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10.1

Midtown District LUB Amendment
Notice given by: Councillor Brodhead

PROPOSED MOTION(S):
That administration prepare for Council’s consideration the following amendments to the Land Use
Bylaw 18/2024

« An amendment to the table in‘section (26) of the Midtown District to conform equitably to the
parking minimums adopted'for otherland use districts. Specifically, that minimum parking
requirements of 1.5 stalls perdwelling unit (townhouse-complex), and 1.0 stall per dwelling
unit for any unit less than 5.18 M.in width be adopted.

e An amendment to the Midtown District to include the same Site Density Bonus section
included in the HDR district.

« An amendment to the table of Permitted and Discretionary Uses within the Midtown District to
conform with the Midtown ASP thereby allowing‘the inclusion of Stacked Townhomes as a
discretionary use in Midtown District’s Area C.

That administration schedule the public hearing required of a motionto amend the Land Use Bylaw
for the April 1, 2025 St. Albert City Council meeting.

ADMINISTRATION’S UNDERSTANDING OF THE INTENT OF THE MOTION

This motion directs Administration to make the exact wording changes to the'Land Use Bylaw for
Council consideration at the April 1, 2025, Council meeting. This motion would prioritize, this work
above other initiatives.

ADMINISTRATION’S RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends the developer of Midtown apply for these or any other desired changes
through the standard processes.

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with information to inform their decision.
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ALIGNMENT TO COUNCIL DIRECTION OR MANDATORY STATUTORY PROVISION
N/A
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION

City Administration has provided context and input on the topic of Land Use Bylaw (LUB)
amendments for the Midtown Development within South Riel for Council’s consideration. Council
Information Requests entitled #IR-24-25 and #IR-24-23 are attached. The amendments desired by
the developer of Midtown through the LUB update were carefully considered, and deemed to be
development-specific, and therefore were not recommended for inclusion through the LUB update.
Administration has recommended to the developer follow the standard process for a development-
specific amendment. This entails a developer-initiated application for an amendment.

The motion identifies three change requests to the LUB:

Request 1 - Residential Parking Review:

The first amendment requested.was fora reduction in parking requirements for the Midtown
Development. Residential parkingreductions were considered and implemented in various parts of
the city during the LUB update. Parking considerations may not be directly comparable across the
city, particularly in the case of Midtown. Midtown was approved with non-standard, private roads that
lack the built-in width to accommodate similar levels of on-street parking as other areas of the city.
This non-standard approach was adopted at'the specific request and insistence of the developer.

Throughout the LUB update, the Midtown developer was seeking further parking reductions, which
were specific to their individual development. The developer was advised that the preferred course of
action would be to submit a separate application for parking reductions specific to Midtown. This
would allow the proponent to define and advocate for their request.and give Administration the time
and resources needed to thoroughly consider the matter.

Throughout 2025, the Planning & Development Department will be‘specifically assessing the viability
of further parking reductions within St. Albert. As part of this process, Administration will undertake
several studies that may impact future parking recommendations. While.the 2024 LUB introduced
some changes to parking requirements, these adjustments were conservative;-as an in-depth review
of parking demand was not conducted during the LUB project. Administration‘is currently evaluating
the impact of parking on overall land use - as it specifically relates to housing affordability. Council
could direct Administration to consider the intent of this motion when presenting proposed.L UB
regulations related to parking, as this would enable this topic to move forward as part.of the wholistic
review, albeit on a different timeline.

Request 2 - Density Bonusing:

The second request for the Midtown development was to enable density bonusing. Administration
does not believe additional bonus density regulations are necessary, as the MID (Midtown) District
already enables densities that exceed the High-Density Residential (HDR) densities. The MID District
clearly outlines density ranges from 120 dwelling units per net hectare (du/nha) to 250 du/nha, which
surpass the maximum incentivized HDR densities of 200 du/nha (or 35 meters in height). MID also
includes incentivized regulations, such as Section 5.7.7, to allow heights of up to 35 meters, similar to
HDR. Based on Administration’s review, incorporating this request would introduce additional
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regulations for the developer. This feedback has been previously shared with the developer.

Request 3 - Stacked Townhousing:

The third request from the developer was to enable stacked townhousing in Midtown. In the 2024
LUB update, "Stacked Townhousing" was removed, and replaced with "Dwelling (Townhouse -
Complex)," as input from the development industry sought to simplify the terminology. As such, the
stacked townhousing product is now included under the "Dwelling (Townhouse - (Complex)"
definition.,Within the MID District, the "Dwelling (Townhouse - Complex)" use was not initially added,
as the original uses for the Midtown District did not list Stacked Townhousing as an allowable use.
However,"Administration acknowledges that the South Riel Area Structure Plan identifies “Stacked
Townhousing” as a/potential product in Area C. Adding "Dwelling (Townhouse - Complex)" to the list
of discretionary uses aligns with the ASP. It is important to note that Administration is currently
reviewing the Townhousing (Complex) regulations as part of the ongoing annual monitoring, with
anticipated amendmentsfor Council's consideration. If Council chose to not have the affected
developer pay for a LUB amendment regarding stacked townhousing within their development,
Administration could be directed to carry out this work as part of the Q1 2026 LUB review without
significantly impacting staffing resources.

In addition to the considerations specific'to.the three requests, Administration highlights several
additional considerations below:

April 1, 2025, Council Date:

A standard Land Use Bylaw amendment involves numerous steps to ensure that the item is
thoroughly considered, and adequate time is provided for consultation, drafting, advertising, etc. The
proposed Council date of April 1, 2025 would only permit a very cursory examination of the
implications. To illustrate following the standard process, assuming a complete application is
submitted by March 11, 2025, the earliest available Council'date for the public hearing would be July
15, 2025. This timeline ensures that all impacted parties can work'to an agreed-upon schedule and
that all parties have sufficient time through the process to fully consider implications, draft
recommendations or comments, prepare necessary materials, .and thatall requirements otherwise
are met. The steps involved are as follows:

Preparation of the application

Circulation of the application to internal and external agencies (Engineering, Utilities, municipal
neighbors, FORTIS, School Boards, etc.)

Sharing feedback with the applicant for incorporation or amendments to their application
Development of the Bylaw and Legal Review

Development of supporting documents (maps, redline copies, advertisements)

Development of the Agenda Report and Presentation

Review of finalized documents by senior and executive leadership

Advertisement requirements and website uploads (3 weeks before the first Council agenda
package upload)

N —
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In the case that Administration was directed by Council to undertake the amendments and truncate
timelines associated with the standard process, Administration anticipates that the time saved would
be in the order of perhaps 2-3 weeks, with an increased risk in oversight.

Application Processing Implications and Prioritization:
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The Planning Branch balances its resources between current planning and long-range planning.
Applications are processed on a first-come basis, following standard processes to enable adequate
time for consideration, consultation, report writing, revisions, internal approvals, and advertising if
necessary. For non-applicant driven work, Administration refers to the Council Strategic Plan and
Corporate Business Plan to advance community or organizational priorities.

At present, the Planning Branch has a number of applications and priority work underway. Currently,
Administration is processing 6 statutory planning projects, 4 of which require Council approval, and
several subdivision applications are being processed. The statutory plan applications are expected to
be presented to Council for decision before the 2025 municipal general election. Administration’s
understanding of the motion would prioritize this work ahead of those applications that have already
been made by humerous other parties in anticipation of their needs for the 2025 construction season.

