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CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: IMPLICATIONS OF CLOSURE OF YOUTH CENTRE  
 
Recommendation(s) 

 
1. That the report titled St. Albert Youth Community Centre:  Implications of 

Closure, March 24, 2014, Attachment 1 to the Agenda Report of the same date, 
be received as information. 
 

2. That a Council policy be developed that would identify overarching direction for 
youth programming that aligns with the Social Master Plan by April 30, 2015. 
 

3. That Family & Community Support Services (FCSS) staff, work with the current 
youth-serving organizations, churches and community groups to address any 
programming gaps that may exist due to the closure of the Youth Community 
Centre. 

 
Purpose of Report 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a summary of the impact the 
Youth Community Centre closing in July of 2013 may have had on youth and 
community. 
 
Council Direction 
 
On September 16th, 2013, Council passed the following motion:   
 
(C425-2013)   
That Administration assess the implications of the closure of the Youth Centre and 
provide recommendations to Council by March 31, 2014 if Program development 
or Policy development should occur as a result. 
 
Furthermore; it was requested that, the recommendations and subsequent report 
should address the following considerations: 

1) Council or Corporate policy for youth, youth development (ASSET), positive 
tickets and the like; is it required?  Should there be recommendations for 
policy development related to any of these areas? 
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2) Administration should request a debriefing of Youth Community Centre 
Board and/or staff. 

3) What voids have been created as a result of YCC closing? 
4) What does the Social Master Plan suggest that is related? 
5) What will happen (could happen) to any Provincial or Federal funding that 

the Youth Community Centre was accessing? 
6) How were programs offered at the YCC being handled and how might they 

be handled in the future – what programs have been lost with the YCC 
closure?  What is happening in the community to replace these programs? 

7) What should the role of the City be with respect to the aforementioned 
question about replacing any lost programs? 

8) Is funding for the YCC rent no longer required? 
9) Can the clubhouses be used instead? 
10) Where are the youth ‘hanging out’ that were active participants in the YCC 

programming?  What are they engaged in now? 
 
Background and Discussion 
 
The requested review was undertaken through three activities that included 
extensive interviews with the YCC Board and staff, research of best practice and 
policy and a review of current youth programming/services.  An external consultant 
was utilized to conduct the interviews to ensure an unbiased approach to 
answering the questions Council asked. 
 
With respect to the best practice research, over 35 communities were surveyed to 
provide context to our local community and address questions around general 
programming, funding sources and various models with respect to youth centre 
programming.   
 
Lastly, the development of a youth programming inventory attempts to identify the 
full spectrum of programming in terms of disciplines/focus (recreation, social, 
cultural etc.), accessibility (physical, cost etc) and inclusivity of any group (church, 
service club, non-profit etc.).  The inventory does not guarantee 100% accuracy or 
inclusivity.  Furthermore, there is no analysis of the participants or the quality of 
any program or service identified; it provides a quantitative review of youth 
programming. 
 
Stakeholder Communications or Engagement 
 
As indicated, interviews were conducted with staff and Board members of the 
Youth Community Centre and over 35 communities were interviewed or surveyed.  
As well, in order to compile the inventory, a significant number of conversations 
were conducted. 
 
The report from the consultant regarding the interviews is in Attachment 2. 
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Implications of Recommendation(s) 
 
• Financial: 

At this point there are no financial implications associated with the approval of 
the recommendations. However, it should be noted that there are no funds 
currently included in the 2014 budget for any additional Youth programming or 
Youth Drop in Centre, so if Council wished to pursue something, funding would 
need to be approved. 
 

• Legal / Risk: 
None at this time 
 

• Program or Service:   
While the review has identified that there is a fair amount of youth programming 
offered within the community, this does not currently include a youth Drop in 
facility nor should it be assumed that there is something for everyone.  
 

• Organizational: 
Administration will need to invest some time to research, develop and propose 
to Council for the policy work suggested by this recommendation.   

