COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, JUNE 11, 2018 AT 5:00 P.M.
LEDE ROOM, LEDUC CIVIC CENTRE
1 ALEXANDRA PARK, LEDUC, ALBERTA
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Admin.
Est. of Time

R. Baxter, PrincipalIn-Charge /
C. Kjinserdahl,
Project Lead /
A. Lumby, Urban
Designer, HOK, Inc.

I.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

II.

ADOPTION OF PREVIOUS NOTES

a)

Approval of Notes of the Committee-of-the-Whole
Meeting held Monday, May 28, 2018

III.

DELEGATIONS & PRESENTATIONS

IV.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM PRESENTATIONS

V.

IN-CAMERA ITEMS

a)

Long Term Facilities Master Plan

1.5 hours

FOIP s. 24 & 25

VI.

RISE AND REPORT FROM IN-CAMERA ITEMS

VII.

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE & ADMINISTRATION

S. Losier

a)

Cannabis Update Report

15 minutes

I. Sasyniuk

b)

Condominium Research Overview

10 minutes

K. Jones /
C. Labrecque

c)

Long Range Planning Unit - Projects Overview

VIII.

INFORMATION ITEMS

IX.

ADJOURNMENT

30 minutes

I.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
This is your opportunity to make an addition, deletion or revision
to the Agenda

UNCONFIRMED

COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE MEETING NOTES
MONDAY, MAY 28, 2018
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Present:

Mayor B. Young, Councillors B. Beckett, G. Finstad, B. Hamilton,
L. Hansen, T. Lazewski and L. Tillack

Also Present: I. Sasyniuk, A/City Manager and M. Hormazabal, Deputy City Clerk
Mayor B. Young called the meeting to order at 5: 13 pm.

I.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MOVED by Councillor B. Beckett that the Committee approve the ·agenda with the
following addition:
VIII.

GOVERNANCE
a)
Council Meeting Consent Agenda Items
Motion Carried Unanimously

II.
a)

ADOPTION OF PREVIOUS NOTES
Approval of Notes of the Committee-of-the-Whole Meeting held Tuesday,
May 22, 2018
MOVED by Councillor G. Finstad that the notes of the Committee-of-the-Whole
meeting held Tuesday, May 22, 2018, be approved as presented.
Motion Carried Unanimously

Ill.

DELEGATIONS & PRESENTATIONS
There were no delegations or presentations.

IV.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM PRESENTATIONS

V.

IN-CAMERA ITEMS
MOVED by Councillor L. Tillack that Committee-of-the-Whole move In-Camera at
5:14 pm to discuss:
a)

Airport Accord Update
FOIP s. 21, 24 & 25

b)

South Telford Road Closure Analysis
FOIP s. 24 & 25

Motion Carried Unanimously

MOVED by Councillor L. Tillack that the Committee-of-the-Whole move In-Public
at 6:31 pm.
Motion Carried Unanimously
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VI.

a)

RISE AND REPORT FROM IN-CAMERA ITEMS

Airport Accord Update
FOIP s. 21, 24 & 25

G. Thomas, Project Manager, made a PowerPoint presentation (Attached).
G. Thomas answered the Committee's questions.

b)

South Telford Road Closure Analysis
FOIP s. 24 & 25

S. Olson, Director, Engineering and K. van Steenoven, Manager, Capital Projects
& Development, made a presentation (Attached).
S. Olson, K. van Steenoven and R. Sereda, Director, Public Services, answered
the Committee's questions.
VII.

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE & ADMINISTRATION
There were no reports from the Committee or Administration.

VIII.

a)

GOVERNANCE

Council Meeting Consent Agenda Items
Committee had a general discussion regarding the consent agenda items for the
May 28, 2018, Regular Council meeting.

IX.

INFORMATION ITEMS
There were no information items.

X.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 6:34 pm.

B. Young
MAYOR

M. Hormazabal
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

ADOPTION OF
PREVIOUS NOTES
Notes of the Committee-of-the-Whole Meeting
– May 28, 2018

* VI.a. Airport Accord Update
Attachment Removed Pursuant to Sections 21, 24 & 25 of the FOIP Act.

* VI.b. South Telford Road Closure Analysis
Attachment Removed Pursuant to Sections 24 & 25 of the FOIP Act.

III.

DELEGATIONS
&
PRESENTATIONS

IV.

BUSINESS ARISING
FROM
PRESENTATIONS

IN-CAMERA ITEMS
Long Term Facilities Master Plan
(Exception to Disclosure – Sections 24 & 25 of the FOIP Act)

Presented by:
R. Baxter, Principal-In-Charge,
C. Kjinserdahl, Project Lead,
A. Lumby, Urban Designer, HOK, Inc.

VI.

RISE AND REPORT FROM
IN-CAMERA ITEMS

MEETING DATE: June 11, 2018
SUBMITTED BY: Ken Woitt, Director Planning & Economic Development
PREPARED BY: Sylvain Losier, Manager, Current Planning & Development & Julie Paquette, Planning Intern
REPORT TITLE: Cannabis update report

REPORT SUMMARY
This report provides an overview of the City of Langford 's approach to managing the retail sales of cannabis and provides a
summary of what other municipalities in Alberta, that we have researched, are doing .