Q1 2026 Land Use Bylaw Update:

The LUB is considered a living document, meaning that regular edits and housekeeping amendments
will be necessary after itstadoption. When the new LUB was approved in October 2024,
Administration committed to monitoring and evaluating the LUB regulations for effectiveness. As
outlined in the October 1, 2024,.agenda report accompanying Bylaw 18/2024, Administration
anticipated returning to Council in Q1 of 2026 with recommended amendments to the LUB. Outside
of this review, private parties have the ability to apply for changes to the bylaw as they so choose.

Beyond the Q1 2026 update, Administration anticipates further amendments to the LUB after
completion of the infill strategy to better meet the Municipal Development Plan goals, including
changes to accommodate development near future rapid transit stations (TOD areas).

Council direction to proceed with review of the 3 requests‘would prioritize them over the current
planned evaluation approach of the LUB. Should Council desire, they could also consider directing
Administration to incorporate the parking and townhousing regulation changes for consideration as
part of the Q1 2026 LUB update, as noted in the Alternatives section of this report. However, it is
important to recognize that proceeding with this motion outside©f the/Q1 2026 updates will have
implications for other ongoing projects, potentially affecting the timing.of other private land
development applications already in the queue.

Development pays for development:

The approach to development in St. Albert has typically been that “development.pays for
development”. This includes the cost of amendments to the Land Use Bylaw, and particularly those
that would benefit specific parties. Where an outcome is desired absent an applicant advocate, the
city foregoes application fees, and in fact the cost of amendments would likely be higher than a
standard application, as staff will be charged with developing, evaluating, and bringing forward the
regulations, rather than simply evaluating and bringing forward an application that was crafted by an
applicant specifically to suit their needs. As outlined in #IR-24-25, this cost/revenue loss is'estimated
to be more than $50,000. This approach does entail the risk Administration will not deliver the
amendments exactly as the proponent may have intended.

IMPACTS OF MOTION

Financial:
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Potential loss of more than $50,000 in application fees.

Compliance & Leqal:

Administration does not schedule public hearings, but rather makes recommendations to Agenda
Planning for. the scheduling of public hearings. The preferred motion wording should not reference
Administration scheduling a public hearing, but rather a completion date instead.

Program or Sexvice:

Adhering to the April 1,,2025 timeline will mean that the amendments presented to Council will not
have completed the usual steps of review and engagement. The bylaw amendment will undergo a
cursory review.

Organizational Impact:

Prioritizing this request based on‘the April 1, 2025 timeline will affect both current planning
applications already in the queue (as some.may be put on hold) and Council strategic priority
projects, such as Lakeview and Northeast Servicing. Additionally, it will require Senior Leadership
within St. Albert to prioritize review and input on this Council item, which could impact other major
initiatives already on the Council agenda, including Municipal Naming and Off-site Levies.

Risks:

Adhering to the April 1, 2025, timeline means that Administration will be unable to fully evaluate the
changes or determine their impacts across the Land Use Bylaw. Administration would also not have
time to incorporate public input or feedback on these items. This could add further strain to the
ongoing Land Use Bylaw monitoring and review program.

ALIGNMENT TO PRIORITIES IN COUNCIL’S STRATEGIC PLAN

N/A

ALIGNMENT TO LEVELS OF SERVICE DELIVERY

N/A

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: If Council does not wish to support the proposed motion, Administration presents the
following alternative for Council’s consideration:

That Administration review and develop Land Use Bylaw regulations for Council’s consideration in
keeping with Council’s Strategic Plan and Administration’s associated workplan, regarding the
following items:

« An amendment to the table in section (26) of the Midtown District to conform in alignment to
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the parking minimums adopted for other land use districts and based upon the findings of the
Parking Strategy.

« An amendment to the table of Permitted and Discretionary Uses within the Midtown District to
conform with the Midtown ASP, thereby allowing the inclusion of "Dwelling (Townhouse -
Complex)," as a discretionary use in Midtown District’'s Area C.

That the amendments be prepared by the end of Q1 2026.
Financial:

N/A

Compliance & Leqal:

N/A

Program or Service:

N/A

Organizational:

This motion would direct Administration to investigate the impacts of the intent of the regulation
changes and develop regulations in keeping with€xisting workloads. This would enable
Administration to maintain other project files, without-re-prioritizing.

Risks
N/A

Alternative 2: If Council does not wish to support the proposed motion or other alternative, Council
could consider the following:

That administration prepare for Council’s consideration the following amendments to the Land Use
Bylaw 18/2024:

« An amendment to the table in section (26) of the Midtown District to conform equitably.to the
parking minimums adopted for other land use districts. Specifically, that minimum parking
requirements of 1.5 stalls per dwelling unit (townhouse-complex), and 1.0 stall per.dwelling
unit for any unit less than 5.18 M in width be adopted.

e An amendment to the Midtown District to include the same Site Density Bonus section
included in the HDR district.

« An amendment to the table of Permitted and Discretionary Uses within the Midtown District to
conform with the Midtown ASP thereby allowing the inclusion of Stacked Townhomes as a
discretionary use in Midtown District’s Area C.
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That the amendments be prepared in time for consideration at the July 15, 2025 St. Albert City
Council meeting.

Financial:
N/A

Compliance & lleqgal:

N/A

Program or Service:

N/A

Organizational:

This motion would direct Administration to investigate the impacts of the intent across the standard
approach and timeline, prioritized over current initiatives.

Risks

N/A

Report Date: March 4, 2025

Author: Kristina Peter & Adryan Slaght
Department: Planning & Development
Department Director: Kristina Peter
Managing Director: Adryan Slaght

Chief Administrative Officer: Bill Fletcher
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INFORMATION REQUEST (IR) - Averton regarding Bylaw 18/2024
Requested by: Mayor Heron

Date of Request: October 15, 2024

Date Response Due: November 15, 2024

Confidential Response: No

QUESTION
Can we get an administrative/opinion on the following proposed changes to Bylaw 18/2024 from
Averton:

Motion #1: Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (26) PARKING (b) Dwelling (townhouse -
complex) to 1.50 stalls per dwelling unit.

Motion #2: Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (9) SITE DENSITY to add site density
bonuses.

Motion #3: Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (26) PARKING Section (c) to add Dwelling
(townhouse - stacked).

In Addition (October 29, 2024): Attached is a letter from Paul Lanni outlining issues he mentioned
at the public hearing as well as some others. Would it be possible to also get an opinion on these
other issues included in the IR?

RESPONSE

Introduction
While Council can direct Administration to conduct changes, these requests, generated,by industry
input, are best initiated by the developer/applicant themselves.

The Midtown neighbourhood is unique, and site-specifically drafted for this one area of the City,
similar to a direct control project. The development is condominium-based, and utilizes road design
that does not meet City standards. The scope of the Land Use Bylaw update was to provide
generally universal amendments and regulations, with specific and bespoke solutions to be handled
via application in order to allow Administration (and the community) the ability to consider specifics of
individual requests, as well as to enable targeted engagement, if necessary. Where universal
regulations did apply to Midtown, Administration included them within the LUB update. Administration
did not believe it appropriate, however, to apply universal development regulations to this
development where they were not considered to be consistent with the overarching development
conditions within the City, without the necessary focused review. In June 2024, the applicant was
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informed that they could submit separate, developer-driven land use bylaw amendments for any
feedback that was submitted during the comment period, but was not incorporated into the draft LUB.

