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March 15th, 2021 

 

Attention: Mayor and Council 

 

City of St. Albert 

5 St. Anne Street 

St. Albert, AB T8N 3Z9 

 

Re: City of St. Albert MDP Feedback – bylaw #20/2020 

 

Dear Mayor and Council,  

Thank you very much for the opportunity to express our position on the MDP – Flourish! 

First and foremost, we want to commend the administrative team for the thoughtful and very 

thorough engagement. We appreciated the ability to engage numerous times throughout the 

process. We really felt that our feedback was heard and considered and that we had an impact 

on the document being brought forward today.   

We would like to confirm our conditional support for the new MDP. We feel strongly that there 

are remaining sections that need to be reworded in order to avoid confusion or unintended 

consequences in the future. Although some of the suggestions may seem minor in nature, but 

to us, the wording matters. We are trying to anticipate and avoid challenges that prescriptive 

language may cause us now, and in the future.  Currently, we are aligned in much of the 

intention and aspiration of the document, but we need to ensure that the MDP offers flexibility 

in order to evolve with the market forces. Potential future changes to staffing and 

interpretation could lead to unintended consequences for all parties. As an example, the use of 

the word ‘encourage’ vs. ‘ensure’, can demonstrate a goal clearly, but could lead to 

unnecessary and unintended challenges. Below outlines our outstanding concerns and 

suggested amendments. 

Section 5 

• Section 5.1: Could the wording be amended so that the final sentence reads “…ensure 
that the ecological benefits of natural features are conserved, and potential adverse 



effects are understood and avoided, or mitigated where avoidance is not reasonable.” 
Having it currently worded “is not possible” is problematic, because avoidance is always 
possible by not developing. 

 

• 5.3.1 – It should be noted that the City does not have LID standards, currently. This 
should be worded in with more aspirational language.  
 

Section 6 

• 6.2.4 This may be a good business practice to encourage, but as an “ensure” statement 
it is too restrictive.  What size is an “area?”  How much variation between sizes is 
required? Please amend this to ‘encourage’.  

 

• 6.3.4 The industry understands that an Agricultural Impact Assessment is being required 
for every ASP is based on EMRB direction, but given the size of the City, it will make 
more sense for the City to do an overall AIA. This will eliminate the cost and time 
required to regenerate the report regularly. Those developers that have provided this 
report with ASP Amendments recently have not felt it added value, only added time and 
cost to the ASP process. The industry will continue to pursue this through the EMRB, but 
we are formally requesting the City’s support with this initiative. It will strengthen the 
request if the City and the Industry can be aligned with this request to the EMRB. 

 

Section 8 

• 8.2.2 This requirement feels overly prescriptive for an MDP. The industry supports 
interconnectivity, but requiring it to be achieved through small block sizes seems too 
rigid when framed as a required statement. Please replace the word ‘require’ with 
‘consider’ or ‘encourage’.  

 

• 8.2.3. If this is to be an “ensure” statement, we expect the connections to be based on 
TIA results and traffic patterns. Please amend this accordingly.  

 

• 8.4.3 a) Sidewalks should not be required on both sides of all roads. This is unnecessarily 
specific for an MDP. We would like to see the language of this statement softened to 
allow for exceptions.  
 

Section 11 

• 11.1.2:  This should be revised to recognize that cash in lieu of MR land may be 
considered as an option in residential development, at least in limited 
circumstances.  As currently worded, it must be land dedication only for residential 



development. There may be times when cash in lieu option is a benefit to the City when 
trying to purchase MR elsewhere.  

 

• 11.4.5 – Identifying this timing (30%) is too prescriptive. The ASP identifies the sites 
early in the development process but requiring the sites to be sub-divided and serviced 
at an early stage can lead to poor planning and a leap frogging scenario. We suggest 
removing the last sentence of this section.  

 

• 11.4.6 – If more pedestrian and cyclist access to schools is desired, support for linear 
parks in the MDP will lead to achieving this goal. Currently few linear parks are being 
built due to the minimum width requirements.  
 

Section 13 

• 13.1.6 Although the desired 30/70 split is described as an aspirational target, we do 
have concerns about how this will be achieved.  More specifically, we are unsure how 
the 40/60 split in the annexation area will be applied to individual ASPs. Will this be 
achieved mainly through the development of the employment lands? We want to 
ensure that this target will not be the expectation for each ASP. This is a concern for us 
across the region as we expect to see a demand for commercial land decline.  
 