BACKGROUND
PREVIOUS COUNCIL/COMMITTEE ACTION:
The upcoming legalization of cannabis has previously been discussed at Committee of the Whole I Council meetings on
June 26 and December 4, 2017, and on March 12 and March 19, 2018. Bylaw 970-2017 received 1st reading on Monday,
April 23, 2018. The Public Hearing was held on May 14, 2018 in accordance with the Municipal Government Act, and 2nd
reading was granted at the May 28 , 2018 Council meeting .
KEY ISSUES:
During deliberation for 2nd reading, Council expressed the desire to receive additional information about the process from
the City of Langford, British Columbia. They also wanted to have a table that is depicting what other municipalities are
doing in Alberta. This information will be used in Council's deliberation for 3rd reading of the proposed bylaw 970-2017.
City of Langford 's approach
In order to address the upcoming legalization of cannabis, the City of Langford has decided to adopt the pilot project
approach. They have released a Request for Proposal (RFP) which explains the framework being established by the
Federal and Provincial Governments. This RFP also contains guiding principles in terms of separating distances. The RFP
is attached for reference as schedule 1.
As for the proposal requirements, it is an extensive list covering everything related to the land use component and beyond.
Interested parties need to supply information about their personal and professional background, the security measure they
would implement, how they would address nuisances related to the sale and consumption of cannabis, how they plan to
assist the City with enforcement, policing, and financial pressures, as well as other requirements .
The RFP will be running for 1 month (May 1st to June 1st, 2018). Once the RFP is closed , the City will be opening the
submission and will select up to 5 proponents for further discussion . This may lead to the proponents getting a temporary
permit authorizing the sale of cannabis.
Administration's analysis of the Langford's approach.
The Langford approach is an interesting one.,Applications will be received and evaluated based on their merit, but we are
not clear on how the various criteria will be weighted. However, they do clearly mention that" ... while not determinative, the
City places importance on a Proponent's proposed plan to assist the City, including through financial contribution .. . "
(Bottom of page 6, RFP). We can assume that for Langford, potential cost is a big concern , and based upon the language
contained in the RFP, the city will have sole discretion on how to evaluate the proposal.
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In terms of practicality, many of the requirements that the RFP is asking are being covered in Alberta by the Alberta gaming
and Liquor Commission (AGLC) process. As for the guideline that the RFP includes, the City of Leduc did a very similar
approach through its various analysis and discussions at the Committee of the Whole and Council meetings held so far. All
of our analysis led to the proposed overlay and regulations being currently contemplated. Our proposed regulations are
addressing many items similar to their guidelines.
In conclusion, the Langford's approach appears to postpone the decision on the retail sale of cannabis. We could consider
a similar approach, but it would mean to throw away most, if not all, the work that has been done to date by Administration.
Furthermore, the way we are managing temporary uses in Alberta seems different then in BC. Here, according to our own
Land Use Bylaw and its upcoming amendment, a temporary use is contemplated for a use that is either permitted or similar
to a use permitted within the district. This could mean that for the purpose of a similar RFP approach, we would have to
consider the retailing of cannabis similar to use permitted in the districts, which would likely be Retail or Retail Store
(Liquor) . Administration believes that by not considering the cannabis retail similar to these for the time being might help
with the distinction in the land uses and the support for the additional regulations.
In light of the cursory review of the Langford process and the regional context, Administration doesn't believe that an RFP
process similar to Langford is desirable for the City of Leduc considering where we are in our own process.

Other municipalities
Administration has been reviewing the progress of other municipalities in relation to amendments to their Land Use Bylaw
as well as their Business Licence Bylaw. On the land use side, Administration's preliminary conclusion is that there is little
consistency in the approach taken by the municipalities. Within the municipalities we surveyed, it looks like the consistency
·is around keeping retail stores away from schools and within non-residential districts. As for separating distances and
identifying what constitute a sensitive use that needs buffering, it varies from municipality to municipality. Furthermore,
certain municipalities are proposing the use as permitted, others as discretionary, and some are even using both
designations. Administration is attaching a table that was prepared in May as schedule 2 to this report to inform the
discussion about land use related to cannabis.
In regards to business licensing, Administration has looked into potential fees and hours of operation limitations in other
municipalities. Similar to the land use bylaw, Administration noted a great diversity of approaches to the upcoming
legalization of cannabis. From the municipalities that we have observed, it appears that those who have a stratified system
for business licensing are more prone to adding additional fees for cannabis than those like the City of Leduc that have an
un-stratified system (meaning that we deal with all the businesses in a similar way). Similar to Langford's approach, it
appears that a few municipalities such as Edmonton, will be attempting to cover expenses by allocating higher fees.
Schedule 3 presents our finding so far in relation to fees. As for hours of operation . A few municipalities are looking into
restricted hours. Schedule 4 is presenting our findings.
Should Council decide to explore a different fee structure or different hours of operation, Administration would recommend
to complete the current amending process and deal with these new item separately, in another amending bylaw with its
own independent process ..

ATTACHMENTS:
Schedule 1 - Langford's RFP
Schedule 2 - Table depicting 10 municipalities progress on land use
Schedule 3 - Table depicting proposed fees in other municipalities
Schedule 4 - Table depicting proposed hours restriction in other municipalities
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COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE
INFORMATION ITEM
RECOMMENDATION
That this report be received as information to facilitate the discussion and support the Committee in providing a direction to
Administration. Potential direction could be as follow:
•

Should the Committee decide that no changes are required to the proposed amendments to the Land Use bylaw,
proposed Bylaw 970-2017 could come forward at the June 11 Council meeting for 3rd reading;

•

Should the Committee decide that minor changes are required to proposed Bylaw 970-2017, that Administration
prepare those minor changes and come back to council on June 25 for 3rd reading consideration;

•

Should the Committee decide that major changes are required to proposed Bylaw 970-2017, that Administration bring
proposed Bylaw 970-2017 to Council on June 11 to be defeated. This would require starting a new process and would
require a 3-6 months period of time.

It is important to note that all options listed above are also applicable to proposed Bylaw 971-2017, a bylaw to amend the
Business Licencing Bylaw, with the addition of the following option:
Should the Committee decide that additional regulations are required, and that these would not be in conflict with the
proposed regulations, then Administration could be directed to start a new bylaw to add the new proposed regulations.

Others Who Have Reviewed this Report
I. Sasyniuk, Acting City Manager / M. Pieters, General Manager, Infrastructure & Planning
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CITY OF LANGFORD

'REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL'
(RFP)

FOR THE

RETAIL SALES OF CANNABIS AND CANNABIS RELATED PRODUCTS

IN THE

CITY OF LANGFORD, BC

CITY OF LANGFORD
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
RETAIL SALES OF CANNABIS AND CANNABIS RELATED PRODUCTS

Introduction

Historically, the non-medicinal use of cannabis and cannabis related products ("Cannabis
Products") has been prohibited by federal law in Canada. As a result, the retail sale of Cannabis
Products has been prohibited by the City of Langford (the "City") under the City's Zoning Bylaw
No. 300.
The Government of Canada ("Canada") and the Government of British Columbia ("British
Columbia") are currently in the process of establishing a regulatory framework (the "Regulatory
Framework") authorizing the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use. While the
Regulatory Framework has not been finalized, Canada and British Columbia have established a
number of guiding principles as follows:
1.

The production of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use will generally be regulated by
Canada;

2.

The distribution and retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use will generally
be regulated by British Columbia;

3.

The minimum age to purchase, possess, and consume Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal purposes will be 19 years old;

4.

The maximum amount of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use allowed to be in an
individual's possession in a public place will be 30 grams;

5.

Drug impaired driving will continue to be illegal, with British Columbia toughening
regulations to give police more tools to remove drug-impaired drivers from the road and
to deter drug-affected driving;

6.