As development pays for development, this direction is the standard process for Land Use Bylaw
amendments in St. Albert, as the applicant will determine what regulation changes they require,
provide supporting rationale, and provide the required amendment fee for the city to evaluate their
proposal.

It also must bemneted that proposed changes to regulations would require public input. Specific and
targeted public\participation activities would be required, in accordance with the Public Participation
Guidelines for Planning and Development Applications. It is recommended that public consultation,
and its associated/costs; be borne by the applicant.

Administration recommends this approach for the following reasons:

1. The impacted party is best positioned to demonstrate the need for the change and provide the
exact wording for thesregulation.

2. Administration can conduct a’comprehensive review of the change. If Administration drafts
changes and recommends them to Council, it could create a conflict of interest.

3. Administration would be "representing” the regulation change and assuming the rationale for
it. This can be time-consumingy lead to back-and-forth discussions, potential
misunderstandings, and lost revenue for the City. Therefore, this is often not the most efficient
way to process developer-specific'requests:

Motion #1
Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (26) PARKING (b) Dwelling (fownhouse - complex) to
1.50 stalls per dwelling unit.

Please note this is also in addition letter item 1:

The new LUB includes a 2:1 parking requirement for townhouse complexes in Midtown, whereas a
1.5:1 ratio is specified for townhouse complexes in the LUB. Parking ratios should be consistent
across the bylaw. Therefore, townhouse complexes in Midtown should be permitted to have the
same 1.5:1 parking ratio.

Background
This item is a duplication of a request made in the BILD information request. Please see IR-24-023 -
item 6 for a detailed response.

Administration responded to this request in June 2024, after Averton submitted feedback on.the draft
LUB during the comment period.

Motion #2
Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (9) SITE DENSITY to add site density bonuses.

Please note this is also In Addition letter item #4:

The new LUB provides for density bonusing on developments that meet certain criteria for
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architecture and landscape. The density bonusing should apply to all high-density areas in the City
in order to encourage consistently better outcomes for development in the City. Accordingly, the
bonusing provisions should also apply to Midtown’s Area C.

Background
Thistitem is a duplication of a request made in the BILD information request. Please see IR-24-023 -
item 7 for a detailed response.

Administration responded to this request in June 2024, after Averton submitted feedback on the draft
LUB during the.comment period.

Motion #3
Amend 5.17 MID - Midtown District Section (26) PARKING Section (c) to add Dwelling (fownhouse -
stacked).

Please note this is also in addition letter item 3 a & b:

a) Stacked townhomes should bé categorized separately from townhouse complexes, as they
have more in common with'apartment density. Currently, the parking requirements in the
Midtown district are consistent'across duplexes, semi-detached, and townhouse complexes.
The new LUB categorizes “dwelling (fownhouse - complex)” separately, requiring parking at a
1.5:1 ratio. Stacked townhomes, being denser and often configured with 1-2 bedrooms,
should require less parking. Ideally, these units would have their own definitions and parking
regulations. Alternatively, the parking regulations could align with those for apartments.

b) Additionally, Averton requests that the use ofstacked townhomes be permitted within Area C
of Midtown, which is the higher density node, capable of integration commercial alongside
higher-density residential. The introduction of stacked townhousing as a use in Area C would
not work against the intended density requirements of the area, but rather, would be able to
introduce buildings of recued scale to complement the higher scale apartment uses, which
would lead to better outcomes within those parcels.

Background
Administration revised the townhousing regulations during the LUB 18/2024 update.

Stacked townhousing is considered a dwelling (townhouse - complex), and can be constructed under
that use. The parking regulations for a dwelling (townhouse - complex) have been set at two stalls
per dwelling unit in Midtown, with additional visitor parking.

Administration responded to this request in June 2024, after Averton submitted feedback on'the draft
LUB during the comment period.

Administrative Rationale

Administration does not recommend implementing this request for these reasons:

Use Already Included
As stacked townhousing is considered a dwelling (townhouse - complex), and that use is currently a permitted use in
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Midtown Area B, administration considers that stacked townhousing is already a use in Midtown.

The parking for a dwelling (townhouse - complex), is 2 stalls per dwelling unit, plus one stall per seven dwelling units for
visitor parking, as per LUB 18/2024 5.17(26)(b).

Impacts,to Other Sections of the LUB

A new definition would need to be added to LUB 18/2024 in section 7.1. Existing townhouse definitions might need to be
reworded or refined. The new definition would then need to be added to the Midtown District use list, as well as other
residential‘and'mixed-use district use lists (to ensure that other areas of the City are not prohibited from building stacked
townhousing)._It's anticipated that this would impact the MDR, HDR, MU1, MU2, and DTN Districts.

The new use would also need to be added to the parking table in LUB 18/2024 Section 4.3(3), and the Midtown parking
table in section 5.17(26).

In Addition, Item 2:'Fee Simple Townhouse Parking

The new LUB includes parking reduction for units 5.18 m wide or narrower. Averton requests that
this reduced minimum townhouse width and corresponding parking reduction applies to townhouses
in Midtown as well. This width of townhome typically accommodates 1-2 bedrooms, and reduced
parking would be appropriate for these.units.

Background
This item is a duplication of a request made in the BILD information request. Please see IR-24-023 -
item 3 for a detailed response.

Please note, this requested item is new feedback for Midtown, that was not brought up during the
interested party sessions held in November 2023 or May 2024. This change was only introduced to
Administration in October 2024.

In Addition, Item 5: Midtown Density

It is recommended that the notwithstanding clause, where the ultimate build out of Midtown shall
require a density of 81 du/ha, be removed from the Midtown District section of the Land Use Bylaw,
and further, that the reference be removed from the ASP. This change would allow greater flexibility
for development in the area while still adhering to the established density ranges for Areas A, B, and
C. Removing this clause will promote more adaptable housing solutions and allow for project-specific
planning that aligns with market conditions.

Background

The South Riel Area Structure Plan Bylaw 27/2015 contains the Midtown Neighborhood. Section 3.7
Development Statistics clearly notes that “The South Riel ASP proposes a density of 81 dwelling

units per net residential hectare.” Table 3-2 and its notes within the South Riel ASP show the
development statistics and proposed density. The notes for Table 3-2 state that “Overall, there will be
81 dwelling units per net residential hectare in Midtown.”

Land Use Bylaw 18/2024, Midtown District, echoes these density requirements in section 5.17(9) by
prescribing density ranges of 40 to 54 du/nha for Area A, 40 to 94 du/nha for Area B, and 120 to 250
du/nha for Area C. These were carried over from LUB 9/2005, with slight modification.

Please note, that this requested item is new feedback, that was not brought up during the interested
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party sessions held in November 2023 or May 2024. This change was only introduced to
Administration in October 2024.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this request for these reasons:

Area Struéture Plan Amendment Required

This proposal requires two different Bylaw amendments, one to Land Use Bylaw 18/2024, and one to
the South Riel/ASP. If the LUB is proposed to change, then the ASP would need to be changed as
well, to reflect the vision of the area changing. This change would require a referral to the Edmonton
Metropolitan 'Region Board, as the density would decrease. To facilitate this change, it is
recommended that the applicant take the lead and submit an application.

Potential Conflict with DegSityBonUsing

There is concern that this proposal seems to conflict with Motion #2 regarding the addition of density bonusing. If the
base density is requested to be.remoyved, so that less than 80 du/ha is provided, can rationale as to why density bonusing
is needed please be provided by the applicant/developer.

