1.d does not allow the 
DO to reject an application. 

ZB – Section 3.6.1 (d)-(e) Part (d) Development Officer shall issue a 
decision; approval w/o conditions, approval w 
conditions or refusal of application. 
 
Consider changing wording in (d) to “The 
Development Officer shall issue a Development 
Permit decision for…” or replace “shall” with 
“may”. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) You say the DO ‘shall’ issue a permit; should 
it say ‘may’ instead? As it’s currently written, 
the DO must issue a permit, no matter what. 

ZB – Section 3.6.3 (d) Part (d) Development Officer shall issue a 
decision; approval w/o conditions, approval w 
conditions or refusal of application. 
 
Consider changing wording in (d) to “The 
Development Officer shall issue a Development 
Permit decision for…” or replace “shall” with 
“may”. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Typo – “its own initiative or a by a request” ZB – Section 3.13.2 Remove first “a” in “own initiative or a by a 
request” 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) This information is laid out in the P&D; why 
include it here? Could this information be 
shared through another medium, like a 
brochure or SOP? 

ZB – Section 3.15 A note exists before the Development Appeal 
Guideline section stating it is only for 
information purposes and does not form part 
of the Zoning Bylaw. Rationale was to include 
everything in one place so that users don’t have 
to track down multiple documents. 
 
Option: remove entire section 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Geotechnical and hydrogeological reports are 
different documents that focus on different 
things. Should these reports be included 
under a single heading, or should they be 
separated? 

ZB – Section 3.18.9 Section does not state specifics and can be 
applied to both studies.  
 
Option: separate into two sections with very 
similar requirements 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Servicing Agreement information is arguably 
separate from land use and zoning. Could 
this information be included in your servicing 
agreement policy or another form (outside 
the ZB or OCP)? 

ZB – Section 3.19 This section references Servicing Agreements 
involving the subdivision of land and should 
remain included. 
 
Option: remove Servicing Agreement 
Information section 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) An image can’t describe something but can 
illustrate it. Could you use a different word? 

ZB – Section 4.23.6 Change “described” to “shown” or “illustrated”  

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) This ‘as-of-right’ development is confusing 
and not adequately explained in this ZB. How 
can something be ‘as-of-right’ if it still 
requires a permit (for example – an off-street 
parking permit in 5.17.2)? Could ‘as-of-right’ 
development be instead classified as 
development not requiring a development 
permit? 

ZB – Section 5 Change name of chapter as it is leading to some 
confusion. Perhaps “Ancillary Use Development 
Standards.” 

 



RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) We recommend against using “Types” or 
“Categories” in the text. Instead, use 
descriptive words or titles. For example – 
major, minor, highway-fronting, and 
industrial arts. 

ZB – Section 6.3 and 6.4 
 

Leave as is, or rename something like “major” 
and “minor”. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) What if the dog is only there for the day? 
(like in a doggy daycare) 

ZB – Section 6.8.4 6.8.4 states “an animal must be kept over 
night” 
 
Option: remove 6.8.4 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Do you require a site plan for all 
development applications? If so, why 
mention it again if you must submit a plan 
through the general application process? 

ZB – Section 6.12.15 Sections 3.5.3 – 3.5.6 states that a 
development permit application shall include a 
site plan(b). this includes permitted, 
discretionary, temporary, and permitted by 
right.  
 
No harm in leaving as is. That way users won’t 
have to flip back and forth throughout the ZB. 
This is just reiterating that a site plan will be 
required. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Could swimming pool regulations be kept in a 
different document? Do swimming pool size 
or depth details belong in a document 
focusing on land use? Would these details be 
better located in a design manual or a 
separate bylaw? Could your ZB be 
streamlined and shortened by removing this 
section (and putting it elsewhere)?  

ZB – Section 6.16 Either remove into a separate document or 
design manual or leave as is.  
 
Rationale was to include everything in one 
place so that users don’t have to track down 
multiple documents. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) If you want to support a variety of housing 
(as indicated in your OCP), why are you 
banning housing types? Could you make 
alternative housing types discretionary, thus 
allowing appropriate development, instead 
of prohibiting it outright? 

ZB – Section 6.17 
 

Previous considerations to this option were 
reviewed and rejected. A variety of housing 
types are already allowed within the ZB. 
 
Reevaluate or remain as is. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why ban something if you encourage 
developers to submit amendments to the 
ZB? 

ZB – Section 6.17.1 Consider removing this statement. It is implied 
in both the OCP and ZB that they are living 
documents which may be amended. May not 
need to repeat that in this section. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Are you allowed to ban applications to the 
DAB? Since the DAB’s scope is regulated by a 
provincial act (and not the municipality 
itself), are you legally able to ban it from 
doing something that the province permits it 
to do? 