The wholesale distribution of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use will be through
the British Columbia Liquor Distribution Branch;

7.

The retail sale of Cannabis Products will be through retail stores operated by British
Columbia and/or retail stores operated by the private sector; and,

8.

The production and retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use may further be
regulated by local governments through their zoning and business licensing powers.
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The City is in the process of considering how best to address for its community the impending
legalization of the use of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal purposes, and whether to permit
the retail sale of Cannabis Products.
The City recognizes that there is a desire by some of the City's residents to be able to purchase
Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use from local businesses.
The City also recognizes that there are challenges to authorizing the retail sale of Cannabis
Products for non-medicinal use within the City's boundaries. Those challenges include, but are
not limited to, the following:
1.

Determining the number of locations, if any, where the retail sale of Cannabis Products
for non-medicinal use should be permitted within the City's boundaries;

2.

Determining the appropriate location(s), if any, where the retail sale of Cannabis Products
for non-medicinal use should be permitted within the City's boundaries;

3.

Identifying and addressing the neighbourhood impacts of permitting in a particular
location within the City's boundaries the retail sale of Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal use;

4.

Funding training costs for police and bylaw enforcement officers in addressing:

5.

6.

(a)

Nuisance issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal
purposes; and,

(b)

Impairment issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal
purposes;

Funding policing, bylaw enforcement, and administrative costs associated with;
(a)

Ensuring that the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use in a
particular location is in compliance with the Regulatory Framework and all
applicable City bylaws;

(b)

Addressing nuisance issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal purposes; and,

· (c)

· Addressing impairment issues relating to public use bf Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal purposes; and,

Funding educational initiatives and materials associated with the above impacts and
related social concerns.
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As a first step in addressing for its community the impending legalization of the use of Cannabis
Products for non-medicinal purposes, the City is considering moving forward with a pilot program
(the "Pilot Program") under which the City will, on a case by case basis, consider issuing
temporary use permits authorizing the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use.
As a next step, if the Pilot Program is successful, the City may move forward with considering the
amendment of the City's Zoning Bylaw No. 300 to authorize the retail sale of Cannabis Products
for non-medicinal use at particular locations within the City's boundaries.
For the Pilot Program, the City has adopted some guiding principles to be considered in
determining the location(s), if any, in respect of which the City will consider issuing temporary
use permits authorizing the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use. In this regard,
the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use is preferred to not be located within:
1.

500 metres of any other location where the retail sale of Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal use has been authorized;

2.

300 metres of any school;

3.

300 metres of any group daycare;

4.

150 metres of Centennial Park, Veterans Memorial Park, City Centre Park, Westhills
YMCA, any regional or Provincial park, or Langford, Glen or Florence Lakes; and,

s.

50 metres of any land zoned Rl (One-family Residential) or R2 (One- and Two-Family
Residential), except within the designated City Centre.

These guiding principles are expected to limit the number of locations where the retail sale of
Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use would be considered appropriate, but are expected to
allow for a number of locations spread throughout the City's boundaries, in existing areas of
commercial retail, to meet the needs of the City's residents. It should be noted that at this time
that City will only be considering up to 5 such locations for the retail sale of Cannabis Products.
The City is interested in receiving proposals from individuals and/or organizations interested in
undertaking the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use within the City's
boundaries.
Proposal Requirements

Individuals and/or organizations ("Proponents") interested in undertaking the retail sale of
Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use within the City's boundaries should submit a proposal
(a "Proposal") to the City in accordance with this Request for Proposals (the "RFP").
Proposals should be received in a sealed envelope labeled "RFP for Retail Sales of Cannabis and
Cannabis Related Products" addressed to the attention of Braden Hutchins, Director of Corporate
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Services, at the City's offices at 2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue, Victoria, B.C., V9B 2X8, by 3:00
p.m. (Pacific Standard Time), on June 1, 2018. Proposals not received in time will not be
considered unless, in the complete, sole, and unfettered discretion of the City, the City
determines it to be in the City's best interests to consider the Proposal.
Proposals should include the following information:
1.

Name of Proponent;

2.

Where the Proponent is a society:

3.

(a)

The names of the Proponent's directors; and,

(b)

A copy of the Proponent's incorporation documents;

Where the Proponent is a company:
(a)

The names of the Proponent's directors and shareholders; and,

(b)

A copy of the Proponent's incorporation documents;

4.

A detailed description of the Proponent's current business undertakings, including a
description of the Proponent's experience in retail sales in a commercial sector
specifically regulated by Canada or British Columbia (e.g., age restricted sales and/or
controlled substance sales);

5.

A detailed description of any enforcement actions or proceedings brought by Canada,
British Columbia, a local government, or an agent or branch of either of them against the
Proponent in relation to the past or current business undertakings of the Proponent or its
principals, or against the past or current business undertakings of third parties with whom
the Proponent or its principals were or are associated;

6.

A detailed description of the Proponent's proposed business plan for undertaking the
retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use within the City's boundaries,
including a detailed description of the following:
(a)

Proposed hours of operation;

(b)

Proposed plan for:
(i)

Ensuring that the retail sale of cannabis Products for non-medicinal use is
in compliance with the Regulat9ry Framework and all applicable City
bylaws;
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{c)

{ii)

Security measures associated with the premises from which the retail sale
of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use will occur;

{iii)

Minimizing the impact on the neighbourhood of the retail sale of Cannabis
Products for non-medicinal use;

{iv)

Addressing nuisance issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for
non-medicinal purposes;

{v)

Addressing impairment issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products
for non-medicinal purposes; and,

{vi)

Providing educational initiatives and materials associated with the above
impacts and related social concerns.

Proposed plan for assisting the City, including through financial contributions, with
policing and bylaw enforcement costs, including the costs of additional training,
and other increased City costs, including administrative costs, associated with:
{i)

Ensuring that the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use in
a particular location is in compliance with the Regulatory Framework and
all applicable City bylaws;

{ii)

Minimizing the impact on the neighbourhood of the retail sale of Cannabis
Products for non-medicinal use;

{iii)

Addressing nuisance issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for
non-medicinal purposes; and,

{iv)

Addressing impairment issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products
for non-medicinal purposes;

{v)

Providing educational initiatives and materials associated with the above
impacts and related social concerns.

7.

A description of the Proponent's ability to obtain bonding, if necessary, and a minimum
of $5 million insurance coverage;

8.

While not a requirement, a description of the Proponent's preferred location or locations
for undertaking the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use within the
City's boundaries;
·

9.

