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CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: CULTIVATING GREEN TAPE 
 
Recommendation(s) 
 
1. That the March 2, 2015 agenda report entitled Cultivating Green Tape be 

received as information.   
 
2. That Planning and Engineering report back to Council in September 2015 with 

an Action Plan to support the Green Tape initiative. 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
This report is a result of a Continuous Improvement project that was created to 
examine the Development Processes and Practices used in St. Albert as 
compared to other communities in the region. A significant component of the 
project involved a comprehensive survey of the development industry to determine 
their experiences and impressions of working with the City of St. Albert. This report 
expresses the findings of this survey and then recommends that an Action Plan be 
developed to address the issues raised in the survey. 
 
Council Direction 
 
When the Continuous Improvement Program Annual Update was presented to 
Council on September 16, 2013, the following resolution was passed: 
 
(C415-2013)  
That the 2014 Continuous Improvement list include the “development processes”; 
addressing “red tape” obstacles and “green tape” opportunities. 
 
Background and Discussion 
 
One of the City’s highest priorities is to grow the non-residential component of the 
City’s tax base. Over the past several years Administration has taken a very 
serious approach to improving the manner in which the City interacts with all 
stakeholders who could help the City in meeting this goal. One of the steps taken 
in the new approach was to re-create the Economic Development Division in 2012 
so as to be better positioned and resourced to work towards the goal of attracting 
investment to St. Albert.  From the onset of this renewed economic development 
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approach, the intense focus on relationship building with industry stakeholders 
combined with heightened investor relations has had a significantly positive impact 
on the perceptions and reality of doing business in St. Albert.  
 
Additionally in 2012, Administration identified a number of Continuous 
Improvement projects with the aim of improving processes, identifying efficiencies 
and increasing the effectiveness of City programs and services. This specific 
continuous improvement project was selected to proceed in Q1 of 2014 and an 
Administration team was formed to review the development permit application 
process and recommend potential improvements. Over the past year, these 
potential improvements have been dubbed as ‘green tape’. 
 
The Continuous Improvement team on Green Tape has now completed their work.   
This included: 

• Benchmarking review of processing times in various municipalities 
• Survey of key stakeholders 

 
Survey Methodology 
The survey was designed to clearly distinguish the different processes for 
planning, development, building construction  and engineering drawing review and 
was distributed to five distinct sectors of the development industry, namely; 
developers, engineers/planners/architects, general contractors, home builders and 
home owners. 96 responses were received from the five sectors as follows: 
 
Developers     40%,  
Home builders   38% 
Engineers/planners/architects 18% 
General contractors     2% 
Home owners     2% 
 
Based on the above, the survey learnings only represent three of the five sectors 
but these three sectors comments are the most critical to the development industry 
in St. Albert.  It is interesting to note that the bulk of the nearly 7,000 applications 
received in Planning & Development in 2014 were homeowners and general 
contractors. 
 
Another critical observation is that 60% of the survey respondents have not 
developed in St. Albert.  This provided some interesting findings about the lingering 
perception of St. Albert for development.  One respondent commented that they 
had ‘heard’ St. Albert was difficult to work with so didn’t look at land in the City, 
while another suggested ‘reputation’ was a factor in not choosing to work in St. 
Albert.  Another suggested they were here once but found applications were being 
held up so haven’t been back.  However, of the remaining respondents that have 
been developing and building in St. Albert, the results showed a more positive 
direction. 
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Green Tape 
The overall results showed that the development processes are already providing 
significant ‘green tape.’  General comments suggested staff is excellent to work 
with, and that the process works well. 
 
Staff are helpful and professional 
The survey pointed out some significant strengths with staff: 

• 100% indicated staff were courteous, professional and knowledgeable 
• 87% indicated that staff were willing to help the applicant achieve their 

development goals 
• 87% found staff response time acceptable 

 
Staff facilitated processing and improved development 
Staff went above and beyond in helping applicants: 

• 67% said that staff helped them understand the processes 
• 62% said that staff helped facilitate improvements in the processing of their 

applications 
• Nearly 30% indicated that staff helped to improve their proposed 

development 
• 100% involved with Pre-Application meetings indicated their questions were 

answered and the application requirements clarified 
 
Processing times are good 
As can be seen in the Benchmarking table (appendix 2 B) of the report, St. Albert 
is comparable to similar jurisdictions in the region and in general is far more 
reactive and responsive than the major jurisdiction in the region.  
 
The Survey results showed that approximately two-thirds of respondents felt that 
current processing times were average or good.  Over 90% of respondents felt St. 
Albert’s processes were comparable to other regional municipalities. Although one 
third of the respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the processing times, they 
also acknowledged that they were no different than in other communities.  This 
suggests that concerns expressed over processing times are not unique to St. 
Albert, but to the entire region. 
 

Process Processing time is 
just right or more 

Compares well with other 
municipalities  

Statutory plans  61%  91%  

Subdivisions  67%  90%  

Development permits  72%  95%  

Building permits  70%  90%  
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Red Tape 
Three main issues were identified with the development process in St. Albert. 
 
Regulatory limitations prevent housing diversity 
This issue received the most comments including, in order of frequency: 

• Lack of opportunity for smaller lot sizes 
• Land uses outdated in regards to housing and urban environment, prevents 

diversity of housing 
• Developers product doesn’t fit St. Albert, high density and urban type 

development 
 
Clarity of application requirements  
While those who had a pre-application meeting (strongly encouraged for any larger 
or more complex applications) found them very helpful, a number of the comments 
expressed challenges with clarity of application requirements. 
 
Development standards 
A number of comments were received related to the City’s development standards, 
(in order of frequency): 

• Landscaping standards are challenging, but some elements are less than in 
other municipalities 

• Lanes would permit greater variety of housing forms 
• Standards do not support sustainable community growth and create long-

term liability issues for the City.  This contributes to higher taxes and 
challenges in attracting consumers. 

• Standards greater than in other communities 
 

In Summary, this exercise of reviewing the industry’s impression of St. Albert’s 
development process is considered to have been one of the most extensive in 
recent history. It has determined that St. Albert is very competitive and comparable 
in approach and processes taken across the region. A very high degree of 
satisfaction resided with those who have worked in St. Albert, and an obvious 
scepticism remains amongst those that have not chosen to invest in St. Albert for a 
variety of reasons. The envisioned Action Plan will further examine these 
challenges and recommend approaches to begin to address the issues raised in 
the report.  
 
In the interim, Economic Development will continue to work with the industry to 
promote the benefits of investing and developing in St. Albert. A public relations 
campaign will be built from the findings of the report and it will be used as a tool to 
continue to work at improving the perceptions of building in St. Albert.  
 
Stakeholder Communications or Engagement 
 
A cross departmental team of Staff from the Planning and Development and 
Engineering departments provided guidance to the project manager throughout 
this project. 
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The UDI and CHBA and some of their members also provided valuable input and 
assistance in the creation of the survey and the distribution of it to a wide 
stakeholder group. 
 
Implications of Recommendation(s) 
 
The Planning and Engineering Departments will utilize the information collected 
through this Cultivating Green Tape report to develop an Action Plan over the next 
several months. 
 
a) Financial: 

None at this time. 
 

b) Legal / Risk: 
None at this time. 
 

c) Program or Service:   
None at this time. 
 

d) Organizational: 
The review of this information, stakeholder engagement and the development 
of an Action Plan will require resources from the Planning and Development 
and Engineering Departments. These activities and tasks will draw existing 
resources away from other projects as time permits in order to work at creating 
the Action Plan. 

 
Alternatives and Implications Considered 
 
If Council does not wish to support the recommendation, the following alternatives 
could be considered: 
 

a) Alternative 1. The report suggests that St. Albert is performing at a level that 
is comparable to regional jurisdictions.  An alternative to developing a full 
spectrum Action Plan would be to review this report with the UDI and CHBA 
and then report back the results of the review to Council at an earlier date 
for further direction. 
 

b) Alternative 2.   
  Do nothing. 

