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INTRODUCTION 

This What We Learned report covers three consultations that provided input or context 

to Bylaw 2/2026: 

• The Established Neighborhood Overlay Survey; 

• The Redistricting mailout for 710PUL St. Albert Trail (re. stormwater 

management pond); and 

• The Public Open House for LUB Housekeeping and Housing Accelerator 

Fund Initiatives #2 and #6. 

The notification methods, structure or questions asked, and information provided to 

participants is detailed in this report by event.  

CONSULTATION 1 - ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOOD 

OVERLAY SURVEY 

Notification Method 

Email to Targeted Stakeholders 

The only notification method for this survey was via email.  On May 26, 2025, an email 

was confidentially sent to approximately 20 targeted infill developers, builders, and 

organizations presumed to have recent experiences navigating the “Established 

Neighbourhood Overlay” section of the City’s Land Use Bylaw.  The email included a 

link to an anonymous Microsoft Forms survey. 

Survey Structure 

The survey asked four broad questions that were anticipated to take less than 5 minutes 

to complete.  Response options were all ‘essay’ style, in which participants could write 

unlimited text if desired.  

Reponses 

During the feedback period of May 26 to June 13, 2025, the survey received six 

responses.  Below is a summary of questions asked, and the key themes of the 

responses provided.  For protection of privacy, some verbatim responses have been 

paraphrased in this report. 
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Question 1 (Essay): 

What does your company/organisation like about the ENO regulations? 

Responses & Themes 

This question received six responses.  Key themes included: 

• Enables gentle density for only half of the City’s older lots; 

• Informs neighbours; 

• Clearly outlines building parameters (setbacks, coverage, height);  

• Enables small ‘steps’ for changes; and 

• Nothing (x2 responses). 

 

Question 2 (Essay): 

What does your company/organisation dislike about the ENO regulations? 

Responses & Themes 

This question received six responses.  Key themes included: 

• Drainage requirements mandate conformance to current standards, which 

“sterilizes” many infill opportunities in older communities.   

• Concerns with negotiating drainage easements with neighbours, and the 

deposits/fees necessitated by the City’s pre-qualified contractors.  

• Requirements are unclear and located in multiple places.  

• Too restrictive, and do not enable current-day real estate market norms. 

• Confusing to understand.  

• Recommendations to follow the City of Edmonton’s equivalent solution (i.e. 

Edmonton removed their ‘Mature Neighborhood Overlay’). 

 

Question 3 (Essay): 

Briefly describe your key issues with getting an infill project constructed in St. Albert: 

Responses & Themes 

This question received six responses.  Key themes included: 

• Financial viability is unclear and uncertain, adding risk. 

• Unclear on what is needed pre-permit stage. 
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• Conditional approvals for infill subdivision are too restrictive.  In the City of 

Edmonton, the only two conditions are generally to apply for a demolition 

permit and settle outstanding property taxes.   Other tasks occur at the 

development permit stage. 

• Even if requirements can be satisfied, the parking regulations are not feasible.  

• Relatively minor infill projects are treated like much larger scale development 

requiring development agreements and letters of credit.  This necessitates 

substantial costs, effort, and time – even before approval to subdivide.  This 

puts the “cart before the horse”. 

 

Question 4 (Essay): 

Is there anything else you’d like to share?   

Responses & Themes 

This question received six responses.  Key themes included: 

• Applicant indicated that they verbally contacted Engineering department 

previously with recommendations on grading challenges in infill contexts.   

• The City’s departments have been helpful and easy to reach. 

• Suggest following Edmonton's lead and remove the ENO overlay entirely. 

• Ideally the ENO would be removed altogether. However, other LUB 

regulations must also change (e.g. parking is too restrictive).  In addition, 

infrastructure upgrades must be reconsidered.   

• Greater parity must be reached between infill and greenfield development to 

prevent urban sprawl.  Waste collection must also be considered. The 

municipal bond, although a good idea, can also create an additional barrier 

for development and investors. So many builders are taking advantage of the 

Mortgage Loan Insurance select program, which requires a minimum of 5 

units on a parcel, also removes most of the required cash up front, and has 

been a huge reason so many of these projects have been built in St. Albert's 

neighbour. 

• Setback requirements are confusing (e.g. need to match the average of 

neighbouring units).  These pose difficulties for infill builders, as clients are 

wanting larger spaces, but restrictions leave little room for larger footprints.  
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CONSULTATION 2 – REDISTRICTING MAILOUT 

Notification Method 

Landowners within a 100-meter radius from the parcel received a mailed letter.  A 

diagram of impacted parcels (shown in teal), within the red dotted buffer, can be seen 

as Figure 1.  The mailout included 71 letters. 