Where the Proponent has a legal interest in the preferred location or locations, or has an
enforceable commitment to acquire a legal interest in the preferred location or locations,
details of the legal interest or enforceable commitment;
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10.

While not a requirement, information on the potential form, character and design of the
proposed retail store; and,

11.

A description of the Proponent's expected timeframe for commencing the retail sale of
Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use within the City's boundaries.

All enquiries to the City in any manner whatsoever related to this RFP must be directed in writing
by email to Braden Hutchins, Director of Corporate Services, at bhutchins@langford.ca, and must
be received by no later than 3:00 p.m. (Pacific Standard Time) on June 1, 2018. Proponents are
asked not to communicate with Mayor or Council in relation to this RFP.
The City asks that Proponents make best efforts to provide all of the information requested
above. However, a Proposal which does not include some of the requested information, or does
not include significant details in relation of some of that information, may be considered by the
City where, in the complete, sole, and unfettered discretion of the City, the City determines it to
be in the City's best interests to consider the Proposal.
Evaluation of Proposals

It is expected that this RFP will be used to identify up to 5 Proponents (the "Preferred
Proponents") with whom the City will enter into further discussions in relation to the
consideration of the issuance of temporary use permits authorizing the retail sale of Cannabis
Products for non-medicinal use at locations identified in the Proposals of the Preferred
Proponents or in subsequent discussions between the City and the Preferred Proponents.
In evaluating the Proposals, the City has the complete, sole, and unfettered discretion to
determine which Proposals are in the best interests of the City's residents and to select the
Preferred Proponents on that basis.
Where two or more Proponents identify the same preferred location, or identify preferred
locations that do not comply with the spacing requirements set out in the guiding principles
identified by the City for the Pilot Program, the City will give priority, in its complete, sole, and
unfettered discretion, to the Proponent whose Proposal is otherwise considered by the City, in
its complete, sole, and unfettered discretion, to be in the best interests of the City's residents.
A Proponent who identifies more than one preferred location in its Proposal may be selected by
the City as a Preferred Proponent. However, that Proponent may be required to elect a single
preferred location and all further discussions between the City and the Preferred Proponent will
be in relation to that preferred location.
I

Proponents should be aware that, while not determinative, the City places importance on a
Proponent's proposed plan to assist the City, including through financial contributions, with
policing and bylaw enforcement costs, including the costs of additional training, and other
increased City costs, including administrative costs, associated with:
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1.

Ensuring that the retail sale of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal use in a particular
location is in compliance with the Regulatory Framework and all applicable City bylaws;

2.

Minimizing the impact on the neighbourhood of the retail sale of Cannabis Products for
non-medicinal use;

3.

Addressing nuisance issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for non-medicinal
purposes;

4.

Addressing impairment issues relating to public use of Cannabis Products for nonmedicinal purposes; and,

5.

Providing educational initiatives and materials associated with the above impacts and
related social concerns.

Proponents should also be aware that if they are identified as a Preferred Proponent, that they
would be responsible for all costs related to a Temporary Use Permit application and that the
submission of such Temporary Use Permit application requires public notification and Council
approval. As such, being identified as a Preferred Proponent does not guarantee approval of a
Temporary Use Permit.
Proponents should also be aware that Provincial approval of through the forthcoming B.C. NonMedical Cannabis Regulatory Framework will also be required.
No Legal Rights

No action by the City in any manner whatsoever related to this RFP, including without limitation
the City's authorization of the issuance of this RFP, the City's receipt of a Proposal, the City's
consideration of a Proposal, the City's rejection of a Proposal, and the City's discussions with a
Proponent, gives rise to any legal or other obligations enforceable against the City. By submitting
a Proposal, a Proponent acknowledges that it has no rights, whether in law or otherwise, to make
any claim against the City in any manner whatsoever related to this RFP.

Schedule 2

SUBJECT: Updated review of land use bylaw amendments for cannabis
regulation in Alberta municipalities, as of May 2018

This memo is a follow-up to a previous memo dated February 8, 2018, and
provides updated information on steps that other Alberta municipalities have
implemented to adapt their land use bylaws in response to legalized
recreational cannabis industries within their boundaries.
Information collected concerns the following ten municipalities:
• Calgary
• Lethbridge
• Edmonton
• St. Albert
• Fort McMurray
• Spruce Grove
• Fort Saskatchewan
• Stony Plain
• Leduc County
• Strathcona County
Overall, progress has been made amongst most of the surveyed Alberta
municipalities, some of whom have passed or are currently discussing
proposed bylaws amendments to reflect land used for the legal retail sale of
non-medical cannabis. However, thus far only Calgary and Strathcona
County have officially approved land use bylaw amendments to regulate the
location of cannabis retail stores in their communities, with Edmonton,
Spruce Grove, Leduc County, St. Albert and Fort Saskatchewan expected to
join their ranks by the end of June. Fort McMurray and Stony Plain have only
recently begun their public engagement processes on this topic, while
Lethbridge is in the early stages of drafting a proposal for bylaw
amendments to present to their council. The following table displays new
information in red and previously reported information in black.

Municipality
Calgary

Steps taken to regulate cannabis through land use
controls
LUB Amendments: Yes, medical, recreational, (and
Cannabis Consumption Bylaw created)
Other Actions: Public Engagement and Research, Cannabis
Store Guidelines document*
Definitions: Medical Marihuana, Medical Marihuana
Production Facility, (now deemed Cannabis Facility) ,
Medical Marihuana Counselling (now deemed to be
Cannabis Counselling), Cannabis Store
Clarifications: Co- location allowed; Notice Posting
requirements; Broad variance powers for lOOm MSD
between school reserve parcels & cannabis stores, and
limited variance powers for cannabis store applications up
to 10°/o of the 150m MSD from parcels containing schools
or emergency shelters; The production, processing,
storage or sale of cannabis can only occur where it has
been approved through a development permit for a use
where it is specifical ly al lowed in the use definition or
rules; Liquor Store cannot abut a Cannabis store
(exceptions in C-R2, C- R3, and CR20-C20/R-20);
Cannabis Store included in Sales Use Group; Within
Mixed-Use General and Mixed-Use Active Frontage
districts, the length of building fac;;ade that faces a street
containing an individual cannabis counselling use on the
floor closest to grade is a maximum of 9m.
MSDs: Yes; Cannabis Counselling: 300m from another
cannabis counselling use, 150m from a parcel that
contains a school (exemptions for applications in the C-R2
and C- R3 districts); Cannabis Facility: 75m from a
residential district; Cannabis Stores: lSOm from schools &
emergency shelters, 300m between cannabis stores
(exceptions in C-R2, C- R3, and CR20-C20/R- 20), lOOm
from Municipal and School Reserve and School Reserve
Parcels
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: IndustrialGeneral (Discretionary)
Viable Districts - RetailLother:
Cannabis Counselling:
Commercial-Neighbourhood 1 & 2, (Discretionary)
Commercial-Community 1 & 2 (Discretionary) ,
Commercial -Corridor 1-3(Discretionary),