ZB – Section 6.17.5 Section 6.17.5 is correct. You cannot appeal a 
prohibited use. 

No action needed. 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) 6.18.6. Are you allowed to ban applications 
to the DAB? Since the DAB’s scope is 
regulated by a provincial act (and not the 
municipality itself), are you legally able to 

6.18.6 Section 6.18.6 is correct. You cannot appeal a 
discretionary use. 

No action needed. 



ban it from doing something that the 
province permits it to do? 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) If you want to support a variety of housing 
(as indicated in your OCP), why are you 
banning housing types? Could you make 
alternative housing types discretionary, thus 
allowing appropriate development, instead 
of prohibiting it outright? 

ZB – Section 6.21 Previous considerations to this option were 
reviewed and rejected. A variety of housing 
types are already allowed within the ZB. 
 
Reevaluate or remain as is. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why ban something if you encourage 
developers to submit amendments to the 
ZB? 

ZB – Section 6.21 Consider removing this statement. It is implied 
in both the OCP and ZB that they are living 
documents which may be amended. May not 
need to repeat that in this section. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) If this type of use is prohibited, why are you 
including regulations for a prohibited use? 

ZB – Section 6.26 To have policies in place if a cannabis retail 
outlet is approved by OCP/ZB amendments. 
 
Other option is to remove this section and add 
it should a cannabis retail outlet be approved. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) The ZB maps are small and hard to read. Will 
they be printed larger for ease-of-use? Since 
they’re included in the middle of the ZB, they 
are also difficult to refer to when reading the 
document online. Could you include them as 
an appendix (thus allowing you to display 
them on different page sizes)? 

ZB – Zoning Maps Move to a Appendix. 
 
Showing maps independent of document’s 
header/footers and as original pdf could 
improve map quality. Original Map/PDF should 
be attached rather than inserted into the 
document. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) You are missing Map Detail 3. It goes straight 
from Map Detail 2 (on page 138) to Map 
Detail 4 (on page 139). 

ZB – Zoning Maps Currently shows map detail 4 twice and is 
missing map detail 3. Replace one of the map 
detail 4’s with 3. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why ban something if you encourage 
developers to submit amendments to the 
ZB? 

ZB – Section 8.4.2 Consider removing this statement. It is implied 
in both the OCP and ZB that they are living 
documents which may be amended. May not 
need to repeat that in this section. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) This table style is tough to read quickly and 
understand. Could you organize this table 
(and others) to be easier to comprehend by 
using shared column titles and categories? 

ZB – Table 10 Consider formatting revisions.  

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) We recommend reviewing these zones while 
looking for typos and hard-to-understand 
sentences. We found several examples 
throughout these chapters that created hard-
to-decipher clauses. 

ZB – Section 8.0-19.0 Grammar review.  

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Other than housing frontage size (the only 
difference we could find between R1A and 
R1), why have this zone? Could you reduce 
the minimum frontage for R1 and have the 
same effect of promoting housing variety? 

ZB – Section 9 Consider consolidating the two zoning districts.  

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Residential homes are neither permitted nor 
discretionary. As such, how can you have a 
home-based business without a home? 

ZB – Section 19.1.5 This would apply for existing residential homes 
only. 

 



RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) Why did you put definitions at the back of 
the document? Would it be better if 
everyone had a shared understanding of 
different words before reading the 
document? Including definitions earlier in the 
document may increase understandability 
and reduce confusion or conflict between 
different word meanings. 

ZB - Appendix A Definitions were placed at the back because 
this is a rather large section. There is really no 
pros/cons whether the definitions are at the 
front of the document or at the back. 

 

RM of Edenwold No. 158 (Submission) General Note. The documents use justified 
text. As such, words get squished and are 
hard to read in many cases. We recommend 
going through the documents and adding 
more lines of text to free up space and 
increase readability. 

OCP and ZB Change paragraph alignment to ‘Align left’ 
instead of ‘justified’. 
Consider changing to single column per page 
instead of two columns. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Community engagement – suggest adding 
“accessibility issues” as well – and should 
“engage with people of diverse backgrounds 
and abilities, particularly vulnerable 
populations and those living on lower 
income.” Etc. 

OCP – Section 6.4.5 Add “accessibility issues” as well – and should 
“engage with people of diverse backgrounds 
and abilities, particularly vulnerable 
populations and those living on lower income.” 
Etc. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Suggest an objective around “access to 
healthy food”. Ensure that healthy food is 
available in every neighbourhood. 
 