 
Alternatives and Implications Considered 
 
N/A 
 
Strategic Connections 
 
a) Council’s Goals and Priorities  

• COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: Cultivate a safe, healthy and inclusive 
community.  This fits with Council desire to encourage the development of 
an inclusive community that is age friendly and specifically the priority to 
identify supports for youth.  The Youth Community Centre did provide 
programming to youth in St. Albert; it is unclear as to the number of youth 
impacted by its closure and whether or not suitable alternatives/choices 
exist and to the extent of which the youth would or wouldn’t participate in 
those alternate choices. 
 

b) Long Term Plans  
The Social Master Plan: Cultivating a Community for All speaks to providing a 
range of services and supports for youth. 

 
c) Corporate Objectives  

N/A 
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d) Policies 
There are currently no policies that direct youth programming or services. 
 

e) Other Plans or Initiatives  
N/A 
 

Attachment(s) 
 
1.  St. Albert Youth Community Centre, Implications of Closure, March 24, 2014   
2.  Gaps in youth programming in St. Albert, By Peter Boer, December 8, 2013 

 
 
 
Originating Department(s): FCSS 
Author(s): 
General Manager Approval: 

Chris Jardine, GM 
Chris Jardine, GM 

 
City Manager Signature:   

Date: 
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Council Motion 
On April 16, 2013, St. Albert City Council unanimously passed the following motion:  
 
That Administration assesses the implications of the closure of the Youth Community Centre and 
provide recommendations to Council by March 31, 2014 if program development or policy 
development should occur as a result.   
 
Furthermore; and as a part of that motion, the recommendations and subsequent should address 
the following considerations: 
 

1) Council or Corporate policy for youth, youth development (ASSET), positive tickets and 
the like, is it required?  Should there be recommendations for policy development related 
to any of these areas? 

2) Administration should request a debriefing of Youth Community Centre Board and/or 
staff. 

3) What voids have been created as a result of YCC closing? 
4) What does the Social Master Plan suggest that is related? 
5) What will happen (could happen) to the any Provincial or Federal funding that the Youth 

Community Centre was accessing? 
6) How were programs offered at the YCC being handled and how might they be handled in 

the future – what programs have been lost with the YCC closure?  What is happening in 
the community to replace these programs? 

7) What should the role of the City be with respect to the aforementioned question about 
replacing any lost programs? 

8) Is funding for the YCC rent no longer required? 
9) Can the clubhouses be used instead? 
10) Where are the youth ‘hanging out’ that were active participants in the YCC 

programming?  What are they engaged in now? 
 
With the above in mind, three primary approaches were undertaken to complete this report: 

1) Contract a third party to conduct interviews with Youth Community Centre Board, staff 
and participants (report of such should address as many of the consideration noted above 
including at minimum, #’s 2,3,4,5,6,7 and 8); 

2) Create a youth services/program inventory of what is being provided in community; and,  
3) Research best practice and policy development from similar like communities. 

 
This report captures the essence of the motion and related considerations; provides some 
summary analysis and culminates into two (2) recommendations for Council’s review. 
 
Introduction and Background to Youth Community Centre 
The Youth Community Centre (YCC) was formed as a non-profit society in 1997 and has 
occupied program space at Grandin Park Plaza since it officially opened in November of 1998.  
The Youth Community Centre announced in July of 2013 it was officially closing; as indicated 
in the Gaps in Youth Programming in St. Albert report completed by Peter Boer, December 8, 
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2013 (Attachment 2), the main factor for the closure was a dispute between the Youth 
Community Centre and the landowner Amacon.  The loss of Family and Community Support 
Services (FCSS) funding, despite the City of St. Albert covering all but approximately $50,000 
of the loss, likely contributed to the decision to close as well.  
 
As described in Peter Boer’s report, the Youth Community Centre identified drop-in 
programming as their primary and most essential service; further describing the elements of it 
being a safe place for youth, free or of little cost and accessibility to resources as key principles.  
The most common grades served were those between grade 7 and 12.  Further profiling 
identified the average attendee was between the ages of 14/15, a St. Albert resident, from a 
challenging home life and who would not be considered ‘joiners’; the report went so far as to say 
the YCC youth would be a contrast to BAM participants although it did not clearly describe what 
was meant by such. 
 