Section 14 

• 14.4.6 – Although this statement has been worded as an aspiration and a statement of 
encouragement, it should be noted that without rapid transit being in place, the 
development intensification suggested may not be possible. This intensification may be 
more relevant in a redevelopment scenario once the rapid transit exists.  
 

• 14.4.11. This clause needs to be reworded to reflect and encouragement, rather than a 
prescription. It is not always possible to gradually transition. We suggest encouraging 
reduced impacts on neighbors with setbacks and stepbacks.   
 

• 14.6.8 b) We would like to see the words “greatest extent possible” softened to 
something more along the lines of “where it is reasonable to do so.” 
 

 

• 14.6.8 k – This clause contradicts other sections of the document such as 11.1, 11.2 and 
11.4.5.  

 

• 14.6.9/14.6.10: Location of medium density/multi-unit dwellings is determined during 
ASP planning, and is often encouraged to be located in near proximity to schools, 
amenities or transit. Requiring it to be built as part of each phase, or in early phases is 



overly prescriptive and does not follow sound land-use planning practice. These sites are 
driven by market forces and will be developed when the community amenities and 
infrastructure that is required to support them are in place. We want to avoid sites that 
remain empty and/or leap frog development. 

 

Thank you for taking our feedback into consideration. We look forward to working together and 

are encouraged by the ongoing opportunity for collaboration.  

Sincerely,  

 

Susan Keating M.Eng., P.Eng. 

UDI Edmonton Region 
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St. Albert City Council and Administration        April 4, 2021 

(submitted via email to legislative@stalbert.ca. 

 

Flourish MDP Public Hearing  - Apr 19, 2021 
I would like to thank the Long-Term Planning team for their work on this important project. 
Three years of public consultation and research has produced a much better MDP for the City 
of St Albert. 
 
The following are my views regarding the Flourish MDP and the possible changes that might be 
considered following the first day of the Public Hearing. 
 
Issues raised by BLESS  
I am not a member of BLESS but my concerns about preserving parkland and natural areas for 
wildlife are very similar to those stated by BLESS.  
 
Once the sensitive parkland and wildlife habitat is lost to asphalt, concrete and steel, it is 
permanently lost. It is as simple as that. 
 
Urban Development Institute’s Letter 
The Urban Development Institute‘s letter is asking for too much flexibility, and also at the very 
last minute.  
 
They said, “they need to ensure that the MDP offers flexibility in order to evolve with the 
market forces”.  
 
    My response - The MDP should be the playbook based on a clear vision. It should not be 
trying to respond to the ebb and flow of market forces to serve the wishes of developers. Any 
changes to the MDP should be gradual and only completed through careful due diligence. 

The UDI also said that, “Across the region we expect to see demand for commercial land to 
decline”. 
 
    My Response - That is not a good reason to soften the wording for the City’s aspirational tax 
base target of 30% commercial and 70% residential. A well designed MDP, based on sound 
thinking and certainty, will create the conditions to encourage commercial development. By the 
way, investors do not like uncertainty, and that applies to private homeowners.   

mailto:legislative@stalbert.ca
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How to draft a Municipal Development Plan 
I believe that Flourish is only effective as a plan if it has clarity, understandable rules, and 
policies that can be trusted over time.  

For example, the MDP points to St Albert Trail and Downtown as the proper locations for 
medium to high density development. It does not point to building more high-rises along the 
Sturgeon River valley or adjacent to single family residential developments.  

If a developer or landowner wants to apply for a change to their property’s zoning, they should 
have an overwhelming and compelling reason to ask for the change. The developer bought the 
property knowing the existing zoning and they are not entitled to see it changed simply to 
generate higher profits. 

A clear MDP is like a traffic light-controlled intersection on St Albert Trail. When you enter the 
intersection, you trust that the traffic light sequence will operate as designed, and you expect 
the opposing drivers to obey the traffic signal (even if they would rather ignore it if they can).   
 
In comparison, if someone buys a home, they should be able to depend on the vision in the 
MDP and the existing ASP and LUB zoning surrounding their property. 

I also referred to the Guidebook for Preparing a Municipal Development Plan. This a 
document that the Province of Alberta released in March 2018 to help guide municipalities in 
the drafting of an MDP.  

I found a couple interesting sections : 

a/ The Topic and Policy section says  each section starts with Goal Statements aligned to the 
Vision & Principles. Objectives are added and followed by Policy Statements enabled by terms 
like “shall”, “should” or “may” statements.   
 In other words, there is a structure to be followed, that requires effective language.  

b/ Under the Community Members section it says, “Residents, property owners and business 
owners should be able to consult the MDP and determine what could be happening around 
them and their property in the long term”. 
 This quote directly supports my earlier statement that the community should be able to 

trust the MDP and related ASP and LUBs.  