Figure 1: 100 m Buffer from Parcel to be Redistricted (regarding a stormwater 
management pond). 
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Content - Letter 
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Responses 

During the feedback period of November 5, to November 19, 2025, the mailout received 

two responses/inquiries from nearby residents, three responses from city departments, 

and three responses from external utility providers in the area.  None had any concerns 

with the proposed redistricting. 

 

Table 1: Summary of Internal Comments 

City Department Summary of Feedback 

Engineering AMLIIS is supportive. Its current use appears to align with the 
proposed redistricting. 

Recreation & Parks Recreation and Parks is supportive, as the proposal aligns the 
district to the actual land use. 

Taxation The parent parcel is held by the City of St. Albert and exempt 
from taxation. Purposed new redistricting will have minimal 
effect on the total assessment as the existing parcel's primary 
use will continue to be part of our storm water management 
facilities. 

 

Table 2: Summary of External Comments 

Company Summary of Feedback 

ATCO Gas Provided contact details if further gas infrastructure is required. 

ATCO Pipelines ATCO Transmission wishes to confirm we have no conflict as 
we have no high-pressure pipelines in the proposed area 

FortisAlberta FortisAlberta has no concerns, please contact 310-WIRE for 
any electrical services. 
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Table 3: Summary of Public Comments 

City Department Summary of Feedback 

Respondent 1 The respondent was supportive of the redistricting but had 
concerns about sign brightness and noise from the adjacent 
commercial site to the east. 

Respondent 2 The respondent asked about the change and was provided with 
general information about the redistricting. 
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CONSULTATION 3 – PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 

Open House Information 

Administration facilitated an informal, drop-in open house at Servus Place, on 

November 24, 2025, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  The objective was to share high-level 

information about two HAF initiatives regarding proposed Land Use Bylaw amendments 

that will ultimately have the effect of simplifying the Established Neighborhood Overlay, 

and right-sizing minimum parking supply regulations for select residential uses.  For 

efficiencies, information about the LUB ‘housekeeping’ amendments was also 

presented. 

 

Notification Methods 

Email to Targeted Stakeholders 

Targeted stakeholders were notified via email.  On November 12, 2025, an email was 

confidentially sent to approximately 20 targeted infill organizations, developers, and 

builders, which was the same as the Established Neighbourhood Overlay Survey 

stakeholders. 

Additionally, on November 21, 2025, twenty-eight further stakeholders were emailed, 

who were developers, builders, and landlords. 

Newspaper Ads 

Advertisements were placed in two editions of the St. Albert Gazette.  The November 

13, 2025, advertisement can be seen as Figure 2, and the November 20, 2025, 

advertisement can be seen as Figure 3.  
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Figure 2: St. Albert Gazette Advertisement – November 13, 2025 

 

Figure 3: St. Albert Gazette Advertisement – November 20, 2025 
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Social Media Ads 

Advertisements for the open house were placed on the City’s Facebook and Instagram 

accounts.  The Facebook post can be seen as Figure 4, and the Instagram post can be 

seen as Figure 5. 

 

Figure 4: Facebook Post 
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Figure 5: Instagram Post 
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Content – Presentation Boards 
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Attendance 

An estimated sixteen people attended the open house.  This included four 

representatives of the development & building industry, and one member of Council. 

Responses 

No questions or feedback were posted by participants on the last presentation board. 

A summary of some conversations staff held with attendees at the Open House 

included: 

• Support for increasing housing affordability and diversity within the city. 

• Residents who are retired and looking to downsize but can’t. 

• Can’t afford alternatives if they are more expensive. 

• Can’t find what they need (e.g. homes with no stairs). 

• Younger families struggling to find housing options that suit their needs and 

budget. 
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• Concern over 8-plexes and what Edmonton has done. 

 

• Concerns with new neighbourhoods, as the homes are closer together, and there is 

not as much space for parking on the street. 

 

• Engineering standards and requirements should be updated to enable 

redevelopment in older neighbourhoods (e.g. grading, drainage). 

 

• Opportunities for development in Downtown St. Albert, and new housing projects 

that are being planned in that area. 

 

• Some residents favour a specific home design (e.g. bungalow) but can’t find one 

available in their preferred price range. 

 

One representative from the development industry suggested that, in addition to these 

LUB changes, we’d be prudent to also consider non-LUB policy/regulation too such as 

e.g. municipal engineering standards (especially drainage) where applicable for 

enabling more infill. 

 

 