Questions for Consideration 
 
1) Council or Corporate policy for youth, youth development (ASSET), positive tickets and the 

like, is it required?  Should there be recommendations for policy development related to any 
of these areas? 

There are currently no policy directives to guide youth programming, the 40 Developmental 
Assets Initiative or the Youth Positive Ticketing initiative and/or FCSS funding/investment.  The 
Cultivating a Community for All, St. Albert’s Social Master Plan does identify a few values that 
include specific goals and action items associated with youth and as directed by Council, 
administration is responsible for championing these goals.  FCSS funding and programming 
must address youth as part of it’s obligation to the Province.  This said; there are no policies that 
currently provide direction relevant to youth services, programs or investment. 
 
An overarching youth policy would identify general policy direction with respect to youth 
programming; not with the intent to limit innovation, creativity or strategic collaborations in 
response to emerging needs, but that would guide investments and provide sustainability over the 
long term.  Any Council policy regarding youth should be broad and not focused on any one 
target group/profile of youth (at risk, vulnerable etc.). 

 
2) Administration should request a debriefing of Youth Community Centre Board and/or staff. 
As indicated, the Youth Community Centre Board and several staff (combined 13 in total) were 
interviewed and responses to such can be found in Attachment (2) to the agenda report.  The 
questions that follow contain many exerts from the interviews that were conducted. 
 
3) What voids have been created as a result of YCC closing? 
The interviews with the YCC Board and staff suggested that as a result of the YCC closing there 
would be no safe, positive or cost free place for youth to go.  Furthermore it was suggested that 
youth would congregate in the evenings and potentially associate with or engage with 
undesirable individuals and/or in negative behaviors. 
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It is difficult to determine exactly what void has been created by the closure of the Youth 
Community Centre without making assumptions or judgements as to who was served and 
whether or not those same youth can be served by existing programs or would choose to be for 
that matter.  The youth program/service inventory does include a number of programs or service 
options in terms of activities; some of which are drop-in by nature of their design; however, that 
does not mean they would serve the same purpose as the Youth Community Centre.   
 
Furthermore, it cannot be the assumption that these choices are suitable or of interest to the youth 
that attended the Youth Community Centre, albeit they are options at minimum.  The inventory 
identifies programming that covers a wide range of interests, focus and includes activities that 
are barrier-free (accessible, affordable etc.) and those that are not (cost).  The inventory also 
identifies a breadth of choices but does not include clarity that would include or exclude the 
youth that were attending the Youth Community Centre. 
 
The number of youth who attended the Youth Community Centre on a regular basis in terms of 
drop-in programming is unclear; the number of visits in a year were recorded but would include 
youth who attended special programs or events as well.  Over the years the reporting methods 
inconsistency makes it difficult to determine with certainty the number of ‘individual or unique’ 
drop in visitors.  It would appear though that it would be fair to say on average, between 25 and 
50 youth were regularly involved in drop-in programming.  Each year, there were thousands of 
visits through all of the programming that occurred. 
 
Administration would suggest that any program that provided a service to (any) number of 
participants that was cancelled or otherwise no longer available, by nature of such, creates a 
void, at minimum for those that were attending the program.  It could be suggested that those 
participants have choices but as stated that is a difficult assumption to make given so many 
variables.   
  
4) What does the Social Master Plan suggest that is related? 
The SMP identified five key values; two of which clearly include goals associated with youth:  
St Albert is a community where all residents are able to live free from bullying and St Albert is a 
community where youth are actively engaged and provided the supports needed to succeed.  The 
Social Master Plan does not identify any target group (youth, families, seniors etc.) by a specific 
profile (at risk, vulnerable, etc.), rather believes all residents deserve to be provided the 
resources and supports to be successful and live healthy lifestyles.  Cultivating a community for 
all would suggest ‘all’ youth regardless of their situation should have opportunities to be engaged 
and to engage.  A ‘youth centre’ is not identified specifically in the social master plan; the SMP 
speaks more to values and broad resources and services then specific models/programs. 
 