Impacts to Existing Landowners

There is concern that if density in this area is proposed to be reduced, the condominium fees may be spread out among
fewer landowners and might place a highersburden on existing Midtown residents, depending on how the condominium
corporations are structured.

Summary

Proceeding with these amendments as Administration-led projects will necessitate reprioritization of
effort within the Planning and Development Branch.. This would require additional staff time to
develop the regulation, rather than simply evaluating the'request, and would only benefit one site-
specific development. Prioritizing this request will result in the delay of other Council projects, likely
the Infill Strategy and interactive Land Use Bylaw implementation and cost approximately $30,000 in
staff salaries.

Additionally, if City staff were to develop the new regulations instead of.the applicant's consultants,
the City would forego standard fees for such requests. Based on 2025 fees, as shown in Table 1,
this revenue loss is estimated at approximately $53,336, in addition to the increased staff time.

Table 1: Estimated Revenue Loss

Item 2025 Master Rates Fee
Pre-Application Meeting $597.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Motion 1 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Motion 2 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Motion 3 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Letter ltem 2 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Letter ltem 5 $7,365.00

Area Structure Plan Amendment $15,296.00

EMRB Referral Fee $618.00

Total $53,336.00
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Averton

design is everything

To: Mayor Heron and Members of Council

From: Paul Lanni

Date: October 23, 2024

Subject: Recommended Changes to the Land Use Bylaw

The purpose of this memo is to propose key amendments to the newly-approved Land Use Bylaw (LUB).
Averton proposed these changes to Administration during the fall of 2023, in spring of 2024 and again at
the ‘publicthearing on October 15, 2024. The nature of Averton’s proposed changes are in the spirit of
improving the consistency and equality of the LUB among all of its districts, however, Administration
chose to not acceptAverton’s requested changes.

While the Midtown district'sits within the LUB, along with a variety of other districts, many of the important
and progressive changes that have been introduced in the newly adopted LUB are not being applied to
Midtown. This is ironic, as Midtown is arguably St. Albert’s most progressively planned community, with a
creative approach to higher.density.and a prioritization for walkable and more sustainable options than
have been traditionally offered in<St. Albert. In fact, when we introduced the Midtown district initially, we
were looking to include many of the changes that have now been adopted in the new LUB, such as
reduced parking ratios and reduced minimum unit dimensions. When these were proposed by Averton
for the new Midtown district at the time, Administration insisted that Midtown needed to conform to the
existing requirements for parking (2 perihousehold) and unit widths that were in the previous LUB.

It is hard to imagine that the progressive improvements in the new LUB would exclude any district within
the City, and most certainly the Midtown district, given.the clear intentions and goals around the
community. Averton has laid the foundation for a unique approach to suburban development within St.
Albert, and this approach has been celebrated by countless visitors and urban planning professionals
across the continent. Midtown has unique attributes found.n the district that are driven by the promise of
higher densities and greater dedication of municipal reserve. While‘Midtown has unique attributes in its
land use by way of density, it is still saddled with the burden of'the previous parking requirements and
minimum unit dimensions. Again, Midtown was required to align with'the parking requirements and lot
widths of the LUB at the time the district was created.

At the public hearing, Administration defended its exclusion of Midtown, mentioning that they had
provided other "wins" for Averton and the Midtown district including:

- The LUB introduced reduced parking requirements for Apartments.
o At our request, Administration agreed to apply the new parking regulations for'apartments
in the Midtown district. We also requested that the townhouse regulations:be aligned with
the rest of the LUB, but they were not open to this.

- Removing landscape obligations (not requiring fencing on Riel Drive) so that Midtown’s
townhouses can be street oriented onto Riel Drive and Rondeau Drive.
o This was already in practice, but has now been formalized.

- The LUB identifies stand alone commercial as a potential use, where densities have been met.
o This is in alignment with what we had successfully advocated for during the MDP
process.
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While Averton appreciates these “wins,” it would be more appropriate to refer to them as logical, given the
approved development plans for Midtown. What Administration did not articulate, were the ways that
Midtown was excluded from the LUB, including:

- The LUB introduced reduced parking requirements for Townhouses. Despite our request that
they align, Administration chose not to apply the new parking regulations for Townhouses in the
Midtown district.

= The LUB introduced reduced minimum lot widths for townhouses, with corresponding reductions
to the. minimum parking requirements for units of those widths. Despite our request,
Administration chose not to apply the new minimum lot width and corresponding parking
regulations for Townhouses in the Midtown district

- The LUB introduced density bonusing to reward improved practices in landscape and architecture
for high density areas within the city. Despite Midtown having high density development and our
request for the density bonusing provisions to apply to Area C, Administration chose not to apply
the density bonusingprovisions to the Midtown district

As the district with the highest density, most multi-family product, and most pronounced storyline of a
walkable community, Administration needs to see that applying these progressive changes to Midtown is
both appropriate and necessary. On parking, Administration’s point is that Midtown’s townhouses will be
developed as condominiums, without street parking circulating around the parcels. In reality, the parcels
within Midtown are not different than multifamily parcels in any neighbourhood. While there are options to
park outside the parcels (Riel Drive, RondeauDrive), the bigger opportunity is to right-size the ratios
based on the number of cars that will be within the developments. The move to reduce parking
requirements for townhouses in the LUB is applauded, and makes sense for all townhouses, which might
have 2 or 3 bedrooms, compared to larger homes with more cars. It would only be appropriate for the
regulations in Midtown townhouses to be consistent with the‘rest-of the LUB.

Additionally, Averton also asked Administration to create language around an additional use within the
LUB, being Stacked Townhouses. Stacked Townhouses can offer densities that more closely resemble
apartments, and while each unit has its own front door, the units include types,that more closely resemble
1- and 2-bedroom apartments, in addition to units that are more consistent with traditional townhouses.
Stacked Townhouses are a vital piece of the missing middle, and offer a great mechanism for higher
density in a medium scale. This unique use should be defined within the LUB, and afforded different
regulations than townhouses/rowhouses, in favour of regulations that more closely resemble apartments.
Despite our extensive experience building this product in the region and elsewhere, Administration chose
not to engage with Averton on this, citing that they would wait until the Federal Government identified it as
a specific housing typology and attached programs around it. To limit the opportunities for the LUB:\to be
more useful and to better reflect the products being built in St. Albert in favour of the Federal Government
getting around to a definition seems like an approach that doesn’t make a lot of sense. Averton would
like to work with Administration to introduce this use within the LUB, not just for the benefit of Midtown,
but for the benefit of the City overall.

Lastly, another area of concern with the current LUB in the context of the Midtown District has to do with
the interpretation of the overall density of the district. Mayor Heron landed on this conclusion in the Public
Hearing, when discussing the range of density that was specified within the LUB for each area of
Midtown, verses the overarching requirement that Midtown shall be built out to a density of 81 units per
hectare. Averton had suggested to Administration that removing this notwithstanding clause in favour of
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building to the range of minimums and maximums of the range would be a better approach and provide
greater opportunity to respond to the market. Having now worked with the regulations of the Midtown
District for 5 years, it is clear that there is value in the ranges established in each of Midtown’s 3 character
areas, but the “notwithstanding clause” within the interpretation of Midtown’s density will prove
problematic as the site builds out.

