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STRATHCONA COUNTY DEVELOPER COMMITTEE MEETING 

February 1, 2019 

9 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. 

Conference Centre #1, County Hall 

 

MINUTES 

 

ATTENDEES: Strathcona County (SC)  

 

Rob Coon 

Kevin Glebe 

Stacy Fedechko 

Lisa Mikasko (recorder) 

UDI 

 

Andrew Usenik, Strata 

Brad Armstrong, Qualico 

Rick Preston, UDI 

Russell Dauk, Rohit 

Laurie Scott, Cameron 

Deanna Kwong, UDI 

Jim Sheasgreen, Landrex 

Mark Solikowski, Select Eng. 

Shane Leppky, Genstar 

Fillipo Caterina, Mattamy 

Jonathan Chan, Dream 

Mark Tanasichuk, TAG 

 

REGRETS: Jessica Jones 

 

Patrick Shaver, Avillia 

Giang Nyguen, Dream 

Jason Fjeldheim, TAG 

 

 

1. Review meeting notes from September 24, 2018 (UDI) 

 Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board (EMRB) update 

 Bremner Area Concept Plan (ACP) update 

 Offsite levies update 

 2018 – 2019 level of activity 

 2019 budget update 

 Update on annexation 

 Surface FAC 

 

 No changes required. 

 

 

2. Offsite levies (UDI) 

 

  The working committee has met twice to help create a policy going forward.  

 Discussion at the last meeting included interim servicing options. The County 

is currently having internal discussions. 
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 Information has been by industry to the County relating to how other 

municipalities handle interim servicing.  

 R. Preston asked what the goal is for the next presentation to Council.  

 K. Glebe indicated that administration will provide a verbal update to Council 

as to where we are at in the process.  

 S. Fedechko indicated that once a draft policy has been developed, the levies 

working committee will come back to this group for review and discussion. 

 B. Armstrong asked if Council is looking at a new approach to levies as per the 

Municipal Government Act (MGA). K. Glebe advised that we are still just 

focusing on hard infrastructure.  

 R. Preston indicated that the City of Edmonton has moved on to rec., etc. 

 A. Usenik asked R. Coon if there was any dialogue with regional CAO’s on 

levies. R.Coon stated that this was added to the last CAO’s meeting agenda, 

but he unfornately was not able to attend this meeting. He indicated that he is 

not sure where the conversation went but will continue to have conversations 

with his colleagues in the region and Southern Alberta to try to bring everyone 

together.  

 R. Dauk indicated that the AUMA is working on this with lawyers. A. Usenik 

mentioned that the introduction of the city charter piece may push the process 

out. 

 

3. Securities (UDI) 

  S. Fedechko explained that the securities and levies are currently tied together 

as the County allows developers up to a year to pay levies. It was brought up 

that if developers will be front-ending constructing, it likely does not make 

sense to pay 115% security.  

 

 B. Armstrong indicated that as discussion proceeds we would like to continue 

to examine risk – pros and cons.  

 

 As we move forward we do not know what level of funding is going to be, so if 

the development community is expected to take on risk we have to look at 

ways to reduce cost. 

 

4. Bremner update (Strathcona) 

  S. Fedechko indicated that we are on track, and are taking an update to 

Priorities Committee on February 12 to confirm the assumptions and scenarios 

that are being used for financial model. Administration will be presenting the 

philosophy - no numbers. Looking at different rates, population, etc.  

 K. Glebe confirmed that this is the first time Council has seen anything like 

this. We are working on providing them with context. The model includes 

everything including operational costs. At the end there will be a large number 
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so we have to give them context as to what that means. 

 R. Dauk suggested showing them how things will evolve as you cannot have a 

detailed 50-year plan. S. Fedechko explained we have had those 

conversations, but the numbers are large. 

 B. Armstrong asked if we would be requiring a model for every project as this 

is not realistic. He stated that developers must deal with issues as they go. 

You cannot predict everything. It is a snapshot in time. It is all about refining 

as you get into it. How you plan and how it actually gets built may be different. 

We have to be nimble and adaptable and be able to meet demands of the 

market as they change. 

 L. Scott said in preparation for the February 12 meeting next week, in his 

mind, the money is being spent collectively together. Break things down to 

what we are actually doing. It is easier to understand smaller components, and 

what we actually have to decide on. Figure out what you are spending on an 

annual basis. Then number is not so big. Look at viability. The question is can 

we afford this as a County and group of developers. Use a methodology that 

everyone can understand. 