5) What will happen (could happen) to the any Provincial or Federal funding that the Youth 

Community Centre was accessing? 
The interviews of YCC Board and staff indicated that Municipal money supported facility costs, 
Provincial money (primarily FCSS Operating Grants) supported YCC programming and any 
Federal money supported summer and employment programming (not since 2004). 
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If funding was to be re-instated to the extent it could be, re-opening the YCC or a new drop-n 
centre, providing programs through the clubhouses or schools and or funding other programs 
with community partners were the recommendations from the YCC Board and staff.   
 
The interviews did not suggest that BAM replace the function of the Youth Community Centre 
or that additional funding be provided to BAM to provide drop-in programming.  It was noted 
that BAM already receives funding to provide school and community-based services and already 
has a solid presence in schools; as well, serves a ‘different kind’ of youth. 
 
FCSS funding provided to the Youth Community Centre in 2012 ($118,163), was re-allocated in 
2013 to support BAM and the 40 Developmental Assets, then reduced to $76,100 in 2014 as part 
of FCSS base programming. 
 
6) How were programs offered at the YCC being handled and how might they be handled in the 

future – what programs have been lost with the YCC closure?  What is happening in the 
community to replace these programs? 

As previously indicated, the most significant void that has been created from the perspective of 
the YCC Board and staff is the ability to provide drop-in programming for those youth who are 
not considered ‘joiners’ and want a free, accessible place to meet and hang out.  There are 
organizations, churches and or recreation opportunities for youth to experience similar activities 
in the community.  These include several churches that provide free, drop-in programming; of 
note, some of the staff and Board members interviewed shared their concern that the affiliation 
with a religious institution might be a deterring factor (real or perceived).  The Salvation Army 
Community Church has indicated its intent to provide youth programming on a drop-in basis. 
 
There are not programs directly designated for the profile that the Youth Community Centre 
described as their ‘typical youth’; that said, programs don’t discriminate against or exclude those 
‘youth’ neither.  The majority of the programming in the community could be described as 
recreational, leadership or cultural in nature.  For more intensive or specific services, like hot-
lines, counselling or shelters, they exist in terms of being available to St. Albert youth although 
not necessarily in St. Albert.   
 
The options available to the youth do not appeal to all necessarily; the inventory that was 
compiled simply implies there are options. 
 
7) What should the role of the City be with respect to the aforementioned question about 

replacing any lost programs? 
The City would need to decide a few key factors prior to determining whether an investment in 
youth centre programming is required.  There are many areas of youth programming that are 
underserved in the community and youth drop-in programming may be one such area.  The SMP 
consultations and community engagement discussions over the last several years indicates there 
is a shortage of programming or funding in the provision of a youth shelter, mental health 
services, addiction counselling/support, anger management support groups, bullying programs, 
youth employment and so on.  The breadth of youth programming and services is extensive and 
many of these could be argued are underserved.  
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Currently City Council invests in prevention programming as part of their contractual obligation 
to the FCSS Provincial Program; as part of this they serve the broad community through 
universal education, awareness and support programs.  Youth are served across the continuum 
including those in elementary, junior and senior high through many programs, including:  40 
Developmental Assets, BAM, SAIF Ed and the Community Resource Team.    
 
Many of the other areas alluded to such as intervention, treatment, custodial or rehabilitation 
services, in Ministries such as education, corrections, health etc., are served or should be served 
through other levels of government/departments.  Debate as to the extent a City is responsible to 
provide social programming and supports to residents including poverty, housing, food, 
transportation and mental health is significant; regardless of the debate, there is a social policy 
framework for the Government of Alberta and the local Social Master Plan that does call for 
community engagement in responding to the needs of the community and it’s residents.  The 
City needs to decide if it is their role to provide financial support and leadership, one of 
advocacy and leadership or one of both.   
 
There might be caution and consideration given to the breadth and depth of support that might be 
sought from other ‘human service organizations’ that provide a range of ‘social’ programming, 
organizations providing counselling, treatment, intervention and so forth.   
 
This question might be best answered through the development of a social policy or specific 
directives related to youth programming and services.   
 
8) Is funding for the YCC rent no longer required? 
The YCC is now officially closed so at this time, funding for facility or programming is no 
longer required.  A decision to re-open or start a new YCC may result in the request for funding 
to be re-instated to the degree to which the new program breadth and depth of programming and 
budget required. 
 