 
Strategic Connections 
 
• Council’s Strategic Outcomes and Priorities (See Policy C-CG-02) 

• CULTIVATE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY:  A diversified, robust and resilient 
economic foundation to support growth and community service delivery. 
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 This continuous improvement project examines St. Albert’s development 
processes in an effort to make St. Albert a “business friendly” community 
that is desirable for investors. 

 
• CULTIVATE A GREEN COMMUNITY:  A healthy natural environment for 

future generations that preserves and promotes enjoyment, conservation 
and responsible development. 

 
By examining development processes and engaging the development 
community it will inform the City on any changes in land uses and design 
principles that may need to be made toward more sustainable future 
development. 

 
• CULTIVATE EXCELLENCE IN GOVERNMENT:  A responsive, accountable 

government that delivers value to the community. 
 

A more streamlined and efficient development process will allow for a more 
responsive and accountable government.  Implementing “Green Tape” will 
allow for a more user friendly and efficient process that will benefit the 
developer and the community as a whole. 

 
• CULTIVATE SUSTAINABLE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES:  A 

growing community that has balanced development and management of 
civic facilities, transportation networks and related services. 

 
The Development Application Process Review and the extensive public 
engagement involved will help the City plan for future growth by creating a 
better working knowledge of market demands and future infrastructure 
needs.  Smart growth is paramount and UDI and CHBA were the City’s 
external stakeholder group for this report. 

 
• CULTIVATE A SAFE, HEALTHY AND INCLUSIVE COMMUNITY:  A 

community that provides opportunities for everyone to realize their potential 
in thinking, caring and connected way. 

 
Examining development processes and engaging external stakeholders like 
UDI and CHBA help ensure St. Albert is will positioned to be an inclusive 
community.  Housing options, sustainable design principles, and an 
investment friendly environment all contribute to a safe, healthy, and 
inclusive community.  

 
• Long Term Plans (e.g. MDP, Social Master Plan, Cultural Master Plan, etc.) 

• N/A 
 

• Corporate Objectives (See Corporate Business Plan) 
• Deliver programs and services that meet or exceed our standards 
• Exercise strong fiscal management 
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• Ensure our customers are very satisfied 
 
• Council Policies 

• Policy 565-2011- Continuous Improvement Program Review 
 

• Other Plans or Initiatives (Business Plans, Implementation Strategies, etc.) 
a. Land Use Bylaw Review 
b. Housing Diversity Report 
c. Engineering Principles 

 
Attachment(s) 
 

1. Development Process Review “Cultivating Green Tape” 
 
 

Originating Department(s): Economic Development 
Author(s): 
General Manager Approval: 
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Introduction 
 

Background 
 
One of the City’s highest priorities is to grow the non-residential component of the City’s 
tax base. Over the past several years Administration has taken a very serious approach 
to improving the manner in which the City interacts with all stakeholders who could help 
the City in meeting this goal. One of the steps taken in the new approach was to re-
create the Economic Development Division in 2012 so as to be better positioned and 
resourced to work towards the goal of attracting investment to St. Albert. From the onset 
of this renewed economic development approach, the intense focus on relationship 
building with industry stakeholders combined with heightened investor relations has had 
a significantly positive impact on the perceptions and reality of doing business in St. 
Albert. 
 
In 2012, the Senior Leadership Team identified a number of Continuous Improvement 
projects with the aim of improving processes, identifying efficiencies and increasing the 
effectiveness of City programs and services. 
 
The Continuous Improvement project “Development Applications Process Review” was 
selected and a team was formed in Q1 of 2014 to review the development applications 
process and provide recommendations on the City’s development permit process and 
possible green tape. 
 
The project was focused specifically on the City of St. Albert’s development process and 
was primarily tasked with unearthing and recommending corrections as it relates to any 
inefficiency.  The departments whose processes were reviewed consisted of 
Engineering, Planning & Development, Economic Development, Legal, and Legislative 
Services as it related to development.  From the onset the project was designed to 
specifically examine our development processes including permits, timelines, 
procedures, resourcing, etc.  It was designed to be a deep dive so as the City could 
understand others opinions and views regarding the existing process and possibly make 
recommendations on improvements, efficiency’s, and create ‘green tape’.   
 
This process review has been ongoing since Q1 of 2014 and was faced with some 
challenges from the onset.  Initially a key member of the project team was the Manager 
of Development who upon project kick off had resigned and moved on to another 
organization.  It took some time to replace that critical position to the project and as 
such our project teams was missing a key resource.  The position was ultimately filled 
and our project team complete, this allowed us to move forward with some required 
expertise in the area.  Another set of challenges was presented when in Q3 of 2014 one 
of the project sponsors also left the organization.  Initially the project was co-sponsored 
by the General Manager of Planning & Engineering and the Executive Director of 
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Economic Development, but continued on with Guy Boston being the primary project 
sponsor from mid-2014 until delivery of the final report. 

Objectives 
 
The overall objective of this project was to review and improve the City’s development 
processes where required and make St. Albert a desirable and user friendly community 
to develop in.  
 
The objectives for this review were: 
 

 Identify issues related to processes and policies 

 Identify/understand St. Albert’s reputation in the development community 

 Understand  how St. Albert compares within the Capital Region 

 Identify opportunities for improvement in our development processes 

 Communicate to stakeholders 

Approach 
 
In order to undertake this review a project plan was created to identify what needed to 
be done and who needed to be consulted, both internally and externally.  The project 
had 5 phases; project planning, project initiation, current state, future state, and the final 
report. (Appendix A) 
 
The current state was the primary research vehicle for this continuous improvement 
project and was where the majority of the key deliverables were researched and crafted.  
In this phase of the project the project team examined the City’s processes thoroughly 
and were able to focus in on 3 main deliverables: 
 

 Development Process Map 
 
User friendly diagram of St. Albert’s development process 
 

 Comparator Community Benchmark Matrix 
 
Examination of St. Albert and similar communities and their development 
processes and timelines 
 

 Public Engagement   
 
Extensive external stakeholder engagement via online survey 

 
 
The future state of this project was an examination of the aforementioned analysis of 
current practices, policies, and procedures.  Essentially all of the data that was collected 
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from all stakeholders and comparator communities has been reviewed and has 
informed the recommendations in this final report. 

Deliverables 
 
The development process map was a created internally through consultation primarily 
with the planning and development department.  The purpose of this map was to layout 
the process in an easy to read format with the intention that when the City compared its 
process with that of comparative communities the project team would be able to identify 
possible friction points in the process relative to others.   
 
The benchmarking matrix required much more outreach and consultation with external 
stakeholders including several communities in the capital region and beyond.  The 
communities that were examined for comparison were Red Deer, Strathcona County, 
Spruce Grove, and Leduc.  Members of the project team created a matrix and through 
telephone and email correspondence were able to gather information regarding 
development processes and timelines.  The specific areas examined were area 
structure plan approvals, municipal development plan amendments, redistricting, 
subdivision approvals, development agreements, engineering drawing approvals, and 
finally issuance of development permits.  The information was collected and used to 
populate the matrix and ultimately led to the creation of a tool that allowed the project 
team to accurately compare and analyze St. Albert’s development processes to the 
comparative communities.   
 
The survey was the most complex part of the project as it involved extensive 
engagement internally with several departments including Economic Development, 
Planning, Development, Engineering, Legal, etc.  Initially the survey was designed to 
get feedback from the development community regarding our processes and timelines 
and the overall satisfaction levels derived from the processes.  A few versions of the 
survey were created and circulated internally for comment; it was decided after 
reviewing the feedback that the survey would be laid out in a manor that would allow the 
project team to capture the reality St. Albert’s development processes and the 
perception of the City in the region.  The reality of St. Albert’s development process 
needed to be analyzed thoughtfully so it was decided the survey would be thorough and 
very specific in examining every aspect of the development applications process. 
 
The survey itself had two streams; on the onset we asked 3 simple questions: 
 
 

 Which description describes your role in the development process? 

 Do you have experience developing in other communities in the Capital Region? 

 Are you/Have you been involved in a development in St. Albert since 2004? 
 