The requirement to hit 81 units per hectare contradicts the flexibility and responsiveness that was built
into the.density ranges within the district. This is not to say that every area should be built out to the top
end of the prescribed range of an area, but rather, it allows the development to accommodate planning
that'is the best fit for the market and the product type.

Averton,has already showed in its first 2 phases to date (Area A and Area B3), plus the senior’s
development, that the top end of the density range is not always the most appropriate direction.
Removing the'notwithstanding requirement that Midtown be built to 81 units per hectare was proposed to
Administration, but' Administration suggested that Averton come forward with an ASP amendment. This
doesn’t make a lot of sense, given that the range of densities are clearly established in the ASP.

The better option would be to defer to the minimums and the maximums on each Area, which in any
event, will exceed the 40 units per hectare mandated by the EMRB. Such a change would be required at
the LUB level and the ASP level, where the 81 units per hectare is briefly referenced in both, alongside
the previously mentioned ranges.

There is an opportunity to improve the'work that was done in the Midtown district 5 years ago, and in the
new LUB approved October 15™. Averton requests-that the following changes be brought forward in
subsequent amendments to the new LUB, sa'that Midtown can continue to grow towards its vision of
being a community centered on innovation, quality, and prioritized experiences for its residents.

Summary of Proposed Changes

1. The new LUB includes a 2:1 parking requirement for townhouse complexes in Midtown, whereas
a 1.5:1 ratio is specified for townhouse complexes in the LUB. Parking ratios should be consistent
across the bylaw. Therefore, townhouse complexes in Midtown should be permitted to have the
same 1.5:1 parking ratio.

2. The new LUB includes parking reductions for units 5.18m wide or narrower. Averton requests that
this reduced minimum townhouse width and corresponding parking reduction applies to
townhouses in Midtown as well. This width of townhome typically accommodates 1-2 bedrooms,
and reduced parking would be appropriate for these units.

3. a) Stacked townhomes should be categorized separately from townhouse complexes, asthey
have more in common with apartment density. Currently, the parking requirements in the Midtown
District are consistent across duplexes, semi-detached, and townhouse complexes. The new LUB
categorizes "Dwelling (townhouse-complex)" separately, requiring parking at a 1.5:1 ratio.
Stacked townhomes, being denser and often configured with 1-2 bedrooms, should require less
parking. Ideally, these units would have their own definitions and parking regulations.
Alternatively, the parking regulations could align with those for apartments.
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b) Additionally, Averton requests that the use of stacked townhomes be permitted within Area C
of Midtown, which is the higher density node capable of integrating commercial alongside higher-
density residential. The introduction of stacked townhousing as a use in Area C would not work
against the intended density requirements of the area, but rather, would be able to introduce
buildings of reduced scale to complement the higher scale apartments uses, which would lead to
better outcomes within those parcels.

The new LUB provides for density bonusing on developments that meet certain criteria for
architecture and landscape. This density bonusing should apply to all high density areas in the
City in.order to encourage consistently better outcomes for development in the City. Accordingly,
the:bonusing provisions should also apply to Midtown’s Area C.

It is recommended that the notwithstanding clause, where the ultimate build out of Midtown shall
require a density.of 81 du/ha, be removed from the Midtown District section of the Land Use
Bylaw, and further, that the reference be removed from the ASP. This change would allow greater
flexibility for development in the area while still adhering to the established density ranges for
Areas A, B, and C. Removing this clause will promote more adaptable housing solutions and
allow for project-specific planning that aligns with market conditions.

appreciates your consideration of these items and asks that an amendment be drafted to apply

the changes highlighted above to the Midtown district within the new land use bylaw.

Sincerely,

Paul Lanni, FCPA, FCA

Preside
Averton
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TAMRMS#: B05

INFORMATION 'REQUEST (IR) - BILD Edmonton Metro regarding Bylaw 18/2024
Requested by:Mayor Heron

Date of Request: October 15, 2024

Date Response Due: November 15, 2024

Confidential Response:No

QUESTION
Can we get an administrative opinion-on the following proposed changes to Bylaw 18/2024 from
BILD Edmonton Metro:
1. Dwelling (single detached) Lot Widths: Lot widths for single detached dwellings with zero lot-
line pockets should be reduced to 20 to 22 feet (from the current recommendation of 24 feet).
2. Street-Oriented Townhouse Lot Widths: Smaller pockets on street-oriented townhouse lots
should have lot widths reduced to 12 to 14 feet (from the current recommendation of 16 feet).
3. Parking Reductions for Narrow Units: The parking reduction policy for units that are 16 feet or
narrower in the LUB should also apply to townhouses in Midtown, supporting diverse housing
options and maximizing the use of limited urban‘/space.
4. 18-Foot Garages: Garages with a width of 18 feet should be considered sufficient to
accommodate two parking spaces.
5. 18-Foot Pocket Parking Requirements: For lots that.are 18 feet wide, the requirement should
be only one off-street parking space.
6. Parking Reductions Consistency: Parking ratios for all Dwelling (townhouse-complex) should
be 1.5 stalls per dwelling unit. We recommend standardizing these ratios for consistency.
7. Density Bonusing for Midtown: We recommend incorporating site density bonuses in all high-
density residential districts to maintain consistency throughout the bylaw.

RESPONSE

Introduction

City Administration has provided a detailed response to the majority of these requested changes
submitted by BILD Edmonton Metro in June 2024, after BILD submitted feedback during the draft
LUB comment period. The one new request, regarding fee simple products in the Midtown district,
was not included in the May 2024 letter.

However, it should be noted that while Council can direct Administration to conduct changes, these
requests, generated by industry input, are best initiated by the developer/applicants themselves.

As development pays for development, this direction is the standard process for land use bylaw
amendments in St. Albert, as the applicant will determine what regulation changes they require,
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provide supporting rationale, and provide the required amendment fee for the City to evaluate their
proposal.

It also must be noted that proposed changes to the regulations would require public input. As some of
the changes are for site specific area (like Midtown), specific and targeted public participation
activities would be required, in accordance with the Public Participation Guidelines for Planning and
Development Applications. 1t's recommended that public consultation, and its associated costs, be
borne by the applicant.

Administration recommends this approach for the following reasons:

1. The impacted party is best positioned to demonstrate the need for the change and provide the
exact wording.for the regulation.

2. Administration.can‘conduct a comprehensive review of the change. If Administration drafts
changes and recommends them to Council, it could create a conflict of interest.

3. Administration would be "representing" the regulation change and assuming the rationale for
it. This can be time-consuming;lead to back-and-forth discussions, potential
misunderstandings, and lost revenue for the City. Therefore, this is often not the most efficient
way to process developer-specific requests.

Item 1: Dwelling (Single Detached) Lot Widths
Lot widths for single detached dwellings with zero lot-line pockets should be reduced to 20 to 22 feet
(from the current recommendation of 24 feet).

Background

Land Use Bylaw 9/2005 had a single detached zero lot line lot width of 8.9 m (29.2 ft) for an interior
lot, and 12.2 m (40.0 ft) on a corner lot, for the RX District. “These were carried over to the SLR
District in LUB 18/2024.

In the past, LUB 9/2005 had a lot width distribution regulation, which required that detached lots in a

neighbourhood vary in size. Some lots would need to be larger (14.5/m in'width or greater), medium
(12.2 m in width to less than 14.5 m in width), small (11.5 m to 12.2 m in width), and extra small (10.0
m to less than 11.5 m in width).