 R.  Dauk suggested that the County manage communication with media so 

they do not report the large number and create a fear discussion. The news is 

not the same as it was six months to a year ago. The message has to come 

out to stop 10% of the population from stopping everything. 

 R.  Coon indicated that the County’s challenge is that we are going to be asked 

for number and that becomes the number. 

 

5. Tabling the CCC and FAC (as well as CCTV) matter for information (UDI) 

 M. Solikowski would like to streamline components of the CCC/FAC process 

tied into building process.  

 In the past, there was agreement in principle that certificates be issued based 

on inspection dates, which provides plenty of time to process testing results 

(as long as they are provided in a timely manner). Inspection dates and 

maintenance dates would be backdated. This is not happening, which is 

resulting in the developer carrying an extra year of maintenance. It is a 

challenge having eight to nine months of securities that cannot be released. 

 A. Usenik understood that we had consensus on backdating; however, staff 

have come back saying developers have a 30-day window to get 

supplementary information. Industry wants to honor their commitment, but 

require a time period of between six months and 30 days. 90 days would be 

most reasonable.  

 S. Fedechko agreed to 90 days for now and we will see how it goes and 

reassess at the end of the year.  

 A. Usenik stated that it is important to be realistic about how long the process 

takes. The dates when built and complete and when the warranty starts are 
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important components. 

 S. Fedechko indicated that not all developers are on top of it.  

 The challenge with CCTV is the timing - when televising is done and when it is 

complete. The cost per metre is higher through the County than going out to 

tender, and the rate is not consistent. 

 S. Fedechko indicated that the County has had internal discussions and will be 

allowing developers to do the camera work. The Utilities department has 

agreed to a one-year trial, a notice to the developers would be coming shortly 

advising.  

 

6. Tabling the Shaw and Telus pedestal matter (UDI) 

 M. Solikowski brought up the issue of Telus and Shaw not coming to the table 

during the design phase. They will come do a walk through and say where to 

put infrastructure; however, the infrastructure is not included on original 

drawings because Shaw and Telus come in after. The challenge is getting them 

to the table ahead of time. Brant has met with a few others on this to see how 

we can change the process.  

 R. Dauk commented that developers have no control on this. The only party 

with control is the municipality through franchise agreements and setting 

performance standards.  

 A. Usenik indicated this should be discussed at the Technical Committee level. 

 

7. Streamlining processes (UDI) 

  J. Sheasgreen thinks it might be a good year to work on processes to align 

with mutual goals. 

 A. Usenik indicated there has been a hold up for developers after the 

subdivision is complete, as-builts and street furniture need to be submitted, 

the County needs time to review. Recently, review took four to five weeks 

(should have been two weeks). It was expressed that there was a concern 

that the individual who conducts all inspections is overloaded with work that 

he does not have time to review as-builts which delays the process.  

 S. Fedechko indicated that PDS is promoting cross training to help with 

workload; hopefully this will help with this issue and thanked the developers 

for bringing this up. 

 A. Usenik discussed receipt of an email from a landscape architect who is a 

resident of Sherwood Park, and who has done business here for decades. He 

has indicated that he will complete future phases, but will not work in the 

County in the future. He cannot submit a drawing set without receiving four 

pages of comments. He describes the process as “soul crushing.” 

 S. Fedechko advised that she is aware of this issue, but it is more of a 

corporate discussion. This is a good forum to share this. The County needs to 
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have some inter-departmental meetings to fix this. Conversations have been 

started internally. 

ACTION:  Stacy will have a response to this at the next meeting. 

 

 M.  Solokowski indicated that their firm does work in Strathcona, St. Albert, 

and Beaumont, etc. There are standards in place to cover 100% of 

development industry. A lot of rules that apply to 10% hold us back.  

 B. Armstrong agreed that a lot of time is spent trying to address one-offs. 

Focus should be on how to make the development industry better. Set 

standards on service delivery. We are partners. We need to talk more about 

service delivery and collaboration. There seems to be a lack of trust. We need 

leadership and the ability to innovate and make mistakes (learn from). There 

is way more bureaucracy than there needs to be. 

 R. Coon indicated that the County’s challenge is that we are in a public arena. 

People ask why? 

 

Adjourned at 10:30 a.m. 

 
 