 
These questions allowed the project team to take a snap shot of who was responding to 
the anonymous survey, what their role in the development process was, what their 
experience in the region was, and most importantly allowed us to qualify them to 
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provide feedback on our processes.  As mentioned previously, the team wanted to 
analyze the perception of St. Albert and the actual state of the City’s development 
application process. 
 
The survey was developed on Survey Monkey and the key differentiation was installed 
at the third question “Are you/Have you been involved in a development in St. Albert 
since 2004”.  Based on the response to this question the respondent was directed into 
two possible streams.  The first stream was for the respondents who had not been 
involved in a development in St. Albert; it asked them to identify what the reason was for 
lack of interest in our community and the survey was complete.  The respondents who 
identified they had been involved in a development were directed to a very detailed and 
comprehensive survey that examined their experience with the City’s process, 
standards, timelines, and overall satisfaction levels. 
 
In regards to distribution of the survey the worked extensively with the previously 
mentioned internal groups to build a complete list of engineers, consultants, builders, 
developers, and contractors who have developed in St. Albert.  To further augment the 
list it was decided to reach out to two specific external parties with vast networks who 
agreed to work with the City of St. Albert in this capacity.   
 
Both the Urban Development Institute (UDI) and the Canadian Home Builders 
Association (CHBA) agreed to distribute the survey to their membership groups which 
when combined led to the survey being sent to several hundred parties whom the team 
would not have had access to without this collaboration.  Using both our internal contact 
list and the membership bases of UDI and CHBA the survey was delivered in Q4 of 
2014. 

Benchmarking Matrix 
 
As can be seen in the Benchmarking table (appendix B) of the report, St. Albert is 
comparable to similar jurisdictions in the region and in general is far more reactive and 
responsive than the major jurisdiction in the region.  
 
However, as can been seen in some of the comments, developers would like to see the 
wider variety of housing options and design standards that are currently available in the 
region to also be available in St. Albert. Their overarching opinion is that a wider variety 
of housing options and different design principles would allow them to build product that 
would meet market demand in St. Albert. These respondents suggest that these 
changes in St. Albert’s documents and bylaws could potentially result in St. Albert re-
gaining the market share of population growth in the region. 
 
Ultimately the MGA is the guiding document for several of the timelines of the 
processes examined and benchmarked against, however, the participating communities 
were asked to estimate as to how long some of these actually took.  In some cases the 
team was able to capture the actual processing times which allowed for a more 
accurate comparison.  The project team did encounter a fair suite of problems during 
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this particular exercises as each municipality dealt with had by and large a different 
process altogether.  The team focused on the areas that could be compared, but 
Spruce Grove as an example has a much different process and in general seemed to 
process information at a much faster pace than all of the other participating 
municipalities. 

City of St. Albert Development Process Map 

 
One of the key objectives of the project was to identify the current processes related to 
development in St. Albert and benchmark them against surrounding municipalities.  In 
order to effectively benchmark with surrounding municipalities it was paramount for a 
process map to be created of The City’s development application process.  It was also 
important that the process be simple and user friendly so when communicating the 
City’s process to its benchmarking partners it was easy to convey and understand.  It 
was reasoned that if the map was complex and challenging to understand the team 
would not receive proper support in the benchmarking efforts nor would the team have a 
clear understanding of successes and failures.  The process map can be viewed in 
Appendix C. 

Public Engagement Findings 

 
After being in the public realm for three weeks the survey was closed and the results 
were reviewed.  The detailed survey was completed by 96 participants broken into five 
categories: 
 
 

 Land Developer  40.00% 

 Home Builder  37.65% 

 General Contractor  2.35% 

 Engineer/Architect  17.65% 

 Building Owner   2.35% 
 
 

Of the 96 survey respondents exactly 59% had not developed in St. Albert in the past 
10 years.  This provided the project team and the City an excellent opportunity to review 
the data collected by these 57 respondents.   We now have a much more clear 
understanding of the exact reasons behind the lack of interest in St. Albert as a 
desirable place to develop.  This will be very important for Economic Development and 
other city departments to consider in formulating attraction strategies for residents, 
businesses, and all types of non-residential development.  Of the 57 respondents who 
had not developed in St. Albert in the past, the breakdown of their answers fell into 4 
categories: 
 

 Land cost       26.32% 
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 Reputation of developing in St. Albert   45.61% 

 Land Use zoning regulations    71.93% 

 Application processing time    7.02% 
 
*Multiple answers were allowed 
 
 

With the 57 responses also came 17 solicited comments from developers, builders, and 
consultants who wished to add clarity to their survey response.  These can be found in 
raw survey results in Appendix D.  The majority of the comments left by respondents 
were focused on the City’s reputation for development and approved land uses not 
being conducive to the respondent’s developments.   
 
For those 39 participants who had developed in St. Albert over the period of 2004-2014 
the survey was much more detailed and focused on specific areas of the approval 
process and corresponding timelines.  The questions generally examined the following: 
 

 Frequency of Applications (Planning, Development, Engineering) 

 Frequency of Contact (Planning, Development, Engineering) 

 Type of Contact 

 Source of submission package 

 Occurrence frequency and satisfaction with pre- application meetings 

 Staff/Customer Service satisfaction levels 

 Timeliness and satisfaction of responses 

 Application packages 

 Frequency and reason behind returned submissions 

 Engineering Standards – Processing Times and Satisfaction Levels 

 Statutory Plan Applications – Processing Times and Satisfaction Levels 

 Subdivision – Processing Times and Satisfaction Levels 

 Development Permit Approvals – Processing Times and Satisfaction Levels 

 Building Permit Approvals – Processing Times and Satisfaction Levels 

 Engineering Drawing Reviews 

 Application Revisions 

 Communication of issues 
 
 

The most significant learning from the survey is that according to those who replied and 
who are currently developing in the City, St. Albert is doing very well in both perception 
and reality of development processes and practices in comparison to other 
municipalities in the region. There were also many accolades and positive comments of 
the quality services and assistance provided by the knowledgeable and helpful staff in 
the Planning and Development and Engineering Departments.  
 
The majority of the comments that are suggesting that there are issues and perception 
challenges with St. Albert are from those respondents who are not developing in St. 
Albert. There were several areas that were highlighted by some of those respondents 
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that in their opinion require updating such as the Land Use Bylaw, (housing mix, lot 
sizes) and engineering principles. In general these are the issues they cite as the barrier 
to entry and the reasoning they do not currently develop in St. Albert. Although many of 
the process timeframes that St. Albert is currently executing were considered as being 
acceptable within industry standards, there were some respondents that highlighted 
some degree of frustration with the processes and practices required to obtain 
approvals.  
 
In essence there were basically two general themes of issues that were raised by the 
respondents 
 

 Guiding documents and bylaws 

 Processes and Practices 
 
Although there were a wide variety of statements expressed in the survey results by 
each of the three main business sectors involved in land development, the majority of 
the issues that arose under the two themes are: 
 
Guiding Documents and Bylaws 
 

 Review LUB to reflect current state of region 
*Housing options 
*Permitted Uses 

 Review landscaping and design principles 
 
 
Processes and Practices 
 

 Generally take less time to approve applications 
 
 
A fairly significant response from respondents was also captured when a question 
regarding the City’s development standards and their appropriateness was posed.  The 
survey asked “In your opinion, do you feel the development standards are appropriate 
to the community?”  The response to this question was mixed, with 48% responding 
“Yes” and 52% responding “No”.  Eight additional comments were recorded in the 
survey regarding development standards with a mix of positive and critical.  Below is an 
example of both a positive and critical comment that can be found in the survey results 
in Appendix D: 
 

 Positive – “Others may suggest that St. Albert’s landscaping standards are 
excessive but, as an example it is interesting to note that several other 
municipalities in the region (including Edmonton) require 6.0 m perimeter 
landscaping while St. Albert requires 3.5 m.” 
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 Critical – “St. Albert’s development standards create long term liabilities for the 
City that are not realized by other local municipalities.  In addition to other items, 
this contributes to higher taxes which make attracting consumers difficult.  Market 
controls artificially limit growth – this makes housing less affordable and makes it 
very difficult to attract major regional builders.  Affordability is a very big 
challenge in St. Albert, and the standards are not designed to support 
sustainable community growth.  It is very frustrating to see Public Works turn 
away best practices that would provide the City with less long term tax liability or 
better quality of life simply to maintain the status quo.  This is our #1 frustration 
with development in the City.”  
 