These quotes from the province’s Guidelines show how the provincial guidelines state the 
importance of building a solid and dependable plan.  
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I believe the Flourish MDP wording should not be softened : 
• The MDP needs to serve as a dependable long-term foundation, built on clarity, for the 

public, City Administration, Council and developers. 
• If the wording is softened, it will be to meet the wishes of only one of those 

stakeholders – that being developers. 
• The City should adhere to the principles of how an MDP should be constructed so the 

rules can be understood by all parties and consistently applied. 

Concluding Comments 
Therefore, I disagree with suggestion that the MDP needs to be changed to be more nimble 
and flexible.  If Council moves in that direction, the plan ceases to be a plan and starts to 
become a vague guideline and fails to meet the Provincial Government’s expectations.  

In the first day of the Public Hearing : 
• Councilor Broadhead said, “The clearly stated words are there to create the standard”.  
• Kristina Peter said, “The terms of reference such as the word “ensure” are required to 

make the plan work”. 

Both of these statements demonstrate how a shift towards more flexibility, for the sole benefit 
of developers, weakens and undermines the intent, vision and policies in Flourish. 
 
Flourish should reflect the 3 years of public consultation and support the following issues : 

• The public should be able to trust that the MDP policies will be followed.   
• Administration and Council should adhere to urban planning principles like “gentle 

densification” and “missing middle” transition design near established residential areas 
of the City.  

• It should mean that no more high-rise towers are built beside Sturgeon River or in close 
proximity to single family dwelling neighbourhoods.  

• And larger higher density structures such as high-rise condos and apartments should be 
in downtown St Albert or along St Albert Trail, as per the policies in Flourish. 

In conclusion, softening the wording only works to the advantage of developers and no doubt it 
will be to the disadvantage of the impacted neighbourhoods and community.  

Please remember that developers are not the only ones who invest in the City. There are tens 
of thousands of homeowners who invest their life savings into their homes, and make long 
term commitments to live, work, raise their families, and retire in this community. They need 
certainty for their investments as well. 

I hope my feedback will play a factor in your decision making.  

Thank you,  

Grant Miner 



Address St Albert Council – Bylaw 20/2020 Municipal 
Development Plan – flourish – April 19, 2021 
Mayor Heron and Councillors 

I am speaking today in favor of Bylaw 20/2020, as amended, to provide a new Municipal 
Development Plan 

The Municipal Development Plan is the backbone to city planning and development and yet 
recent developments have suggested that it lacks a strong advocate.  

As set out in the Municipal Government Act, the MDP should be updated on the average every 
5-10 years.  St Albert’s current MDP, City Plan,  was completed in 2007. This may explain why 
more recently there is rising acrimony over development proposals in St Albert. 

I value good planning and progressive development. Consequently it is disappointing to see 
residents in new communities like Riverside and mature ones like Oakmont and Erin Ridge, 
having to challenge Council on proposed changes to the MDP after they have entrusted this and 
previous Councils to honor the intents of the MDP. The residents coming forward have made in 
some cases substantial social and financial investments to locate themselves in these 
communities only to be confronted with development proposals that run counter to what is on 
outlined in the MDP.  

The MDP should be a document that residents can rely on to build and develop in St Albert – a 
promise made is a promise kept. The MDP is a regulatory document worthy of safeguarding.  

Provisions exist for landowners to approach Council for change in land use zoning. The 
Municipal Government Act makes provision for this regulatory duty and hence the role of the 
Public Hearings. These public hearings should be an opportunity for Council as decision makers 
to weigh the community support and design for change.  

Embodied in the current proposed MDP is provision of “multi use nodes”. Examination of the 
public record from the consultations that formed the basis of the proposed MDP shows 
resident and business support for multi use nodes with caveats. These nodes were supported 
on the basis that they complemented the communities they were be situated in - scope and 
scale were important. Clearly the input desired smaller, community based gathering places 
inclusive of small business enterprises. The feedback also stressed the need to avoid the 
placement of large buildings in these nodes and especially when proposed in proximity to the 
river.  

In closing, the MDP is the backbone of good city growth. Stewardship of that plan falls to 
Administration to strongly advocate for adherence to the plan in the face of inevitable requests 
to change land use zoning. It is incumbent on Council to seriously reconsider any change to the 



MDP especially when it considers proposals to change land uses in mature communities like 
Oakmont and Erin Ridge. 

 

Ken Crutchfield 
1 Wakefield Place 
St Albert, T8N 3K7 