Edmonton

Commercial Office l(Discretionary),
Commercial-Regional 2 & 3 (Discretionary),
Industrial-Business (Discretionary),
Industrial-Edge (Discretionary),
Industrial-Commercial (Discretionary),
Centre City Multi-Residential High Rise Support
Commercial (Discretionary),
Centre City Mixed Use (Discretionary),
Centre City Commercial Corridor (Discretionary),
Centre City East Village Transition (Discretionary),
Centre City East Village Integrated Residential
(Discretionary),
Centre City East Village Mixed Use (Discretionary),
Centre City East Village Primarily Residential
(Discretionary),
Commercial Residential (CR20-C20/R-20), (Discretionary)
Mixed Use-General, (Discretionary)
Mixed Use-Active Frontage, (Discretionary)
Cannabis Store: Anywhere non-residential outside of the
buffer zone.
LUB Amendments: Yes, land use framework for Cannabis
Retail Sales to presented for public hearing on May 7,
2018, council decision deferred to June 7th.
Other Actions: Public Engagement and Research,
Information sessions for potential business owners,
Development Permit fee proposed to be $5,600, Business
License $2,500
Definitions: Cannabis, Cannabis Production and
Distribution, Cannabis Lounge, Cannabis Retail Sales
Clarifications: Production, sale, and consumption are not
included in: Urban Indoor Farms/Gardens, Rural Farms,
Recreational Acreage Farms (unless federally licensed)
Major/Minor Home Business, Greenhouses, Convenience
Stores, General Retail Stores.
Medical Cannabis Clinics and Counseling Services are
included as a typical use in Health Services definition.
Cannabis Lounges not included in the following uses:
Private Clubs, Nightclubs, Bars/Neighbourhood Pubs
MSDs: Yes
200m between cannabis retail and schools, public libraries,
and other cannabis retail. (Variance power for up to 20m
only between cannabis retail sites for DO's, no variance for
MSD from schools & public libraries.)
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lOOm from provincial health facilities, parks & rec centers
(no variance power for DO's)
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: General
Industrial use class zones (permitted use)
Viable Districts - RetailLOther: Medical Cannabis Clinics
and Counselling in Health Services use class zones
permitted or discretionary (Community Services 1, Urban
Services, Urban Institutional, Marquis Retail Centre,
Ellerslie Industrial Business, Blatchford Low to Medium
Rise Residential, Blatchford Medium Rise Residential, RA9
High Rise Apartment, RA7 Low Rise Apartment, Clareview
Campus High Density Residential, Urban Warehouse,
Arena & Entertainment District Zone
Retail Sales (proposed): Permitted in Shopping Centres,
Low Intensity Business, General Business, Highway
Corridor, Commercial Office, Commercial Mixed Business,
Industrial Business, Core Commercial Arts, Commercial
Mixed Use, and Heritage Area, Jasper Ave Main Street
Commercial, Urban Warehouse, and Arena &
Entertainment District (13 districts: 9 Commercial, 3
Commercial Mixed Use, 1 Industrial zone with commercial
emphasis.)
Fort McMurray LUB Amendments: No
Other Actions: Public engagement - survey ends May 15,
2018.
Definitions: n/a
Clarifications: n/a
MSDs: n/a
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: n/a
Viable Districts - Retail: n/a
LUB Amendments: Yes (1st reading)
Fort
Saskatchewan Other Actions: Public Engagement; Council voted on a
moderate approach; proposed LUB and smoking bylaw
amendments presented for ist reading on May sth, Public
Hearing scheduled for June 12th.
Definitions: Retail Store (Cannabis), Cannabis Production
and Distribution Facility
'
Clarifications: cannabis related uses not included in retail
store(general), agriculture, greenhouse, home business,
home office, or industrial (general) uses.
MSDs: no
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: Light Industrial,
Medium Industrial (both permitted)
I
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Leduc County

Leth bridge

St. Albert

'

"
'

Soruce Grove

Viable Districts - Retail: Vehicle oriented retail and
service, Commercial shopping Centre, Fort mall
redevelopment, Core commercial-downtown, Mall precinctdowntown, Mixed use-downtown (all discretionary)
LUB Amendments: Yes, amendments forthcoming.
Scheduled to go to council for 1st reading June 12th.
Other Actions: n/a
Definitions: n/a
Clarifications: n/a
MSDs: n/a
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: n/a
Viable Districts - Retail: n/a
LUB Amendments: No
Other Actions: Cannabis and Zoning FAQ page on website
Open House proposed, but not scheduled yet. Currently
working on LUB amendment proposal. Plan to have
amendments formalized by late June.
Definitions: n/a
Clarifications: Licensed medical cannabis producers are
considered "Manufacturing, Intensive"
MSDs: n/a
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: Heavy Industrial
(permitted), General Industrial (discretionary)
Viable Districts - Retail: n/a
LUB Amendments: Yes (medical) , retail sales bylaw
amendments in the works - approach mimicking liquor
store districting. Proposed amendments to be presented to
Council for 1st reading on May 28, 2018.
Other Actions: Cannabis Task Force, Work plan,
Communications Tactics and Budget, Conceptual Phase
Project Estimate, Public Engagement, presented smoking
and business licensing bylaw amendment options to
Committee of the Who le.
Definitions: Medical Marihuana Production Facility,
replacing with "Cannabis Production Facility", adding
"Cannabis Retail Store"
Clarifications: not disclosed yet.
MSDs: Same as provincial framework standards
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: Commercial and
Industrial Services, Business Park,
Business Park Transition, Business Park 2 Direct Control
Viable Districts - Retail: Discretionary use only, in same
districts where Liquor sales are permitted or discretionary .
LUB Amendments: Yes (medical, retail in the works)
4