 

Upon the surveys completion the respondents were given an opportunity to offer 
comments and elaborate on their survey responses.  Generally the additional responses 
received (Appendix D) were positive.  Most respondents cited the City of St. Albert as 
much improved in both reputation and processing of applications.   
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Insights Discovered/Possible Green Tape 

 
Based on the key deliverables of this project as presented in this report, Administration 
has found areas within the City’s development process that should be further examined 
in an effort to implement green tape and streamline development processes.  While 
considering recommended actions Administration has considered efforts already being 
undertaken to support this Green Tape initiative. 

 
 Land Use Bylaw 

Administration is currently embarking on a review of the Land Use Bylaw. This project 
will commence in 2015 with an expected completion in Q2 of 2016. The terms of 
reference for this review are as follows: 
 

1. Clarity and currency 
A number of areas have been identified by staff where greater clarity is needed, 
whether in a definition, in a description, in criteria for discretion.  These will be 
reviewed and amended to enable greater clarity for both applicants and 
Development Officers when rendering a decision.   Similarly, changes over time 
render certain uses obsolete (eg. video stores or satellite dishes) but introduce 
other uses.  These will also be reviewed and updated. 
 

2. Housing 
To facilitate a greater range of housing and greater flexibility in housing 
development, the residential districts will be reviewed. 
 

3. Sustainability 
There are many different development approaches or components that are not 
addressed in the LUB that are becoming more prevalent.  This could include 
solar panels, wind generation, winter city design, walkability and connectivity. 
 

 
 

 Housing Diversity  
In addition, Administration has recently undertaken a Housing Diversity Report that is of 
great interest to the development community as an opportunity to open the dialogue for 
more market driven housing options in St. Albert. This report is expected to be brought 
to council in Q2 of 2015. Community and stakeholder inputs will be gathered and the 
development industry will be one of the key stakeholders in this review. 
 
 
As mentioned at the onset of the “Insights Discovered” section of this report, 
Administration has found areas that need to be further acted upon.  Some of these 
issues have possible recommendations or “Green Tape” that can be implemented 
without further review, some will require further analysis.  Below is a full list of insights 
discovered and possible action items. 
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Land-Use Bylaws/Development Standards 
 
It was noted several times throughout the review that St. Albert’s current approved 
Land-Uses are considered a barrier to entry in developing in this market.  With 71.93% 
of the survey respondents who have not developed in St. Albert citing this reason 
specifically as one of the primary contributing factors for not having developed in St. 
Albert. 
 
Action: Planning & Engineering staff return to council at a to be determined date to 
deliver an Action Plan outlining how their department plans to handle a review/update of 
the Land Use Bylaw and development standards. 
 

Public Relations 
 
Another significant point of interest was that 45.61% of the respondents who have not 
developed in St. Albert declared the reputation of St. Albert as a “business unfriendly” 
community.  The project team engaged UDI and CHBA extensively and found that St. 
Albert’s reputation is indeed an issue and should be a point of focus. 
 
Action:  St. Albert Administration design and implement an extensive and thorough 
Public Relations campaign aimed specifically at external stakeholder groups like CHBA 
and UDI with a focus on highlighting the City’s developer friendly processes renewed 
commitment to becoming a “business friendly” community.  This should include a 
campaign with the aforementioned external stakeholders and lunch and learn sessions 
with developers, builders, and consultants. 
 

Pre-Application Meetings 
 
Pre-Application meetings were a focus of the project team once the survey results were 
analyzed.  69.73% had held pre-application meetings for their submissions with 100% of 
those respondents finding them helpful and informative.  Of the remaining respondents 
who did not have a pre-application meeting 66.67% informed the project team they 
would have liked to have one and would have found value. 
 
Action:  That Planning & Engineering staff examine the possibility of making pre-
application meetings mandatory.  P&E staff shall also examine the use of a 
classification system for developers/applicants that would inform administration if a pre-
application meeting is necessary, possible requirements will be focused on type of 
development, size of development, and familiarity with developer.   
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Response Times 
 
Generally the respondents were happy with the City’s response times with 87.50% 
finding them acceptable.  Typical response time is in 1-3 business days of first contact. 
 
Action:  It was noted that while respondents were happy with the response times, it may 
be an opportunity to add some clarity around the process and mandate response times 
within a 24-28 hour period.  The logic behind this move is to improve upon one of the 
City’s strengths and affirm a focus on customer service.  The responses simply need to 
be confirmations of contact, or receipt of information.  This will be addressed in P&E’s 
Action Plan which is discussed in greater detail following the insights section of this 
report.    
 

Application Packages 
 
It was evident in the findings that application packages were being returned and the 
applicant was asked to provide additional information.  Although 80.00% of respondents 
confirmed the packages contained sufficient information to complete, 75.00% advised 
the City survey they had packages returned.  As submissions were being returned the 
project team asked the respondents to identify the reasons their packages were being 
returned, with the primary reasons being “Missing requirements on application package 
(47.37%)” and “I wanted to get my application package in and thought I could provide 
additional information later (26.32%).”   
 
Action:  Planning & Engineering staff to return to council with Action Plan to address 
application packages, possible development of submission checklist. 

Incomplete Applications 
 
A very thorough examination was done with the survey on not only the City’s customer’s 
satisfaction levels but also their expectations.  The project team took licence to ask the 
respondents what their expectations were as well as what their role was in incomplete 
applications and delays.  Respondents noted that in 40.91% of the time it took between 
6-15 days to return required information for complete submissions.  Interestingly, it took 
27.27% of respondents 16-40 days to provide critical information back to the City.  
Typically a completed application should take no more than 40 days from submissions 
to issuance of relevant permits; however, this is not the case when incomplete 
submissions are brought forward and when extended time periods to re-submit occur. 
 
Action:  Administration comes to council with “Action Plan” to address acceptance of 
incomplete applications.   If approved and implemented this would provide all 
developers with a very smooth and more time effective experience with applications 
submitted to St. Albert. It is recognized that this will require those that are submitting 
applications to St. Albert to have undertaken more work in the front end of the process 
with the goal of reducing the overall time to completion and approval.     
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Engineering Drawings 
 
Overall, survey respondents seem to be satisfied with the processing time for drawings 
with 55.00% saying compared to other communities St. Albert was ‘average’ and 
35.00% being satisfied.  It seemed the time consumer was the fact that 72.22% of 
respondents had their drawings sent back for being incomplete.  After the drawings 
were sent back it took 76.47% of applicants between 2-3 weeks to resubmit to the City.  
With the time taken for initial review combined with the time taken to review and 
resubmit it appeared to be taking a substantial amount of time to approve engineering 
drawings.  With most respondents expecting approvals to be complete in 2-3 weeks or 
less there was an obvious disconnect.   
 
Action:  Economic Development, Planning & Engineering staff to approach developers, 
consultants, and builders and host Lunch and Learn sessions.  This is not only a public 
relations effort but in this case it will help educate applicants on the process and the 
possible reasons for delay.  The intent here is that if St. Albert can formally educate its 
applicants on drawing review timelines time commitments and gain a better 
understanding of the industries expectations, the process will become more user 
friendly. 
 

Correspondence 
 
When submissions packages are rejected and sent back to the applicant it is in 
100.00% or our respondents cases sent to the consultant.   
 
 
According to the survey results, 100% of the rejected submissions were sent to the 
applicant’s consultant.  It was also noted in the survey results that 62.50% of 
respondents (developers, builders, and consultants) cited “lack of communication 
between City staff and yourself” as the primary reason for adjustments.  With this being 
the case it appears as though not all parties in the application process are being 
communicated to properly regarding the source of the application delays. 
 