Council passed a motion in 2013, the latter part of which that indicated that any recipient not 
currently being allocated funding would not be included in the allowance (budget) going 
forward; this implying that the Youth Community Centre would be requiring new budget. 
 
(C352-2013)  
That the policy be amended by replacing 1b) with the following: The City's funding allowance 
for the following year shall be equal to the sum of the current year's requests plus an allowance 
for inflation equal to the Consumer Price Index at May 1 of the current year. Any funds that are 
not being requested from a current recipient will not be included in the allowance. 
 
9) Can the clubhouses be used instead? 
 Not withstanding availability and further consideration of the Joint Use Agreement and 
potentially subsequent changes; the utilization of Clubhouses and schools is an option for drop-in 
programming.  There are potential advantages and disadvantages with such an approach and 
would not be limited to considerations such as availability, cost, programming space limitations, 
stability, flexibility and communication.  Some would suggest one location provides stability, 
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others would suggest rotating throughout the community provides flexibility and potentially 
reaches more of the community.  Whereas some might find the rotating sites embraces all of the 
quadrants, those offering the range of programming may find this more administratively 
demanding.  
 
Currently the utilization rate is quite high meaning there would be minimal availability to the 
community for new programming.  Community recreation groups use the clubhouses 
significantly after school for general recreation programming, brownies/girl guides and 
cubs/scouts. 
 
10) Where are the youth ‘hanging out’ that were active participants in the YCC programming?  

What are they engaged in now? 
As indicated earlier in this report, the YCC Board and staff have suggested that the YCC youth 
may now be congregating at Lions Park although this has not been confirmed.  In all fairness, 
weather might be the determining reason for such though so it is difficult to determine at this 
time.  There are no means by which Administration could determine if the youth that were 
involved at the Youth Community Centre have engaged in any community activities or locations 
as registrants and participants are not identified as such.   
 
Inventory of Youth Services 
An inventory of youth programming and services was compiled and although not 100% inclusive 
or guaranteed to capture every program, it does provide an overview as to the breadth and depth 
of programming available in the community.  The range of programs appears broad and offers 
recreational, cultural and social opportunities, free, at a cost and, in a variety of facilities and or 
community locations and during various times and days of the week.  The inventory does not 
speak to the quality or effectiveness of any program.  The inventory does not include or exclude 
any target group in terms of social profile other than by age and gender; thus suggesting an 
inclusive approach to all.  Utilization of the clubhouses was also examined to consider any 
potential gaps and or opportunities.  
 
Best Practice and Policy Research 
A literature/best practice review of communities supports a range of programs being offered to 
community; programs that are offered during the day, after-school, evening, weekend and 
outreach; that are accessible (cost, physical etc.); that provide a range of social, emotional, 
physical, mental, cultural and educational opportunities; and, that are inclusive and diverse in 
nature.   
 
Across the province of Alberta, a quick review of 37 communities ranging from large 
municipalities to smaller towns/villages, both urban and rural revealed that about 50% had a 
formal youth centre or at least some form of ‘youth centre/outreach’ programming.  Many of 
these were in the form of a Boys and Girls Club (grant provided to Boys and Girls to run 
program in community).  Almost every community provides funding for youth programming but 
not necessarily as part of a ‘youth centre model’.  In the communities where FCSS funding was 
utilized it fit with universal programming and generally serves a younger population (ages 10 – 



 Attachment 1 

St. Albert Youth Community Centre 2014 

 

Youth Community Centre Implications of Closure Page 8 
 

14); where funding was utilized outside of FCSS (Municipal, grants, donations etc.), the target 
group tended to be older and were described more as ‘hard to reach’ youth.  It appears those that 
provide more recreational programming use funding sources other than FCSS; communities with 
recreational complexes in their community are good examples of such. 
 
The majority of communities do not have formal policies on youth centres, youth programming 
or in general, policies regarding youth issues.  A few have begun the process of developing some 
policies specific to bullying and a few others are in process of developing policies regarding 
investment in youth programming in a general sense (relative to FCSS Operating Grants).  Most 
FCSS programs across the province rely on the legislation and FCSS mandate to guide their 
work and not policy; this will likely change in the coming years. 
 