Stony Plain

Strathcona
County

I

Other Actions: First reading of bylaw amendments for
retail passed, public hearing scheduled for May 14, 2018 .
Definitions: Medical Marihuana,
Medical Marihuana Production Facility
Replacing the above with "Cannabis" and "Cannabis
Production Facility"
Add: "Cannabis Accessory", "Cannabis Sa les"
Clarifications: Medical Marihuana Production Facility not a
permitted use within: Agriculture, General Industrial,
Greenhouse, or Retail Sales
MSDs: Yes; 300m from Libraries, Rec centers (indoor or
outdoor), schools, and school reserve sites .
lOOm from Parks, Playgrounds, Child Care Facilities,
Provincial Health Facilities, or a school located in a district
where commercial uses are permitted.
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: General
Industrial
Viable Districts - RetailLOther: Anywhere outside the
buffer zone
LUB Amendments: No
Other Actions: Direction requested from Council,
Public Engagement (Survey ends May 18)
Definitions: n/a
Clarifications: n/a
MSDs: n/a
Viable Districts - CultivationLProduction: n/a
Viable Districts - Retail: n/a
LUB Amendments: Yes
Other Actions: Public Engagement and Research, Retail
Zoning bylaws passed
Definitions: "Cannabis Production Facility", "Retail,
Cannabis"; remove "Drug Paraphernalia" and "Retail, Drug
Paraphernalia" definitions
Clarifications: Cannabis Production Facility not a permitted
use in: Agriculture (General), Agriculture (Intensive),
Horticulture, Agriculture (Product Processing),
Greenhouse; "Retail, Cannabis" is not to be contemplated
as included in the following use definitions: "Flea Market",
"Home Business", "Live-Work Unit", "Retail, Alcohol",
"Retail , Convenience", "Retail , General", "Retail ,
Secondhand"
MSDs: Yes - lOOm from schools, school reserves, and
public health facilities.
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Viable Districts - Cultivation/Production: Discretionary in
Medium Industrial and Agriculture (General)
Viable Districts - Retail:
Permitted in Arterial Commercial, Major Commercial,
Salisbury Village Area 2 - Arterial Commercial, Salisbury
Village Area 9 - Village Commercial, Salisbury Village Area
10 - Village Commercial/Employment, Salisbury Village
Area 11 - Village Swing Site, DCl, DC3, DClO - Area B,
DC19 - Area A, and DC69 Area I (11 Districts)
Discretionary in Community Commercial, Highway
Commercial, Service Commercial, Light Industrial, Rural
Area - Local Commercial, Heavy Industrial Transition
Overlay, Emerald Hills Area VII Commercial & High
Density Residential, DC36, DC44, DC45, DC48 - A, B and
C, DC54, DC 72 Areas I & II, and DC75 Area C (14
Districts)
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Schedule 3
SUBJECT: Cannabis (Retail) Business Licensing Fees

The purpose of this memo is to outline the reported strategies of various
Alberta municipalities when it comes to licensing cannabis retail businesses.
Each municipality is identified as having either an Un-stratified, SemiStratified or Stratified business licensing fee scheme, depending on whether
they have 1-2, 3-4, or 5+ different fees for different types of businesses
requiring licenses. This analysis was done for the purpose of determining
whether the stratification of a municipality's existing business licensing
scheme may be correlated with the decision to differentiate their cannabis
business license fee amount from that of other retail or commercial
businesses.
The information available from nine municipalities indicates that a minority
of municipalities (Edmonton, Grand Prairie, and St. Albert) plan to set
cannabis license fees higher than their standard fee for a general (retail)
business license. The majority of municipalities surveyed appear to hold the
view that the processing of business licenses for cannabis retail will be
similar to that of any other business and will thus not justify levying a higher
fee compared to other types of businesses.
In phone discussions, several municipal representatives mentioned that their
administration deemed the argument for a tiered or differentiated business
licensing scheme for cannabis to be difficult to defend if challenged in court.
Although they do anticipate a need for additional municipal revenue to offset
the increased costs of enforcement, public engagement, staffing, etc. related
to regulating impacts of the cannabis industry on their communities, so far
these municipalities believe that business licensing is not the appropriate
avenue to pursue funding for these measures.
The following table summarizes this information, as collected from the
respective municipal websites as well as by phone and notes from a meeting
between several municipal business licensing officials on April 12, 2018. It
was updated early May, 2018.

Municipality

Standard
Base Fee

Additional Total
Non-res
License
Cost
Fees
(Emergency (Standar
services,
d/
Cannabis
etc.)

Cannabis
Retail
License
Fee

Remarks

)

Edmonton

$283

$2,500

NonResident:

$540
Stratified

Calgary

$191

$191

Fire, Police,
Planning

$823
$3,440

$1,235
$1,235

ProQosed ;
cannabis fee is
higher than for
bars,
but
lower
than
casinos.
OQtion
Analvsis
• License Fee
Schedule

$145

Semistratified

Nonresident:

$754
Airdrie

$100

$100

NonResident:

$200

$100

$200

Nonresident:

$400

Un-stratified

Grand Prairie

$0

$5000

$400
Semistratified

$5,400

• Info sheet
Want to avoid
being
challenged in
court
(Like
Vancouver is)
over
discriminatory
fees
for
cannabis.
• Fee schedule
Proposed;
going
to
council

5/22/2018
Production &
Dist. fee to be

$500.
SQruce Grove
Un-stratified

$260

$260

NonResident:

$425

Fort
Saskatchewan

$95

NonResident:

$95

$225

2

$685
$685
$320
$320

changes
No
planned for BL
only
bylaw;
development
permits.
• Fee
Schedule

Un-stratified

Beaumont

$95

Semistratified
Stony Plain

$100

$140.76

$11

$106

$100

$100

$200
$200

$854.46

NonResident:

$682 .38

Un-stratified

Not
differentiating
feel that at
I
the processing
level they will
not see any
extra burden
to necessitate
a hiqher fee .
• Fee
Schedule
No discussion
yet.
• Fee
Schedule
No fee change
at this time;
Info
per
Sharing
meeting
attended
by
S.Mytroen

4/12/2018
St. Albert

$541.62

Semistratified
• Tobacco
Retail
License
Bylaw

3

$1,396.0
8

Committee
brief
shows
suggestion to
add
"cannabis" to
the definition
of "restricted
products";
imposition of a
fee
optional,
could be the
same
as
Tobacco Retail
License
thouqh.

Schedule 4

SUBJECT: Cannabis business hours of operation

According to the Government of Alberta's Cannabis Framework, cannabis
retailers may be open from 10 am to 2 am, the same as liquor stores.
Municipality
Edmonton
Stratified

Calgary
Semi-stratifie.d

Hours of Operation
Proposed hours of operation a re 1O am to 11 pm,
Monday through Sunday

10 am to 2 am.