Action:  Administration to present the “Action Plan” to council that will address this 
issue, possible suggestions for corrective action may include sending all 
correspondence to all development parties, inclusive of not only the submitting 
consultant, but the ultimate client as well. 
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Action Plan 

 
It has been noted throughout the “Possible Green Tape” section of this report that an 
“Action Plan” would be created and be presented to council in the coming year.  This 
approach has been brought forward by the project team in an effort to allow Planning 
and Engineering staff to focus their efforts on the aforementioned areas of concern as 
indicated in the public engagement findings.  Potential reviews of land uses, by-laws, 
development standards, and resourcing are very large in scope and they themselves 
require follow up consultation and feedback.  Ultimately, P&E and Economic 
Development will be formulating an Action Plan for council’s approval to address 
identified red tape from this Development Applications Process Review. 
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Appendix A:  Project Plan  
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
To review the existing development applications 
process and identify any inefficiency and create a 
more user friendly process. 

PROJECT SPONSOR 
 
Guy Boston – Executive Director, Economic 
Development 
 
David Hales – General Manager, Planning & 
Engineering 
 

PROJECT MANAGER 
 
Sean McRitchie – Manager, Business Attraction  
Economic Development 
 

PROJECT TEAM 
 
Cheryl Wong – Business License Inspector, 
Economic Development 
 
Kathleen Short – Architectural/Development 
Officer II, Planning & Development Services  
 
Greg Persson – Manager of Engineering, 
Engineering Services 
 
Adryan Slaght – Manager of Planning, Planning 
& Development Services 
 
Brian Boddez – Safety Codes Manager, Planning 
& Development Services 
 

PROJECT RESOURCES AND 

OTHER SUPPORT 

 
Administrative support: Meeting minutes, 
compiling information, etc. 
 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND 

LINKS TO OTHER INITIATIVES 

• Engineering Services 
• Planning & Development 
• Economic Development 
• City Council 



   

PROJECT PLAN 

Development Applications Process Review 
JANUARY 15TH, 2014 

 

Development Applications Process Review Page 2 

• Mayor 
• City Manager 
• Senior Leadership Team 
• Developers (New & Existing) 
• Builders (New & Existing) 

 

TIMING 
• Project initiation – January 15th, 2014 
• Current state report – May 1st, 2014 
• Recommendations – July 1st, 2014 
• Final Report – October 15th, 2014 
• Deliver to Council – November 1st, 2014 

DELIVERABLE(S) 
The outcome of this project will be a report to SLT 
and council summarizing the research, including 
mapping of development processes, and 
recommendations on correcting any inefficiencies 
as it pertains to cost and time. 
 

CITY MANAGER APPROVAL 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2011, St. Albert Council accepted a formal policy on Continuous Improvement (CI). 
In 2013, a number of continuous improvement projects were chosen for 2014 and 
responsibility for these projects was assigned. 
 
It was requested of administration that a closer look into our development processes 
take place in order to streamline our approach to development.  The “Development and 
Applications Process Review” was selected with the intent to review the development 
process in order to identify potential challenges and implement solutions in order to 
ensure the most effective, efficient, and customer friendly process is in place. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

PROJECT SCOPE  

This project is focused specifically on the City of St. Albert’s development process and 
is primarily tasked with unearthing and recommending corrections as it relates to any 
inefficiency.  The departments whose processes will be reviewed consist of 
Engineering, Planning & Development, Economic Development, Legal, and Legislative 
Services as it relates to development. 

The scope of the processes to be reviewed under each of the aforementioned city 
departments consists of development permit application processes and building permit 
application processes. 

 

KEY PROJECT OUTCOMES 

 

Outcomes Expected Benefits 

Identify possible bottlenecks or 
“Greentape” in the development process. 

 

 

The deeper we understand potential 
inefficiencies the easier we can implement 
methods to simplify the process, this will 
allow for a more customer friendly 
approach. 

Identify processes and timelines of 
surrounding municipalities in relation to 
their development process. 

 

 

This will allow the City of St. Albert to 
benchmark and properly map our 
processes relative to surrounding 
communities including leading practices 
into future processes at the City. 
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Survey past and existing St. Albert 
developers to determine satisfaction with 
process, timelines, and service levels as 
well as identify challenges. 

 

 

Survey information will allow us to 
benchmark the overall experience while 
developing in St. Albert as well as in St. 
Albert vs. surrounding communities.  

 

Identify project flow from initial concept to 
development being occupied by final 
tenants, map the process. 

Understanding the project flow will allow 
the City of St. Albert to accurately identify 
our processes strengths and weaknesses.  
This will allow the City to better 
communicate with our customers 
regarding processes and timelines. 

 

INPUTS, LINKAGES AND INTERDEPENDENCIES 

“Business Friendly Review – 2005” 
“2009 Organizational Review” 
Planning Primer 
Procedures for Major Development Projects 
P&D Org. Chart 
Council Policy 564-2011-Continuous Improvement Program Review 
2014 Budget 
Development Permit Checklist 
Letters of Credit Standards Document 
Certificate of Insurance Requirements 
Owners Authorization Form 
Application for Development Permit 
Municipal Planning Commision 
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Phase I: Project 
Planning 

Phase II: 
Project 

Initiation 

Phase III: Current 
State/Research 

Phase IV: 
Future State 

Phase V: Final 
Report 

PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS, CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS AND 
CONSTRAINTS/RISKS 

PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS 

Information needed to understand the development process within the City of St. Albert 
is accurate and readily available. 

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS 

Information must be available, accurate, and relevant in order to identify gaps and 
efficiencies.  Team members must contribute wholly and open-minded within the 
confines of the approved project timeline. 

PROJECT CONSTRAINTS/RISKS 

This project requires the team members to spend time outside of their normal duties.  It 
is possible that time may become constrained through emerging issues in their normal 
tasks. 

PROJECT APPROACH AND PROJECT PHASES 

PROJECT PHASES 
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PROJECT GOVERNANCE 

 

Role Responsibilities Name 

Project Sponsor Guidance, corporate information, 
removing barriers where 
necessary. 

David Hales & Guy 
Boston 

Project Manager Meeting, coordinating tasks, team 
communication, project updates, 
decisions within scope. 

Sean McRitchie 

Team Members Attend meetings, provide input, 
tasks where appropriate, 
communicating issues, adhering 
to timelines, being prepared for 
meetings, willingness to contribute 
meaningfully and open-mindedly 
within the team environment. 

Kathleen Short, Cheryl 
Wong, Greg Persson, 
Adryan Slaght, Brian 
Boddez 
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STAKEHOLDER COMMUNICATION AND ENGAGEMENT 

 

Stakeholder Communication and Engagement Plan  

Stakeholder What  How  Frequency 

Engineering Services Project purpose and progress 
updates and challenges. 

Intranet and E-mail Quarterly 

Planning & 
Development 

Project purpose and progress 
updates and challenges. 

Intranet and E-mail Quarterly 

Economic 
Development 

Project purpose and progress 
updates and challenges. 

Intranet and E-mail Quarterly 

City Council Project Plan and Final Report Slot Memo As required. 

City Manager Project Plan and key milestones, 
seek input and approval. 

Email and information 
sessions, meetings. 

Quarterly 
and as 
required. 

Mayor Project Plan and Final Report Slot Memo As required. 

Senior Leadership 
Team 

Project Plan and key milestones, 
seek input and approval. 

Email and information 
sessions, meetings. 

Quarterly 
and as 
required. 

Developers (New & 
Existing) 

Satisfaction Survey and changes 
in future practices. 

Online survey, email, and 
meetings. 

During 
survey 
period & 
after 
completion 
of report. 

Builders (New & 
Existing) 

Satisfaction Survey and changes 
in future practices. 

Online survey, email, and 
meetings. 

During 
survey 
period & 
after 
completion 
of report. 
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES DELIVERABLES AND TIMELINES 

 

Work Step Deliverable  Date Due 
Time (hrs) 

in 
Meetings 

Phase 1: Project Planning  

Objective: Clear project plan and team sign off 

1. Meeting with Project Sponsor to 
scope out the project 

Define scope of 
project. 

December 
11th, 2013 

1.0 

2. Draft Project Plan 

Completed first 
draft of project 
plan. 