People are more likely to meet their nutrition 
needs when healthy, affordable and safe 
food sources are within easy reach. Residents 
in neighbourhoods without a retailer of 
healthy foods, often turn to more expensive, 
less healthy processed foods from nearby 
convenience stores and fast food 
restaurants. Households that lack income 
and access to transportation are affected 
more than others. People with restricted 
mobility are particularly vulnerable. 
Municipalities have an important role to play 
through developing land use policies that 
allow for grocery sores and community food 
initiatives (community gardens, community 
food centres, farmers’ markets) within easy 
reach of neighbourhoods. Municipalities can 
provide expertise in garden planning and 
design, access to land, a safe water supply, 
tax relief, insurance coverage and gardening 
materials such as soil, water, compost, and 
tools. Municipalities can also ensure there 
are safe and convenience pedestrian, bike, 
and transit connections between 

OCP  Could potentially add another section regarding 
public health, with objectives and policies.  
Another food connection could be to: protect 
and conserve land and water for use in the 
growing and production of food as part of a 
sustainable local food system. 
The front yard edible gardens, community 
gardens and edible forest that are part of the 
OCP already connect well here as well. 
Other policies that could connect in: 
-including mixed-use zones to facilitate the 
inclusion of small and medium sized food 
retailers, such as grocery stores, mobile food 
vendors and farmers’ markets close to new and 
existing residential areas. 
-allow urban agriculture initiatives (like front 
yard edible gardens), could also be roof top 
gardens, could allow for small scale food 
processing community kitchens, etc.  
 

 



neighbourhoods and food destinations. This 
is particularly supportive of residence with 
restricted access to transportation.  

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Front yard gardens policy says no more than 
25% of yard allotted – is the size restriction 
needed? Could it just say that it can’t 
encroach on views for driving or onto 
sidewalk? 

ZB – Section 5.5.2 Consider removing 25% maximum.  

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Safety – consider policy and associated 
bylaws around alcohol outlets as you have 
with the cannabis stores.  
 
Municipal governments bear significant costs 
for alcohol misuse. Beyond financial costs are 
the substantial negative health and social 
affects resulting from alcohol-consumption. 
Increased alcohol outlet density is associated 
with increased rates of violence within 
neighbourhoods.  

ZB – Section 6.26 Consider developing similar policies as cannabis 
outlets re: minimum distance requirements 
between all locations that sell or serve alcohol, 
and minimum distance requirements between 
alcohol outlets and other land uses that would 
be incompatible, such as schools, youth 
facilities or housing developments. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Suggest an objective around planning for 
shade. Connects in with policy “preserve the 
town’s urban forest” and “environmental 
stewardship” and “greenspace and park 
development”. 
 
The ultraviolet portion of solar radiation is a 
human carcinogen for skin cancer. 
Melanoma skin cancer rates have increased. 
The provision of shade (either natural or 
constructed) can be an effective means of 
reducing exposure to ultraviolet radiation 
(UVR) and its associated health risks, such as 
skin cancer, and should be an essential 
element when planning for and developing 
town facilities, parks and public spaces. 
Shade also helps protect vulnerable 
populations against extreme heat events. 

OCP – Section 5.6 Could add policies such as: 
-Incorporate vegetation and tree planting in 
new, existing, and future developments to 
increase areas for shade and assist with 
dissipation of heat. 
-ensure natural and built shade features are 
available at outdoor public spaces. 
-municipal outdoor spaces shall be designed to 
include natural and/or constructed shade 
features to protect residents from UVR/sun 
exposure. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Unclear if it has to be greenspace or can also 
be one of these other things? 
 
Commercial and Industrial subdivision will be 
required to dedicate or pay cash-in-lieu a 
minimum of 5 percent of the land for 
greenspace and park development. Does this 
mean they can get out of it? Would be good 
if it had to be reserved for that.  
 

OCP Section 5.1 (23) The Planning and Development Act, 2007 
regulates the amount of dedicated land 
required in new subdivisions. 10% for 
residential and 5% for other land uses. 
 
Sometimes the dedication of park space is not 
appropriate, which is why there is a cash 
option. If the cash option is chosen that money 
is supposed to go towards dedicated lands and 
park spaces. 

 



The protection and conservation of 
greenspace minimizes the effects of heat 
islands which drive up cooling and 
refrigeration energy consumption and 
generation. Greenspaces also provide vital 
ecosystem services. Urban trees can reduce 
air temperature thereby reducing ozone 
formation and removing air pollutants. 
Greenspaces protect water quality by 
providing opportunity for water absorption 
and filtration. In additional to the 
environmental benefits, forest ecosystems 
can support healthy communities by 
increasing physical activity, improving 
cardiovascular and respiratory health, 
preventing cancer and reducing stress. 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) As the climate changes, the natural and built 
environment also changes. For instance, 
there can be increased incidences of water-
borne diseases when water sources become 
contaminated during extreme weather 
events (e.g. flooding); decreased quantity of 
water from drought; threat to food safety 
(e.g. more food spoilage due to higher 
temperatures) and changing weather 
patterns may lead to a rise in infectious 
diseases in new and existing areas. In 
addition, higher temperatures cause 
increased air pollution, which leas to 
declining air quality. As a result, 
municipalities can develop mitigation and 
adaptation strategies to protect the built and 
natural environments in response to climate 
change.  