Airdrie
Un-stratified

Not disclosed yet

Grand Prairie
Semi-stratified

going
Proposed;
council
to
daily operation hours of 10 am to 10 pm.

Spruce Grove
Un-stratified

Public hearing to be held May 14, 2018; operating
hours shall be 10 am to 11 pm.

Fort
Saskatchewan
Un-stratified
Beaumont
Semi-stratified
Stony Plain
Un-stratified
St. Albert
Semistratified

Not disclosed yet

• Tobacco Retail
License Bylaw

No discussion yet.
No discussion yet.
Not disclosed yet

5/22/2018
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REPORT TITLE: Long Range Planning Unit - Projects Overview

REPORT SUMMARY
This report is for information, and outlines the major projects that the City of Leduc's Long Range Planning Unit is
undertaking or anticipating to undertake over the next two to three years.

BACKGROUND
The City of Leduc's Long Range Planning department creates, reviews , updates, and implements land use plans, policies,
studies and programs, with a focus on Leduc's sustainable long term growth and development. The small unit comprises of
two permanent full time positions: Manager, Long Range Planning , Long Range Planner II , as well as a Municipal Planning
Intern (a temporary staff resource shared with the Current Planning unit). In addition to the major projects listed below, our
unit is involved in a number of other ongoing initiatives, such as implementing the Downtown Storefront and Patio
Programs, involvement and monitoring of Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board initiatives and inter-jurisdictional referrals ,
as well as providing support to other City departments on a variety of projects and initiatives.