January 
15th, 2014 

4.0 

3. Sponsor Approval of the Project 
Plan 

Sponsor signs off 
on plan. 

February 
10th , 2014 

1.0 

4. City Manager approval of the 
Project Plan 

City Manager 
signs off on plan. 

February 
15th, 2014 

1.0 

Phase 2: Project Initiation  

Objective: Clear project plan and team sign off 

1. Team Kick Off Meeting 

Team meets to review project plan and 
ensure there is mutual understanding of 
the project deliverables, timelines, roles 
and responsibilities. At this time the 
project team will identify supporting 
information, data and documentation 
that will be required for the review. Key 
project assumptions will also be 
finalized. 

Team signs off on 
Project Plan 

January 
15th, 2014 

1.5 

Phase 3: Current State/Research  

Objective: Identify current processes related to development in St. Albert and benchmark vs. surrounding municipalities. 

Research, analyze, and map 
requirements and processes for 
issuance of development permit. 

  3.0 

Research, analyze, and map 
requirements and processes for 
issuance of building permit. 

Summary report of 
Current State 
findings including 
process mapping. 

May 1st, 
2014. 

3.0 

Research and analyze requirements for 
building inspections and licenses. 

  3.0 

Identify process gaps and/or 
weaknesses. 

  1.0 
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Work Step Deliverable  Date Due 
Time (hrs) 

in 
Meetings 

Gather information regarding 
surrounding municipality’s development 
processes. 

  4.0 

Analyze information and benchmark vs. 
St. Albert’s development processes. 

Summary report 
of Current State 
findings including 
survey results. 

May 1st, 
2014. 

3.0 

Survey St. Albert developers to 
determine satisfaction levels with 
development process. 

  4.0 

Phase 4: Future State 

Objective: Develop recommendations to increase efficiency’s in St. Albert’s development processes. 

From research in Phase 3 develop 
recommendations for future 
improvements to development 
processes.  These improvements and 
efficiencies may be financial, process, 
or human resources. 

 
 
 
 
List of 
recommendations 
to be used in final 
report. 

 
 
 
 

July 1st, 
2014 

4.0 

Define and map recommended 
development process based on 
research done in Phase 3. 

  3.0 

Develop implementation plan.   1.5 

Phase 5: Final Report 

Objective: Complete the Final Report 

Team meeting to review project prior to 
drafting report. 

 
Draft outline 
prepared 
 

August 1st, 
2014 

 

1.0 
 

Project Manager and Sponsor meet to 
review outline of draft report. 

Draft outline 
completed 

August 15th  
2014 

 
1.0 

Complete Draft final report: 
Recommendations for optimizing City’s 
development process. 

Draft Final report 
prepared 

September 
15th, 2014 

4.0 

Draft final report submitted for SLT 
review and comments. 

Draft report 
reviewed by SLT 
 

October 
15th, 2014 

 

1.5 
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Work Step Deliverable  Date Due 
Time (hrs) 

in 
Meetings 

Complete final report. Present final 
report to Council. 

November 
1st, 2014 

 
0.5 

Phase 7: Project Close  

Objective: Complete the Final Report 

Project Close – Sponsor sign off  
November 
20th, 2014  

0.5 

PROJECT TEAM COMMITMENT AGREEMENT 

The project team members agree to undertake the duties, responsibilities and directives 
necessary to successfully complete this project.  The Project Team Members accept the 
responsibility for fulfilling any aspects of the project planning and development that 
applies to the Team, including attending project meetings, providing information, 
resources, actively participating, and effectively communicating with other team 
members.  
 

Role Name Signature Date 

Project Sponsors David Hales   

Guy Boston   

Project Manager Sean McRitchie   

Team Member Kathleen Short   

Team Member Cheryl Wong   

Team Member Greg Persson   

Team Member Adryan Slaght   

Team Member Brian Boddez   
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Appendix B:  Benchmarking Matrix 

 



Municipality St. Albert Red Deer Strathcona County Spruce Grove Leduc

Population: 63,255 97,109 92,490 26,171 27,241

(Estimated Normal 

times/ Actual Times) (Actual Times)

ASP 6 months to a year No Estimate 12-14 months 3 months (most 

negotiation is done 

during pre-app, 

doesn't include CRB 

referral)

6 to 12 months (plus 

2 months for any 

CRB process 

including appeal 

period)

MDP 4 to 6 months for simple 

applications not 

including CRB

12 months/ 391 days 

(2007 to Sept 2014)

4 months to get to 

council (unless an 

ASP is needed)

3 months (from 

submission to 

completion, not 

including CRB 

referral)

5 to 8 months

Redistricting 

(LUB)

3.5 to 4 months for stand 

alone/non-

confrontational 

applications

6 months/113 days 

(2012 to 2014)

4 months to get to 

council

Varies due to 

processes (3rd 

reading is not given 

until DA is approved)

2 months

Subdivision 

Approval

60 days 60 days(2010 to 

2014)

60 days Subdivisions are 

submitted prior to 

redistricting to 

accompany DA. 

Timelines vary due to 

engineering review 

and DA approvals 

and 3rd reading.

No Actual

Development 

Agreement

Agreement sent out in 2 

weeks. 8-12 weeks for 

application to be 

completely complete

10 to 12 weeks/10 to 

12 weeks

3 weeks for first draft 

of subdivision DA to 

be available, three 

days for subsequent 

review assuming 

legal review of 

changes is not 

required. Less 

complex DAs (for 

example for levy 

payments only) takes 

maximum 2 weeks 

for first draft to be 

available.  

2 weeks 1.5 months

Engineering 

Drawings 

Approval

Comments back within 4 

weeks; overall approval 

depends on number of 

iterations of review. 

8 weeks/8 weeks  5 weeks Comments back 

within 1 week; overall 

approval depends on 

number of iterations 

of review.

4 weeks

Development 

Permit Issued

Single Family Dwellings - 

12 Days . Compliance 

Permits Single Family 

Dwellings - 13 Days w/ 

Accelerated Option - 2 

Days.  Home Occupation 

Permits - 16 Days.  

Commercial - 40 Days 

Institutional - 30-40 Days 

Insustrial - 30-40 Days 

Multi Family 30-40 Days  

All based on complete 

submissions.

8 to 12 weeks/8 to 12 

weeks

Single, Semi-

detached Dwellings 2-

5 business days. 

Compliances 7-14 

business days.Minor 

permits such as 

accessory structures, 

variances, additions, 

home business 

(minor) and tenant 

improvements, 7-14 

business 

days.Discretionary 

use permits such as 

home business, 

major 4-8 

weeks.Major multi-

tenant residential, 

commercial, 

industrial 

development 8-10 

weeks

Major Projects: 30 

days. New 

Residential: within 2 

weeks (includes lot 

grading review).

4 weeks
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Appendix C:  Process Map 
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Appendix D:  Survey Results 
 



40.00% 34

37.65% 32

2.35% 2

17.65% 15

2.35% 2

Q1 Which description best describes your
role in the development process?

Answered: 85 Skipped: 8

Total 85

Land Developer

Home Builder

General
Contractor

Engineer/Archit
ect

Building Owner

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Land Developer

Home Builder

General Contractor

Engineer/Architect

Building Owner

1 / 48

2014 Development Process Review



92.94% 79

7.06% 6

Q2 Do you have experience developing in
other communities in the Capital Region?

Answered: 85 Skipped: 8

Total 85

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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37.36% 34

62.64% 57

Q3 Are you/have you been involved in
development in St. Albert since 2004?

Answered: 91 Skipped: 2

Total 91

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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26.32% 15

45.61% 26

71.93% 41

7.02% 4

Q4 Why have you not been involved in
development in St. Albert?

Answered: 57 Skipped: 36

Total Respondents: 57  

# Other/Comments: Date

1 Not one thing has kept our company out, a combination of land use, reputation, and land cost all led us to believe
St. Albert was not the community for us. We are a smaller outfit and a sum of all the parts worked against the City.