In 2018 the RX and RXL districts were proposed, which shrunk single-detached lot widths to 8.6 m
(28.2 ft) for laned homes, and kept front drive homes at 10.0 m (32.8 ft) wide.

Then in 2020 zero lot-line single detached homes were proposed, which lessened single-detached lot
widths to 7.7 m (25.3 ft) for laned homes, and 8.9 m (29.2 ft) for front drive homes.

In 2022 the lot width distribution regulations were removed, and now there are no restrictions on the
number of small lots that can be developed in a neighbourhood.

This proposal impacts the Small Lot Residential (SLR) District zero lot line width within LUB 18/2024.
These products will be housing units with front vehicle access to a street.

A 20-foot wide single detached home developed with a zero lot-line has a lot width of 7.6 m (24.9 ft),
for an interior lot, and either 9.1 m (29.8 ft) or 10.6 m (34.8 ft) for a corner lot (depending on whether
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the easement is placed on the lot or the adjacent lot). A 22-foot wide single detached home
developed with a zero lot-line, has a lot width of 8.2 m (26.9 ft), for an interior lot, and either 9.7 m
(31.8 ft) or 11.2 m (36.8 ft) for a corner lot (depending on whether the easement is placed on the lot
or the adjacent lot). The proposed lots are shown on Figure 1 and Figure 2. Please note that these
are drawn with a 30 m deep lot, as currently approved in the LUB.

Figure™1: 20.ft Building Pocket Zero Lot-Line Block Face
9.1'm 7.6m 10.6 m

Figure 2: 22 ft Building Pocket Zero Lot-Line Block Face
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Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this.change request for these reasons:

Recessed entrances, with garages dominating the streetscape

With the 20-foot building pocket, as shown in Figure 1, the difference between the width of the house and the width of the
garage is about 0.6 m (2.0 ft) (if building an 18 ft garage). That is not enough width to feature a full front door, which
typically requires at least 1.2 m (4.0 ft). As shown on Figure 3, Figure 4, and Figure 5, the front entry on these products
will need to be recessed or partially recessed, depending on the size of the garage.’ Garages and driveways will
dominate the front streetscape. The resultant built environment is anticipated to go againstithe first principle of Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), which is to provide natural surveillance.

Figure 3: Partially Recessed Entrance in Crystallina Nera
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Figure 4: Streetscape in Crystallina Nera, Edmonton
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Figure 5: Rendering of a Partially Recessed Entrance on a-Single-Detached Home

Please note, with the 22.0 ft building pocket, there will be room to feature a full front door (if a 5.5 m
[18.0 ft] wide garage is constructed).
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Negative Impacts to the Boulevard

As shown on Figure 1, the distance between the driveways is approximately 1.5 m (4.9 ft) or 2.7 m (8.9 ft) for lots with a
6.1 m (20 ft) wide home. As shown on Figure 2, the distance between the driveways is approximately 1.5 m (4.9 ft) or 3.9
m (12.8 ft) for lots with a 6.7 m (22 ft) wide home.

With a reduced front drive lot width, there is less room street furniture, including lights, hydrants, and power boxes. There
is less room for boulevard trees. Because the spaces between the driveways would be narrower than on larger lots,
there .would be less room to support boulevard trees, and less variety of tree species that can thrive in that small of a
space.

On-street/parking will be eliminated, at either building pocket size.

Cornertot Driveway Conflicts

On a corner lot,there would be conflict between the driveway and the corner cut. Typically, our streets have corner cuts,
we looked at a standard'6.0 m corner cut on Figure 1 and Figure 2. Corner cuts are used to create a visibility triangle for
drivers at intersections:/ The corner cut would impact the driveway on a corner lot significantly. The homeowner would be
left with a 3.1 m (10.2/ft) area to enter and exit their lot, instead of the regular 5.5 m (18.0 ft) of driveway width.

The driveway would need to.taper significantly, to avoid being placed in the corner cut.

Statutory Plan CofAfofmance
While only a few regulations will.be impacted, including the lot width, there will be a significantly
different streetscape that will be built,(compared with the current building pocket of 24.0 feet).

As such, when evaluating the regulations’ impact on the streetscape, Administration contends that
the proposed changes would not align withsseveral policies within Flourish Municipal Development
Plan. Specifically, policies within Sections 12.2 Streetscapes, 12.3 Built Form and Site Planning, and
12.4 Accessibility and Comfort aim to:

e Create safe, comfortable, and inviting'streets designed for people.

e Facilitate development that enhances the character of its surroundings and the city,
contributing to attractive, enduring, and memeorableplaces.

e Design St. Albert to be accessible and inviting to everyone.in all seasons.

By enabling a streetscape where the front door is obscured from the street, the garage becomes the
focal point of the public realm, and there’s a lack of space for street furniture infrastructure and prized
boulevard trees, the proposed changes would negatively impact safety, accessibility, and the overall
aesthetics and environmental footprint of the neighbourhood.

Administration contends that if the developer/builder desires a 20-foot building.pocket, the Land Use
Bylaw already provides this opportunity through the Laned Lot Residential (LLR)District. This district
allows for reduced lot widths, ensuring adequate on-street parking, a high-quality streetscape
(including boulevard trees and street furniture), and maintained safety and accessibility, as the front
door remains fully visible from the street. Overall, if smaller lot sizes are required, Administration
recommends that it be constructed in a laned product, and example of which is shown inFigure 6.

Figure 6: Small Lot Laned Homes in Crystallina Nera
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Item 2: Street-Oriented Townhouse Lot Widths:
Smaller pockets on street-oriented townhouse lots should have lot widths reduced to 12 to 14 feet
(from the current recommendation of 16 feet).

Background

Fee simple townhousing is called a dwelling (townhouse - single) in LUB 18/2024. This is a use in
the Laned Lot Residential (LLR) District only. Some'fee simple townhomes have been grandfathered
in the MDR District (so as not to lose development rights), however we don’t anticipate new areas of
fee simple townhousing using the MDR District.

Land Use Bylaw 9/2005 had a fee simple townhouse lot width of 5.5 m(18.0 ft) for an interior unit.
Land Use Bylaw 18/2024 reduced that by 0.6 m (2.0 ft), to allow lot'widths of 4.9 m (16.0 ft) for fee
simple townhouse interior units.

Industry proposed that lot widths be reduced to either 4.3 m (14.1 ft), or 3.7 m (12.1 ft) for interior
units. It should be noted that while this width is not enabled as a “dwelling\(townhouse - single)”, the
Land Use Bylaw does enable these reduced widths through “dwelling (townhouse - complex)”.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this change request for these reasons:

Taller Structures with Encumbered Layouts
If the interior townhouse lots are capped at the existing 55% lot coverage, it's estimated that:

e A 3.7m (12.1 ft) wide unit would be approximately 67 sq m (720 sq ft), if constructed as a two storey dwelling, as
shown in Figure 7. This does not meet our minimum dwelling size requirement of 75 sq m (807 sq ft) in the LLR
District, as per LUB 9/2005 section 5.4(8)(a).
e A4.3m (14.1 ft) wide unit would be approximately 79 sq m (850 sq ft), as shown in Figure 8.
If lot coverages were capped at 55%, to achieve more living space, buildings would have to add an extra storey and be
constructed taller.
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Furthermore, this means that the floorplans of these smaller units will be encumbered by staircases. A staircase is
approximately 0.9 m (3.0 ft) wide. This leaves about:

2.8 m (9.2 ft) of home width for some portions of the 3.7 m (12.1 ft) wide townhouse unit, and

e 3.4 m (11.2 ft) of home width for some portions of the 4.3 m (14.1 ft) wide townhouse unit.