Summation and Recommendations 
The Youth Community Centre provided a range of programs for many years to youth in St. 
Albert; and as described by the interviews conducted, to a group of youth that tend to be more 
vulnerable and would not be considered ‘joiners’.  Given there is no current programming that 
clearly identifies this group as their target, not withstanding they do not advertise to exclude this 
group neither, it could be suggested there is a void in programming to serve this niche.   
 
There is significant programming and activities available for children and youth in the 
community although it can always be argued that additional after-school programming, 
throughout the community and that is free and inclusive would be welcomed.  This type of 
additional programming may or may not serve the population that was being served at the youth 
community centre.  
 
In summation, administration would put forward the following recommendations: 
 

1) That a broad youth (programming) policy be developed that would identify overarching 
(policy) direction that aligns with the Social Master Plan. 
 

2) Current youth-serving organizations, churches and community groups be encouraged to 
work closely to address any programming gaps that may exist due to the closure of the 
Youth Community Centre; and that as part of this recommendation, all FCSS or City 
funded programs ensure they are not exclusive to any youth profile/group. 
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Executive Summary 

Interviews with individuals who either served on the board of the Youth 

Community Centre (YCC) or worked as employees for the YCC reveal that there is a 

belief there is a gap in services for young people that exists now that the YCC no 

longer operates. That gap is most commonly seen as the lack of a safe place that 

does not require money from youth, where youth have access to trained youth 

workers in the event they require assistance. The perception is that the youth who 

used the YCC were different from their peers and are less likely to look to other 

youth resources that exist in the community, such as BAM. The consensus is that 

some kind of programming needs to be offered, either by the city or by a partner 

group in St. Albert such as the Salvation Army, but that establishing any kind of new 

programming will take time and commitment on the part of whomever offers it until 

youth start to frequently attend. An approach that utilizes multiple satellite or 

outreach locations as opposed to one fixed location is preferred as it can help reach 

more young people than a fixed location would. Potential challenges include a 

consistent source of funding for the program and being patient with any new 

program as it might take time for youth to start attending. 
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Report Background 

At its Sept. 16, 2013 regular meeting, St. Albert city council unanimously passed 

motion C425-2013, which states, 

“That Administration assess the implications of the closure of the Youth 

Centre and provide recommendations to Council by March 31, 2014 if 

Program development or Policy development should occur as a result.” 

Report Methodology 

 This report was assembled based on interviews conducted between Nov. 1, 

2013 and Dec. 6, 2013. In total, 13 people were interviewed. Of those 13, 10 were 

interviewed in person and three were interviewed by telephone.  

All individuals were asked the same seven questions. Some additional questions 

were asked for clarity and understanding. Some themes that emerged that were not 

originally contemplated were also explored.  

This report discusses the common themes that were found across the 

different interviews, as well as discusses some answers that were not common 

across all interviews.  

Those interviewed are: 

Doug Campbell (board member)  Michael Hartmann (board member) 

Brenda O’Neill (executive director)  Kathleen Bell (employee) 

Bruce Childs (board member)  Paul Quantz (board member) 

Danielle Gallant (board member)  Ryan Romanko (board member) 

Barb Ferguson (board member)  Marc Gauvreau (board member)  

Josh Maeda (board member)  Michelle Duquette (employee) 
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At the suggestion of some who were interviewed, Peter Kim of the St. Albert 

Salvation Army was also interviewed. 

 

History 

The YCC was formed as a non-profit society in 1997. The founding of the YCC 

flowed from two separate reports that were prepared in preceding years — the St. 

Albert Human Needs Assessment Report (1993) and the Youth Service Report 

(1995).  

Space was acquired in Grandin Park Plaza and the YCC officially opened its doors in 

November of 1998. 

In July of 2013, the YCC announced that it would be closing its doors. The 

main factor was a dispute between landowner Amacon and the YCC over facility 

repairs. The YCC had lost access to Family and Community Support Services (FCSS) 

funding that it had received since it first opened. The FCSS grant, totalling 

approximately $112,000 annually, was one of two city funding sources for the YCC. 

