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Subject: Policy 5- 2, Development Agreement  Requirements Policy

Meeting Date: Tuesday, June 22, 2021

Prepared By: Barb Hazelton, Manager of Planning & Development

Presented By: Barb Hazelton, Manager of Planning & Development

Link to Strat Plan: Providing Good Governance

Recommended 
Motion:

Council approve Policy 5-2, Development Agreement Requirements Policy as 
presented.

Background/
Proposal

To develop a policy that provides a consistent approach for all developers required 
to upgrade or construct municipal infrastructure as part of their conditions of 
development.

Discussion/
Options/
Benefits/
Disadvantages:

Development Agreements may be a requirement of an Applicant/Developer as per 
the Municipal Government Act. Specifically, when an applicant is required to 
upgrade or construct any infrastructure that will be transferred to the County once 
complete. Typically, the agreements themselves are a function of administration, 
however, currently they are being brought to Council for consideration.  This policy 
allows administration to draft and execute these agreements in a consistent manner 
which clarifies the process for all applicants/developers.  Since this policy will have 
Council oversite, it will not be essential for administration to bring the agreements to
Council in the future.  

This also ensures that the same rules apply to all developers, whether local or 
otherwise.  Since Kneehill County does not currently have a policy specifically 
related to development agreements this has been drafted following Council 
discussions.

Administration has incorporated comments received in the May 25, 2021 Council 
meeting and the June 22, 2021 Committee of the Whole Meeting.  In discussion 
with the Director of Transportation it is recommended that this policy does not apply
to upgrades done as a Schedule �³A�  ́road.  (5.03 metre top, dead end, single 
residential/farm access only.  No security would be taken from applicants doing 
these updates, however, they would be required to pay for the engineering review 
which would flag the potential for Federal or Provincial approval requirements.  It is 
also recommended that these road upgrades do not require an engineer. 

Roads that fall under Schedule �³B�  ́�± �³E�  ́would require engineering.  These 
applicants would be required to enter into a Development Agreement with the 
County, and security would be required.  The policy has been revised to reflect this 
change.  

This policy would also apply to developers wanting to run a waterline, or add a 
waste treatment facility with the expectation that the Municipality would take it over 
at some point. 

The security required should be based on the level of risk that Council is 
comfortable with if the developer does not complete the construction as required.  
Administration has proposed in this policy a graduated scale for the percentage 
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required for security as the risk level would be considerably lower for a small project
vs. a large project.  Administration has also included a clause allowing a developer 
to request a portion of the security if the project has progressed through critical 
stages.  

It should be noted that any deficiencies in infrastructure must be addressed before 
a Final Acceptance Certificate is signed off on by our municipal engineer and the 
transfer is made to the municipality.  

Financial 
Implications:

Taking security should reduce the potential for any impact to the operating budget, 
however, there would be a potential risk where the security taken is not 100%.

Council Options: 1. Council approve this policy as presented.
2. Provide further direction to assist administration in drafting this policy.
3. Council accepts for information.

Recommended 
Engagement:

��  Directive Decision (Information Sharing-One way communication)
Goal: To educate and inform citizens
Tools: ��  Individual Notification or ��  Public Notification

�•  Consultative Decision (Consulting the Public �± Two way  communication )
Goal: To seek feedback, test ideas, develop concepts and collaborative solutions
Tools: �•  Public Hearing  �•  Open House �•   Focus Group  �•   Other-

�•   Collaborative Decision (Active Participation- Share or delegate decision making)
Goal: To share or delegate decision making
Tools: �•  Participatory Decision Making  �•  Inter-Municipal Agreement  �•   Other-

Attachments: Draft policy

Follow-up 
Actions:

Administration will ensure that this policy is adhered to.

Director Approval:
Laurie Watt, Director of Community Services

CAO Approval:
Mike Haugen, Chief Administrative Officer