As‘a contrast, a two-bedroom apartment that is 75.0 m? (approx. 807 ft?) does not have the staircase as an encumbrance
and offers more living area all on one level, and potentially larger room sizes than some of the smaller townhouse

products:

Figure 7: 3.7 my(12.1 ft) Wide Townhouse at 55% Lot Coverage
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Figure 8: 4.3 m (14.1 ft) Wide Townhouse at 55% Lot Coverage
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Lot Coverage Increases & Lack of Permeable Surfaces

To alleviate the concerns over the dwelling size, and keep thebuilding height under 11.0 m (36.1 ft), it's anticipated that
the development industry would ask for increased lot coverages. Depending on the scale of the lot coverage increases
requested, the units might not meet the building separation distance requirement (1.5 m [4.9 ft] between the house and
detached garage), or the rear yard setback of 10.0 m (32.8 ft), when there isn’t an attached garage.

Additionally, most of the lot would either be covered with building or paved. There are concerns that the lack of
permeable surface will contribute to higher rates of runoff that will need to be handled by the storm water system.

Lack of Amenity Area

In wider townhousing units, there is more opportunity for a yard, and amenity space. “The smaller townhouse units must
cover more of the lot in order to get adequate square footage for living spaces. This leaves very little private amenity
area, as lot coverages are increased.

Please note that front yards are typically prohibited from having items that families may use, such‘as trampolines, play
structures, air conditioning units, and storage sheds. All those items would need to be placed in the rear yard.

Density & Housing Diversity
There is concern that shrinking lot sizes are being used to achieve required density targets, but without regard for
housing diversity, which is a key goal of section 7.1 of Flourish MDP.

Condo Units
Administration will note that it is already possible to build narrower townhouse units in a condominium format. There are
advantages with providing smaller townhousing units in a condo complex, which include:

e Condo complexes have amenity area requirements for livability. The land use bylaw requires both private and
common amenity area for townhouse complexes. In some cases this is provided in a little tot lot, or dog run area,
or shared garden, or seating area. It could also be internal, within a common room for example.

e Another advantage is the visitor parking for guests. Condo complexes have mandatory visitor parking ratio - so

CITY OF ST. ALBERT Page 10 of 20 Printed on 11/27/2024
powered by Legistar™


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: IR-24-023, Version: 1

guests have an area to park.

Item 3: Parking Reductions for Narrow Units

The parking reduction policy for units that are 16 feet or narrower in the LUB should also apply to
townhouses in Midtown, supporting diverse housing options and maximizing the use of limited urban
space.

Background

Midtown is part of the South Riel Area Structure Plan. Midtown was developed as a separate district
in LUB 9/2005, and/was carried over into LUB 18/2024. The purpose of the Midtown District, in both
LUB 9/2005, and LLUB.18/2024 specifically identify that: “The district shall be developed as bare land
or conventional condominium.”

The current areas of Midtown that are being developed have been registered with land titles as
condominium Plan 212 2029:

As this proposed regulation benefits the developer within the Midtown Land Use District, it is
recommended that the applicantiinitiate the standard amendment process (described earlier in the
Information Request) to pursue these changes.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this change request for these reasons:

District Purpose is Not Fee Simple Homes

The dwelling (townhouse - single) regulations in LUB 18/2024 were developed to accommodate fee simple townhouse
units that are registered with land titles on their own individual'lot:” There is no condominium corporation that oversees
the block of townhouses, each owner is responsible for their own portion of the building, and a party wall agreement
registered on title handles the shared wall between the units.

Dwelling (townhouse - single) is not a listed use in any of Areas A, B, or C of the Midtown District, because the overall
purpose of the district was to be developed as bare land or conventional condominium.. Therefore, administration did not
include parking regulations for a product that was not a listed use.

Significant Scope of Change

If the purpose of Midtown is to change to include fee-simple products, then it would impact several sections of
regulations. It would not only be the parking section of the LUB that would need to be amended, but the use lists, the
purpose of the district, and townhouse regulations added in for fee simple units. This would’change the entirety of the
district.

It would also require that the South Riel Area Structure Plan be amended, as the plan notes condominium products are
expected for residential land uses.

There is a large scope to this work. If the applicant does all the preliminary work, and then applies for an'amendment,
then City staff only need to evaluate the proposal. If City staff are directed to undertake the work, they also needto do
the preliminary research and consultation.

Item 4: 18-Foot Garages as Two Parking Spaces
Garages with a width of 18 feet should be considered sufficient to accommodate two parking spaces.

Background
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Land Use Bylaw 9/2005 required a minimum clear interior garage dimension of 5.8 m (19.0 ft) by 5.8
m (19.0 ft). This regulation was carried over into Land Use Bylaw 18/2024, as section 4.4(1)(b). The
minimum garage dimension was first approved by Council ~2017. It was brought forward by
Administration due development industry request (in lieu of a minimum driveway pad to have a
minimum garage dimension), and due to new-owner complaints that the homes they had purchased
did‘not have garages large enough for two vehicles. Previously, garage parking was not counted as
part of minimum required parking, while minimum off-street parking on the driveway was required.
The amendment removed the driveway requirement, in exchange for minimum functional garage
parking. A diagram showing the approximate dimensions can be seen as Figure 9, and the
approximate‘interior dimension per car can be seen in Figure 10. A diagram showing the requested
garage can be seen as Figure 11, and the approximate interior dimensions can be seen as Figure 12.

Figure 9: 6.1 m (20.0 ft)«Current Garage Dimensions
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Figure 10: 6.1 m (20.0 ft) Current Garage Space per Vehicle
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Figure 11: 5.5 m (18.0 ft) Proposed Garage Dimensions
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(Interlor DImenS|on) Figure 12: 5.5 m (18.0 ft) Proposed Garage Space perVehicle
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Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend.implementing this change request for these reasons:

Parking Stall Size

An unobstructed perpendicular parking stall currently requires a minimum dimension of 2.6 m (8.5 ft) by 5.8 m (19.0 ft).
In this case, the intent was the stall would be unencumbered, and not have any obstructions that would block the door
swing of the vehicle. This would be the dimension seen in a typical surface parking lot. In these cases, the door would
swing over the yellow painted line demarcating the stall, as_shown in Figure 13.

The requested garage, as shown in Figure 12, only has 2.6 m.(8.5'ft) of width per vehicle. The addition of walls adds a
limitation to how effectively this distance can function, as there is less room,per vehicle.

Issues with Functionality

There are pictures showing two vehicles parked in a 5.5 m (18.0 ft) wide garage, see Figure 14. Administration observed
the scenario in Figure 14 and noted:

1.

The narrower garage configuration generally requires one car to back in, and'one car to pull in to allow communal
space to enter and exit the vehicles.

The sideview mirrors cause an obstruction to entering and exiting the garage, as‘they protrude from the vehicle,
and in some cases, can’t be folded in.

New vehicle sales in Alberta are primarily comprised of mid-sized SUVs or pickup.trucks (at rates of 70% or
greater of new vehicle sales). With St. Albert having more vehicles per capita than the‘/Albertasaverage, there is
concern that the scenario illustrated in Figure 14 would not work with two mid-sized SUVs.