Major Long Range Projects:
Regional Context Statement for EMRGP Compliance: As a critical compliance exercise, the newly approved Edmonton
Metropolitan Region Growth Plan requires its member municipalities to develop and submit a Regional Context Statement
by October 2018. The purpose of this exercise is to address the time lag between the approval of the Regional Growth Plan
and comprehensive reviews of member Municipal Development Plans (MOP). The Regional Context Statement exercise
involves analyzing and identifying how policies within Leduc's MOP conform with, or diverge from, the new Edmonton
Metropolitan Region Growth Plan . The project will also help guide the Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board's (EMRB)
mandatory review and update of the City of Leduc's MOP in 2019/2020. Mainly a technical exercise, Council will have the
opportunity to review and approve the Regional Context Statement prior to submission to the EMRB. (Project Status: In
Progress; Estimated Completion: September, 2018)
Mature Neighborhoods Infill Study: Infill is the process of redeveloping older mature neighbourhoods, often with more
intensive and efficient land uses, such as higher density housing (e.g. secondary suites, carriage homes, townhomes,
apartments, etc.). The Mature Neighbourhoods Infill Study is a cornerstone study for understanding what level of infill and
intensification is possible from an urban design, regulatory, market, and engineering/servicing perspective within the City's
core mature neighbourhoods. In particular, it looks objectively at opportunities and constraints for intensification in relation
to the EIA Airport Vicinity Protection Area (AVPA) regulation and potential modifications to that regulation . This project will
result in an important study (not a plan) that provides a solid and objective basis to help inform upcoming policy discussions
with Council and the community, including Municipal Development Plan updates, Area Redevelopment Planning, ·and
AVPA regulations review for downtown infill. (Project Status: In Progress; Estimated completion: December, 2018)
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s5th Avenue Area Structure Plan: A new Area Structure Plan is being launched for 3.5 quarter sections of land directly
south of the EIA, west of the QEll Highway, north of the Bridgeport neighbourhood. With the detailed design for the 651h
Avenue/QEll project underway, and the need for a relevant and up-to-date plan for undeveloped lands directly south of the
Edmonton International Airport, this is a key opportunity to create a new land use plan for the area. The Municipal
.Government Act stipulates that statutory plans must align with the higher-level IDP, MOP, and provincial AVPA regulations.
A foundational principle of this project is that the ASP will align with the City's Council-approved lntermunicipal
Development Plan and Municipal Development Plan . Both of these statutory documents provide clear policy direction for a
primarily non-residential land use framework north of the Bridgeport neighbourhood . As per the MOP, the land use
framework identifies this area primarily for "Aerotropolis Business Industrial" which will provide compatible and integrated
land uses alongside the EIA's future non-residential development directly north of the area (to be master planned in 2019).
The policy framework also calls for limited mixed use residential and business buffer areas to ensure compatibility and
appropriate land use transitioning to the existing Bridgeport neighbourhood (see MOP map on page 3 of this report's
attach men ts).
The 651h Avenue ASP will also be informed by the Aerotropolis Viability Study (AVS), prepared by Stantec and MXD. The
AVS specifically identifies 651h Avenue area as " .. .providing the highest viability of Aerotropolis uses that are time-sensitive
and require direct transportation connections .... with the highest density employment out of the four [Aerotropolis] priority
areas .. . ".The AVS identifies the 651h Avenue area having the potential for over 7,000 jobs and over $13 million in annual
property taxes at the time of full build-out. Creating an Aerotropolis-supporting 65 1h Avenue ASP will also directly align with
Council's economic development strategies of their 2019-2022 Strategic Plan , specifically: "#1 . Maximize Leduc's
geographic location to increase economic prosperity. " and "#2. Encourage economic growth and diversification in
Aerotropolis primary clusters".
The policy framework in place means the City has the basic building blocks to shape and create a new 651h Avenue ASP, in
collaboration with stakeholders that supports a number of interconnected initiatives including: implementing Council's
Strategic Plan, advancing the City's 60/40 residential/non-residential assessment goal, advancing lobbying efforts to fund
upgrades to 651h Avenue as a regionally significant employment-generating project, aligning with the province's AVPA
regulation, as well as implementing the MOP, IDP and Edmonton Metropolitan Region Growth Plan's Aerotropolis policies.
In addition, the Airport Accord Program Charter calls for its members to develop an Inter-jurisdictional Land Use
Framework around the EIA. The airport-integrated 651h Avenue ASP will become a model land-use plan for this regional
group, while aligning with the Airport Accord's principle to protect the 24-7 operations of the EIA.
There will be a number of opportunities for stakeholder and community input during the creation of the 651h Avenue ASP to
shape this important land use plan. Council will have the opportunity to provide input and feedback during the project, and
will be responsible for reviewing and adopting the final ASP . At the time that the 651h Avenue Area Structure Plan is being
formally reviewed and adopted by Council, the existing Bridgeport ASP will need to be rescinded by Council to ensure
conformance with provincial legislation and other City of Leduc planning documents. (Project Status: Recently Launched;
Estimated completion: October, 2019)
50-Year Growth Study: The 50-Year Growth Study is a comprehensive and foundational technJcal study to analyze
possible future geographic growth directions and development patterns for the City of Leduc. The study will generate longterm population and employment growth projections for a period of 50 years, and will review key opportunities and
constraints to future growth, including economic development, transportation connections, servicing costs, environmental
protection , compatible land uses, and other key factors. This project will result in a critical study (not a plan) for informing
upcoming policy discussions during the 2019/2020 City/County lntermunicipal Development Plan review, potential future
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municipal boundary adjustments, as well as providing key information for the MDP review and Airport Accord projects.
Council will have the opportunity to provide their input and feedback during this project, as potential future growth options
are developed and refined with administration and the consultant team. The project team will also be interfacing with
administrations from neighbouring municipalities and jurisdictions, including Leduc County, EIA, Province of Alberta and
City of Edmonton at key points during this study. (Project Status: Recently Launched; Estimated Completion: July, 2019)
Municipal Development Plan (MOP) Review: The City of Leduc's Municipal Development Plan (MDP) is a
comprehensive long range statutory plan (approximately 25-30 year outlook) for all lands within our municipal boundaries.
The MDP describes the long-term vision for the City, and sets a comprehensive policy framework to guide the City's future
growth and development. A comprehensive review of the City's 2012 MDP will be necessary in 2019, in order to comply
with the Edmonton Metropolitan Region Growth Plan and recent MGA updates. The project will ensure that our City's key
statutory 'master plan' supports the community's values and Council's vision for the City of Leduc. In anticipation of this
upcoming review, preparatory work is underway to align this project to Council's 2018-2022 Strategic Plan update. During
the MDP review process, Council will have the opportunity to be involved in guiding and shaping key MDP policy
discussions with the community, and will be responsible for reviewing and adopting the final MDP. (Estimated Timeline:
January 2019 to October, 2020)
lntermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) Review: Given the high level of urban growth and regional policy changes over
the last six years, there is a need for a joint inter-jurisdictional review of the 2012 City of Leduc I Leduc County
lntermunicipal Development Plan (IDP). This long-range statutory plan sets out the long-term vision for land uses around
the shared municipal boundaries of the City of Leduc and Leduc County, and is considered a municipality's highest-level
statutory plan by the Municipal Government Act (MGA) . It is anticipated that City of Leduc and Leduc County will embark
on reviewing and updating our IDP to ensure each municipality's MDP align with the IDP, and that the IDP contains up-todate and relevant information and land use policies, including alignment with the Airport Accord's Land Use Framework.
The City's future long-term growth direction and development pattern (with the help of the 50 Year Growth Study) should be
determined and refined during this important collaborative exercise. This project is also concurrently timed for integrated
inter-jurisdictional engagement with the EIA during their anticipated 2019 EIA Master Plan update process. Council will
have the opportunity to be involved in guiding and shaping key IDP policy discussions through an inter-jurisdictional JointIDP Committee with Leduc County, and will be responsible for reviewing and adopting the final IDP. (Estimated Timeline:
mid-2019 to mid-2021)
Targeted AVPA Review for Downtown Infill: The Edmonton International Airport Vicinity Protection Area regulation
(better known as the "AVPA") is a Province of Alberta legislation of the Municipal Government Act. The regulations limit
permitted uses around the Edmonton International within the City of Leduc and Leduc County so as to mitigate noise
impacts on residents that are generated by continuous aircraft movements. As mentioned in this report, the Long Range
Planning unit is in a preliminary stage of examining the AVPA's impacts and potential for a targeted downtown relaxation in
the Mature Infill Study. It is anticipated that following completion of the 2018 Mature Infill Study, administration could
engage Council and the downtown community during the 2019/2020 Municipal Development Plan update process on
t~rgeted AVPA amendments related specifically to residential intensification in our Downtown. School site restrictions could
also be reviewed, also dependent on further discussion with Council. It will be important for the City to take a highly
focused and strategic approach to the AVPA review exercise to ensure that any requested changes presented to the
Province of Alberta, the EIA and surrounding municipalities align with existing commitments and agreements (e.g. Airport
Accord partnership and it's principle of supporting the 24/7 operations of the EIA; Airport Tax Sharing agreement, etc.). It is
also important to note that while AVPA does impact residential infill patterns in Leduc, there are a whole myriad of other
factors that influence residential infill, which is primarily a privately-driven endeavor. Some key factors include higher effort
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and cost of infill versus greenfield development for builders, return on investment, servicing considerations, etc. If launched,
this project would be a competing priority to other critical and concurrently timed projects, and therefore subject to Council
prioritization and sufficient staffing levels. (Estimated Timeline: Phase 1: Mature Infill Study, present to end of 2018; Phase
2: MDP review/downtown AVPA review: Spring 2019 to Winter 2020).
Area Redevelopment Planning: Following the Mature Infill study and infill-related policy discussions during the review of
the City's MDP, a more in-depth planning exercise for Leduc's most mature core neighbourhoods will be needed. The Area
Redevelopment Plan (ARP) is a valuable statutory neighbourhood-level planning tool that can help generate understanding
and consensus, while developing more certainty around land use and development, such as residential infill/intensification,
neighbourhood character, and planning for capital improvements through in-depth engagement between neighborhood
residents, Council, and administration. It is important to note that the Municipal Government Act requires that Area
Redevelopment Plans conform to higher-level statutory plans (IDP, MDP), as well as the Edmonton Metropolitan Region
Growth Plan, and the AVPA. Examples of neighbourhoods that one or more ARP processes would encompass include
Downtown, Alexandra Park, Linsford, as well as North and South Telford. Council will have the opportunity to be involved in
guiding and shaping key ARP policy discussions with the community, and will be responsible for reviewing and adopting
final statutory Area Redevelopment Plans. (Estimated Timeline: approximately 2 years, starting Winter 2020).
ATTACHMENTS: Long Range Planning - Major Projects Flow Charts and MDP Policy Areas Map for 65th Avenue ASP

RECOMMENDATION
Accept Report for Information Only.
Others Who Have Reviewed this Report
I. Sasyniuk, Acting City Manager / M. Pieters, General Manager, Infrastructure & Planning
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long Range Planning Unit - Major Projects Overview Attachments

1. Critical Relationships Between Projects
2. Summary of Council's Role on Projects
-3. MOP Land Use Framework for New 55th Avenue ASP
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