12/22/2014 10:45 AM

2 Our product is very urban, we looked at doing a project in St. Albert or Strathcona but neither fit our needs. 12/22/2014 10:39 AM

3 Community does not fit our product, very high density. 12/22/2014 10:36 AM

4 Parent company was building in St. Albert at one point, applications were consistently being held up by the city,
we haven't been back.

12/22/2014 10:31 AM

5 I have heard the City can be very difficult to work with, our company has generally not looked at land in St. Albert
due to this fact.

12/22/2014 10:24 AM

6 Large lots are hard to find buyers for, most young families are looking for a smaller product. 12/19/2014 11:22 AM

7 It seems St. Albert has a choice to make, leave it exactly the same as it is and continue to under perform vs. the
rest of the capital region or adapt its land uses to align with the region.

12/17/2014 8:25 AM

8 33ft lots are not acceptable for what we can sell, 26-30ft lots are required in St. Albert for a more diverse range of
product.

12/17/2014 8:16 AM

Land cost

Reputation of
developing i...

Land use
zoning...

Application
processing time

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Land cost

Reputation of developing in St. Albert

Land use zoning regulations

Application processing time
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9 My company has large land holdings in Edmonton and has not seen the need to expand into St. Albert 12/16/2014 8:48 AM

10 Land uses very outdated, product and development has changed significantly in regards to housing and the
urban environment.

12/15/2014 1:34 PM

11 Lot sizes and approved land uses do not reflect capital region housing market. St. Albert will continue to grow
slower than the region based on this.

12/15/2014 8:16 AM

12 The lot width distribution requirements in the St. Albert Land Use Bylaw for low density residential development
have represented a deterrent to our company pursuing development opportunities in St. Albert.

12/10/2014 10:48 AM

13 Lot sizes are not consistent with the other regions we build in, hard to support market demand based on available
lots and uses in St. Albert.

12/10/2014 8:46 AM

14 Based in Vancouver 12/2/2014 5:17 PM

15 waiting for the sewer - project 9 to be completed. We would go ahead but the sewer is holding us back from doing
our build out.

12/2/2014 2:09 PM

16 This answer presumes the respondent has not developed in St. Albert - poorly worded 12/2/2014 9:54 AM

17 N/A have not developed 12/2/2014 9:27 AM
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Q5 How often have you:Submitted an
application to:

Answered: 30 Skipped: 63

3.33%
1

16.67%
5

26.67%
8

53.33%
16

 
30

14.29%
4

21.43%
6

28.57%
8

35.71%
10

 
28

16.00%
4

12.00%
3

36.00%
9

36.00%
9

 
25

Never 1-3 times 4-6 times 7-10 times

Planning

Development

Engineering
Services

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 Never 1-3 times 4-6 times 7-10 times Total

Planning

Development

Engineering Services
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Q6 How often have you:Been in contact
with staff in:

Answered: 30 Skipped: 63

0.00%
0

10.00%
3

16.67%
5

73.33%
22

 
30

7.69%
2

15.38%
4

11.54%
3

65.38%
17

 
26

3.85%
1

11.54%
3

11.54%
3

73.08%
19

 
26

Never 1-3 times 4-6 times 7-10 times

Planning

Development

Engineering
Services

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 Never 1-3 times 4-6 times 7-10 times Total

Planning

Development

Engineering Services
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76.00% 19

24.00% 6

Q7 Did you phone or visit staff in-person
prior to submitting your application?

Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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40.00% 10

32.00% 8

28.00% 7

0.00% 0

Q8 Where did you get the application
package?

Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

# Other (please specify) Date

 There are no responses.  

Consultant

Online

From Staff

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Consultant

Online

From Staff

Other (please specify)
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69.23% 18

30.77% 8

Q9 Was a Pre-Application meeting held with
you and any of your consultants?

Answered: 26 Skipped: 67

Total 26

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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100.00% 18

0.00% 0

Q10 If yes, did the meeting answer your
questions and clarify the application

requirements?
Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total 18

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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66.67% 6

33.33% 3

Q11 If no, would a pre-application meeting
have been useful?

Answered: 9 Skipped: 84

Total 9

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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100.00% 24

0.00% 0

Q12 Did you find City staff to be courteous,
professional, and knowledgeable?

Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total 24

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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87.50% 21

12.50% 3

Q13 Does City of St. Albert staff
demonstrate a willingness to help you

achieve your development goals?
Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total 24

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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12.00% 3

76.00% 19

12.00% 3

Q14 When City Staff were contacted outside
of meetings were they able to respond:

Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

Same Day

1-3 days

Longer than 3
days

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Same Day

1-3 days

Longer than 3 days
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87.50% 21

12.50% 3

Q15 Did you find staff response time
acceptable?

Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total 24

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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66.67% 16

29.17% 7

62.50% 15

8.33% 2

Q16 Did staff provide advice or suggestions
that:

Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total Respondents: 24  

# Other (please specify) Date

1 Distorted development plans. 12/22/2014 10:27 AM

2 saved money 12/11/2014 9:04 AM

Helped you
understand t...

Improved your
proposed...

Facilitated
improvements...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Helped you understand the application process

Improved your proposed development

Facilitated improvements to processing

Other (please specify)
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80.00% 20

20.00% 5

Q17 Did the application provide sufficient
information for you to complete it?

Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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75.00% 18

25.00% 6

Q18 After you submitted your application,
did staff tell you additional information was

required?
Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total 24

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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47.37% 9

10.53% 2

0.00% 0

26.32% 5

15.79% 3

Q19 If information was outstanding, why
was it not included with the application?

Answered: 19 Skipped: 74

Total 19

It was not
listed as a...

I was not made
aware of it ...

I was not told
during a...

I wanted to
get my...

I did not
think it was...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

It was not listed as a requirement in the application package

I was not made aware of it by staff during phone or in-person conversations

I was not told during a Pre-Application meeting

I wanted to get my application in and thought I could provide additional information later

I did not think it was necessary
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72.00% 18

28.00% 7

Q20 After you submitted your application,
were you requested to provide additional
information to complete the application?

Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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27.27% 6

40.91% 9

27.27% 6

4.55% 1

Q21 How long did it take you to provide this
information to the City so your application
processing could be deemed complete?

Answered: 22 Skipped: 71

Total 22

5 days

6-15 days

16-40 days

More than 40
days

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

5 days

6-15 days

16-40 days

More than 40 days
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48.00% 12

52.00% 13

Q22 In your opinion, do you feel the
development standards are appropriate to

the community?
Answered: 25 Skipped: 68

Total 25

# Provide additional feedback Date

1 There is a need for additional opportunities for unique housing forms including those access by lanes 12/22/2014 11:29 AM

2 They are appropriate for St. Albert based on what St. Albert currently is, if St. Albert wants to grow and attract
young families then you may want to re-examine these standards.

12/17/2014 9:05 AM

3 St. Albert's development standards create longterm liabilities for the City that are not realized by other local
municipalities. In addition to other items, this contributes to higher taxes which make attracting consumers
difficult. Market controls limit artificially growth - this makes housing less affordable and makes it very difficult to
attract major regional builders. Affordability is a very big challenge in St. Albert, and the standards are not
designed to support sustainable community growth. It is very frustrating to see Public Works turn away best
practices that would provide the City with less long term tax liability or better quality of life simply to maintain the
status quo. This is our #1 frustration with development in the City.

12/15/2014 2:35 PM

4 Others may suggest that St. Albert's landscaping standards are excessive but, as an example it is interesting to
note that several other municipalities in the Region (including Edmonton) require 6.0 m perimeter landscaping
while St. Albert requires 3.5 m.

12/11/2014 9:42 AM

5 Landscaping requirements are challenging. 12/10/2014 8:49 AM

6 Loaded question, compared to surrounding communites no. 12/3/2014 6:00 PM

7 I think the requirements for Civil engineering are excessive and slightly higher than necessary. Landscaping
process is high. But the objection is that the approval process and the requirements for final approval for the
above are not aligned with the application submissions. This creates delays which have been frustrating.
However the last few applications are now showing better improvement.

12/2/2014 4:46 PM

8 Lacking options for multi-family housing. Very prescriptive land-use that restricts developers from the community. 12/2/2014 11:19 AM

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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25.00% 6

50.00% 12

16.67% 4

8.33% 2

Q23 How quickly was your application
processed, once it was deemed complete?