There are concerns that the actual functionality of the garage for a family could be reduced. For example, if a
family had two vehicles, if they had items such as a child carrier, they might not be able to open thedoorwide
enough to take the child carrier in and out of the vehicle, because of the lessened interior room. The individual
would have to unload their child in the driveway, before parking the vehicle in the garage (if they wanted to fit two
vehicles in). Basic tasks such as unloading groceries may also be impacted, as the vehicle door mightinot be
able to open wide enough in the reduced parking space.

Figure 13: Vehicle Door Swinging Over the Yellow Line in an Unobstructed Parking Stall
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Figure 14: Two Vehicles in an 18-foot-wide Garage
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Item 5: 18-Foot Pocket Parking Requirements
For lots that are 18 feet wide, the requirement should be only one_off-street parking space.

Background
Land Use Bylaw 9/2005 required two parking stalls for the majority of low-density residential homes,

and that was mostly carried over to LUB 18/2024, with the exception of parking for smaller
townhouse units.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this change request for these reasons:

Rate of Vehicle Ownership
The Government of Alberta releases data on motor vehicle registrations, and as of March 31, 2024, St. Alberta had

55,593 registered motorized vehicles. The preliminary 2024 census data indicated St. Albert had 29,549 dwellings.
55,593 vehicles divided by 29,549 dwellings is approximately 1.9 motorized vehicles per dwelling.

As multiple vehicle ownership tends to increase with income, it was chosen to reduce parking for lower cost housing
products (such as apartments, and smaller townhousing units), and retain the 2-stall minimum for higher cost housing
products (such as single-detached, semi-detached and duplex homes).

Other Parking Reductions
Single detached, semi-detached homes with a smaller garage can still have secondary suites, including garage suites,

garden suites, and internal suites. Parking for these suites has been reduced to zero or 1 stall, depending on the number
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of suites on the lot. Yet, occupants of suites can still own motor vehicles and will require a parking space.

If parking is reduced even on lots that have a primary dwelling unit and a suite, there is likelihood that the street will have
to take the overflow parking from the suite, and possibly the primary dwelling unit as well.

Conseguences of Change

New neighbourhoods developed with small lots might be deficient in on-site parking, and may have significant spillover
onto the street. If on-street parking is not available, due to shrinking lot sizes, there could be an increase in enforcement
issues, asdrivers seek to park close to their dwelling, but end up blocking other driveways.

Reducing the number of parking spaces required per lot will mean no driveway would be provided on laned products.
While this will allow for,more backyard area, it could contribute to parking deficiencies.

Item 6: Parking Reduction Consistency
Parking Reductions Consistency: Parking ratios for all Dwelling (townhouse-complex) should be 1.5
stalls per dwelling unit. We recommend standardizing these ratios for consistency.

Background

The Midtown District includes'its own-parking section, which was carried over from LUB 9/2005 to
LUB 18/2024. Some parking reductions'were provided, however dwelling (townhouse - complex)
parking was not reduced.

As this proposed regulation benefits the:developer within the Midtown Land Use District, it is
recommended that the applicant initiate the standard amendment process (described earlier in the
Information Request) to pursue these changes.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this change request for these reasons:

Unique Context
The Midtown neighbrouhood is unique, and site specifically drafted for this one area of the city, similar to a direct control
project. Administration has not proposed reductions to dwelling (townhouse - complex) parking in the Midtown District.

The entirety of the Midtown neighbourhood is designed as a condominium and'is proposedito be 10.4 ha (about 26
acres) in size. At this time, other areas in the city have townhouse complexes that vary.in size but are typically under 5
ha (about 12 acres) in size.

Typically, condo complexes are one component of a neighborhood. In this case the entirety.of the Midtown neighborhood
is a condominium. If there are parking issues, there will not be the same opportunity to overflow park.in other parts of the
neighbourhood, like there are in other neighborhoods within the City.

Internal Road System

Midtown is being developed as a condominium, as per the purpose of the district. The South Riel ASP indicates that
developments may include private roadways. Private roadways do not need to meet the Municipal Engineering
Standards. The roads shown as “Unnamed” on Figure 15 are private roads.

Figure 15: Internal Road Network in Midtown
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On the city owned streets that flank the Midtown neighborhood, there is a lack of on-street parking.

allow on-street parking in this area, because there is a turning bay to get into the Midtown developm
Figure 16. Further north along Riel Drive there are two bus stops, and two fire hydrants (as the road app
intersection with Levasseur) that would prevent on-street parking. There is also another intersection with a.future
that will be constructed, and there won’t be on-street parking in that area as well.

In addition, Levasseur Road, or LeClair Way also do not offer on-street parking in this area. Currently, Rondes
would be the only public city street that can accommodate parking overflow for existing residents.

Figure 16: Turning Bay on Riel Drive
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Item 7: Density Bonusing for Midtown
Density Bonusing for Midtown: We recommend inco %
residential districts to maintain consistency throughoutth
Background

The Midtown neighbourhood is included in the South Riel Area Str lan, which was originally
approved in 2015. It has three areas - Residential Area A, Residenti ea B, and Residential Area
C. The proposed density is 40 du/ha for Area A, 60 du/h for Area B, %B /ha for Area C as per
the ASP.

As this proposed regulation benefits the developer within the Midtown Land Use District, it is
recommended that the applicant initiate the standard amendment process (descri earlier in the
Information Request) to pursue these changes.

Administrative Rationale
Administration does not recommend implementing this change request for these reasons:

Want to Ensure Servicing can Handle Further Density
The average density in new neighborhoods in St. Albert is 40 du/ha. The proposed overall density in the Midtown district
is 80 du/ha. Midtown is twice the necessary density target as set out by the EMRB and the MDP.

Administration’s concerns are:

e How much more density is proposed in this area?
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e There seems to be a conflict between requests, as an item in IR-24-025 asks to lower the density in Midtown.

Public Consultation
If there are significant proposals to increase density in this area, residents of the existing neighborhood should be
consulted.

WhyiOnlypArea C?

The Medium'Density Residential (MDR) District also has density bonusing provisions, as per LUB 18/2024 section 5.6(8).
The density range on the MDR district is 40 to 100 du/ha. With density bonusing, a development may go up to 125
du/nha

If the developer isirequesting that density bonusing applied, it should be applied equally across all three of the Areas A, B,
and C, as the density ranges for Areas A and B are consistent with the MDR district, unless rationale is provided
otherwise.

Consequences of Change
In all cases, the applicant willlhave to confirm that they have sufficient servicing capacity prior to proceeding with
development. Using the density bonusing will be at the applicant’s own risk.

Summary

Proceeding with these amendments as Administrative-led projects will impact current priorities within
the Planning and Development Branches: Prioritizing this request would necessitate a reprioritization
of effort and a delay of other projects, likely the Infill Strategy and interactive Land Use Bylaw
implementation.

Additionally, if City staff were to develop the new regulations instead of the applicant's consultants,
the City would forego standard fees for such requests. Based on 2025 fees, as shown in Table 1,
this revenue loss is estimated at approximately $57,735.

Table 1: Estimated Revenue Loss

Item 2025 Master Rates Fee
Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Item 1 $7,365.00

Municipal Development Plan Amendment for Item 1 $6,180:00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 2 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 3 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 4 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 5 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 6 $7,365.00

Land Use Bylaw Amendment for ltem 7 $7,365.00

Total $57,735.00

Report Date: November 15, 2024
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Department: Planning & Development
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