OCP – Section 5.14.2 In the future could consider: 
-in consultation with stakeholders, develop 
municipal change adaptation and mitigation 
plans. 
-conduct a vulnerability risk assessment of the 
community and of all infrastructure to develop 
and support climate change mitigation and 
adaption strategies.  
-Lots of great tools and resources to support 
this here: 
https://www.climatecaucus.ca/resources/tools-
for-21st-century-policy-making/counillor-s-
handbook 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Could there be some language that they are 
strongly encouraged or required at public 
and commercial facilities? (bicycle ancillary 
structures) 

ZB – Section 5.19 Consider adding stronger wording that bicycle 
parking is required on all new public and 
commercial facilities. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Community gardens – mentions 
considerations for parking facilities but could 
also mention bike parking. 

OCP – Section 5.8 (4) 
ZB – Section  

Consider adding bicycle parking requirements.  

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Schools – could adding zoning regulations 
that fast food regulations and convenience 
stores not be allowed within 1 km of school? 
These and other restrictions protect student 
health by limiting the availability and 
accessibility of unhealthy foods and 
beverages in areas surrounding schools. 

OCP – Section 5.6 
 

Consider limiting where fast food outlets and 
convenience stores can be located; however, 
this could have negative consequences on 
attracting commercial enterprise to Pilot Butte. 

 

https://www.climatecaucus.ca/resources/tools-for-21st-century-policy-making/counillor-s-handbook
https://www.climatecaucus.ca/resources/tools-for-21st-century-policy-making/counillor-s-handbook
https://www.climatecaucus.ca/resources/tools-for-21st-century-policy-making/counillor-s-handbook


 
Could also include some language with the 
schools around promoting safe active 
transportation routes. 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Do you also want to include “well maintained 
paths and sidewalks” for accessibility and 
safety. 

OCP – Section 5.5 Consider adding sidewalks and pathways to this 
statement. 

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Pedestrian access plan – could it instead by 
that encourages pedestrian and active 
transportation with decreased reliance on 
motor vehicles? I see what language is in 
there in various places, just not in this 
objective. 
 
Motor vehicle transportation is the primary 
contributor to air pollution. On-road 
transportation and engine idling contribute 
to greenhouse gas emissions and release 
carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxides and carbon 
monoxide hydrocarbons, which are the 
precursors of smog. Health impacts from air 
pollution include respiratory problems, 
asthma and increased risk of heart attack. 
Transportation activities can also increase 
the outdoor levels of ozone and particulate 
matter. Ozone irritates the respiratory tract 
and eyes and results in chest tightness, 
coughing and wheezing. Fine particulate 
matter can penetrate deep into the 
respiratory system triggering a heart attack 
or stroke.  
 
Physical activity and sedentary lifestyles 
increase the risk of chronic diseases (e.g. 
heart disease, stroke, diabetes and some 
cancers). However, moderately intense 
physical activity (e.g. walking and cycling) 
performed on most days of the week reduces 
the risk for heart disease and can improve 
health in many ways…Affordable and 
integrated transportation systems can 
facilitate linkages within and between urban 
and rural settings and reduce barriers such as 
infrastructure deficits, social equity issues, 
and access to employment. 

OCP – Section 5.1 (21) 
ZB – Section 3.18 

Consider adding wording decreasing reliance on 
motor vehicles.  

 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Could add some language about social 
cohesion and well-being? Connects in with 
the heritage and cultural pieces, options for 

OCP – no specific section Consider adding some language about social 
cohesion and well-being. 

 



affordable housing and densities, picnic 
tables in parks, etc. 
 
Rationale: Feeling connected to one’s 
community is associated with lower stress, 
improved overall health status and lower 
mortality rates. Complete communities that 
provide proximity to neighbours, workplaces, 
schools, and services can promote 
neighbourhood cohesion and increase social 
capital. Mixed housing communities that 
integrate affordable housing can provide 
opportunities for those with lower incomes 
and for aging in place as people move 
through their life cycle. 

Saskatchewan Health Authority (Submission) Commercial Telecommunication Tower and 
Facility. Not sure if anything is needed at this 
time, but may want to consider some 
antenna system guidelines or protocols. E.g. 
for where they are placed (no taking up 
greenspace, cultural, or heritage spaces), and 
also re: aesthetics – plans for 
stealth/camouflage measures or designed as 
public art. Etc. 

ZB – Section 6.33 Consider adding additional development 
standards with respect to location and 
aesthetic. 
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