Answered: 24 Skipped: 69

Total 24

Less than 4
months

4-6 months

Greater than 6
months

n/a

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Less than 4 months

4-6 months

Greater than 6 months

n/a
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0.00% 0

60.87% 14

39.13% 9

Q24 In your opinion, was the processing
time:

Answered: 23 Skipped: 70

Total 23

Too quick

Just right

Too long

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too quick

Just right

Too long
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8.70% 2

60.87% 14

26.09% 6

4.35% 1

Q25 How does the City of St. Albert's
statutory plan processing time compare

with other communities you have
developed in?

Answered: 23 Skipped: 70

Total 23

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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68.18% 15

27.27% 6

4.55% 1

Q26 How quickly was your application
processed, once it was deemed complete?

Answered: 22 Skipped: 71

Total 22

Less than 60
days

Greater than
60 days

n/a

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Less than 60 days

Greater than 60 days

n/a
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0.00% 0

66.67% 14

33.33% 7

Q27 In your opinion, was the processing
time:

Answered: 21 Skipped: 72

Total 21

Too quick

Just right

Too long

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too quick

Just right

Too long
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10.00% 2

35.00% 7

50.00% 10

5.00% 1

Q28 How does the City of St. Albert's
subdivision processing time compare with
other communities you have developed in?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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0.00% 0

0.00% 0

45.00% 9

30.00% 6

10.00% 2

15.00% 3

Q29 How quickly was your application
processed, once it was deemed complete?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

1-2 days

3-10 days

11-25 days

26-40 days

More than 40
days

n/a

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

1-2 days

3-10 days

11-25 days

26-40 days

More than 40 days

n/a
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0.00% 0

72.22% 13

27.78% 5

Q30 In your opinion, was the processing
time:

Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total 18

Too quick

Just right

Too long

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too quick

Just right

Too long
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5.26% 1

63.16% 12

26.32% 5

5.26% 1

Q31 How does the City of St. Albert's
development permit processing time

compare with other communities you have
developed in?

Answered: 19 Skipped: 74

Total 19

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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0.00% 0

5.00% 1

45.00% 9

15.00% 3

10.00% 2

25.00% 5

Q32 How quickly was your application
processed, once it was deemed complete?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

1-2 days

3-10 days

11-25 days

26-40 days

More than 40
days

n/a

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

1-2 days

3-10 days

11-25 days

26-40 days

More than 40 days

n/a
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0.00% 0

70.00% 14

30.00% 6

Q33 In your opinion, was the processing
time:

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

Too quick

Just right

Too long

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too quick

Just right

Too long
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10.00% 2

45.00% 9

35.00% 7

10.00% 2

Q34 How does the City of St. Albert's
building permit processing time compare

with other communities you have
developed in?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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5.00% 1

45.00% 9

45.00% 9

5.00% 1

Q35 How quickly was your application
processed, once it was deemed complete?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3
weeks

n/a

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3 weeks

n/a
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0.00% 0

60.00% 12

40.00% 8

Q36 In your opinion, was the processing
time:

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

Too quick

Just right

Too long

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Too quick

Just right

Too long
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5.00% 1

55.00% 11

35.00% 7

5.00% 1

Q37 How does the City of St. Albert's
engineering drawing review processing

time compare with other communities you
have developed in?

Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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20.00% 4

70.00% 14

10.00% 2

Q38 What is your expectation in terms of
how long the engineering drawing review

process takes?
Answered: 20 Skipped: 73

Total 20

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3
weeks

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3 weeks
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72.22% 13

27.78% 5

Q39 Did you engineering drawings get sent
back for being incomplete?

Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total 18

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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23.53% 4

76.47% 13

0.00% 0

Q40 How long did it take you or your
consultants to revise the drawings and

resubmit to the City?
Answered: 17 Skipped: 76

Total 17

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3
weeks

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

1-2 weeks

2-3 weeks

More than 3 weeks
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Q41 What is your
understanding/expectation of the City's role
during drawing reviews/field inspections?

Answered: 6 Skipped: 87

# Responses Date

1 Working in planning, so not part of th engineering drawing process 12/22/2014 11:33 AM

2 To ensure that minimum City of St. Albert requirements are being met but also to provide guidance or
suggestions that are a benefit to all parties involved including the City who will be responsible for the
improvements after construction is complete.

12/17/2014 8:23 AM

3 use best judgment in an effort to limit City liability while accommodating development that Council has approved 12/15/2014 2:41 PM

4 For drawing review, the City needs to ensure that the proposed improvements are consistent with the adopted
Engineering Standards while field inspections need to confirm that the work completed is in accordance with the
approved drawings.

12/11/2014 9:46 AM

5 Review applicable City standards and provide input. 12/9/2014 1:47 PM

6 Oversight to confirm that Consultants are providing construction supervision and to provide input when
construction issues arise.

12/3/2014 10:10 AM

42 / 48

2014 Development Process Review



Q42 What is your
understanding/expectation of your
consultant's role during drawing

reviews/field inspections?
Answered: 5 Skipped: 88

# Responses Date

1 N/A 12/17/2014 8:23 AM

2 Make things as easy as possible for City staff. 12/15/2014 2:41 PM

3 The consultant needs to be well versed on the Engineering Standards and ensure communication from the City is
accurately documented and addressed in a timely manner.

12/11/2014 9:46 AM

4 to review the City's recommendation and to apply them if acceptable and to challenge them if it there is
disagreement

12/9/2014 1:47 PM

5 Provide Construction oversight to ensure that construction complies with approved engineering design. And to
apply professional judgement to address construction issues as they arise.

12/3/2014 10:10 AM
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83.33% 15

16.67% 3

Q43 After comments were provided, were
changes/adjustments suggested/requested

by City Staff for your application?
Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total 18

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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62.50% 10

6.25% 1

25.00% 4

6.25% 1

Q44 If changes and adjustments were
suggested/requested by City Staff, was this

a result of:
Answered: 16 Skipped: 77

Total 16

# Other (please specify) Date

1 In one case, extremely poor understanding by City staff of what City staff wanted 12/15/2014 2:41 PM

Lack of
communicatio...

Information
was not...

Information
was not...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Lack of communication between City staff and yourself

Information was not included in the Pre-Application meeting

Information was not included in the Application package

Other (please specify)
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100.00% 18

0.00% 0

Q45 Did City Staff provide you with written
confirmation of the results from the

application review?
Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total 18

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Yes

No
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100.00% 18

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q46 Who was provided with City Staff's
written confirmations about the

application?
Answered: 18 Skipped: 75

Total Respondents: 18  

Consultant

Developer

Builder

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Consultant

Developer

Builder
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Q47 Please provide us with additional
comments you may have:

Answered: 7 Skipped: 86

# Responses Date

1 Generally, I find St. Albert planning and engineering staff to be excellent to work with. 12/22/2014 11:33 AM

2 Process is good, a few flaws. Engineering drawings took longer than expected. As I reviewed this survey I
realized it may be my expectation was not in line with reality.

12/22/2014 10:43 AM

3 Generally, we have a very good experience with approvals - which is a credit to Greg and his staff. Public Works
can be very difficult to work with - reviews take too long, they demand changes to standards without industry
consultation, and their demands (in my opinion) often lower the overall benefit of new infrastructure.

12/15/2014 2:41 PM

4 St. Albert's development application process if fine, similar to every other surrounding municipality. 12/15/2014 1:56 PM

5 The overall process at the City of St. Albert is comparable to the rest of the capital region, much better than
Edmonton no matter how you slice it. A pre-application meeting would have been helpful but I do not recall it
being offered.

12/15/2014 1:31 PM

6 St. Albert has a poor reputation for being an easy place to work in, it seems to be getting better but it might help
to soften the image and engage the development community.

12/10/2014 8:53 AM

7 Procedures have improved in the past year. However there are still some "old habits" within some Departments
that preclude consideration of better technologies and Professional input from the Development Community.

12/3/2014 10:10 AM
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