The other was an outside agency grant of approximately $107,000. The FCSS funds 

were used for programming, while the outside agency grant was used for facility 

costs.  

In 2013, when the FCSS grant was eliminated, the city increased the outside 

agency grant to $163,000 to help fund both facility costs and programming. The net 

funding difference for the YCC totalled approximately $50,000.  
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Questions 

1a). What were the primary and essential services that the YCC provided? 

I). Drop-in centre  - This was the consensus response to this question. The 

drop-in centre that was operated by the YCC was seen as the primary and most 

essential service that the YCC operated. This was a place that youth were able to go 

during operating hours. There were different activities at the drop-in centre, as well 

as staff  with whom youth could interact to discuss possible problems and 

challenges.  

A safe place for youth – This was another common answer. Many felt the 

most essential service the youth centre offered was a place where youth could 

during the times they were not at school or at home. The word “safe” was taken to 

mean a space that was devoid of negative influences such as drugs, alcohol or 

physical or verbal abuse.  

“A safe place for youth” was usually referenced in conjunction with the drop-

in. The drop-in centre was seen as the safe space for youth. 

A place that was free or of little cost – Those who answered with this 

response said there are few other place for youth to go with friends that don't 

require money. No money was required of youth who came to the YCC to use the 

drop-in centre unless there was specialized programming being offered. 

Access to resources – In this context, resources were seen first and 

foremost as staff members, such as youth workers, with whom they could discuss 

potential problems. Those resources also included references to other community 

services that not just youth, but their families could be directed to when required. 
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Ib). Who were these aimed at respectfully if there were different target 

groups? 

 Young people enrolled in school between grades 7 and 12 – This was the 

most common response of those interviewed and is in line with the mandate of the 

YCC during its operation. Youth within this age range (usually aligning with 

chronological ages of 12-18 years of age) were permitted to use the YCC. 

 Not aimed at any one group – Outside the range of age/grade that was most 

commonly stated, some of those interviewed said programming was not specifically 

aimed at any subset or subgroup within that group. Some examples were given of 

programs offered to specific groups, such as an anger management program for 

males, but these programs were usually described as “one-offs.” 
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IIa). What was the profile of the ‘average or general’ participant of the YCC? 

 Average age of 14/15 –While the YCC was available to youth between the 

ages of 12 and 18, the most common age group that frequented the youth centre 

was roughly between 14 and 15 years of age. Those in that age group that used the 

YCC would typically stop using it as frequently as they moved from junior high to 

high school. There were relatively even numbers of male and female users. 

 St. Albert resident - Most of those who used the YCC were St. Albert 

residents. There were smaller numbers of young people from Sturgeon County who 

used the YCC. There was also the occasional user who was from Edmonton, but most 

in that situation had originally lived in St. Albert when they had started using the 

YCC, then moved to Edmonton and continued to come by the YCC after they had 

moved. 

 Came from challenging home situations – There was a consensus that 

many of the users of the YCC came from home situations that were somehow 

challenging. The kinds of challenges cited include one-parent families, blended 

families, families with incomes below the poverty line, families where the children 

were somehow neglected or abusive family situations. This was not the case for all 

users of the YCC, but was common. 

 Did not fit in/weren’t joiners/not BAM kids – Common descriptions 

across all interviews of the average participant at the YCC were that they were 

somehow different from other young people in St. Albert. They were youth who had 

different interests, outlooks or perspectives than their peers – examples include 
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they did not play organized sports, they did not dress the same or have identical 

interests as their peers, or they are not as academically inclined as their peers. 

 There were a few statements that denoted these were youth who would not 

be interested in participating in events offered by other youth organizations such as 

Building Assets and Memories (BAM). In fact, in most interviews BAM was used as a 

contrast for the average YCC user – whatever the average BAM participant might be, 

the average YCC user was not, and vice versa.  

 

IIb). Is/was there any other programming that addressed this target group? 

 Outreach program – This program was referenced quite frequently in 

interviews. It was program that was organized for a short period of time that saw 

youth workers driving around St. Albert and finding groups of young people and 

engage with them verbally, while also offering them items they might be in need of. 

This program was seen as quite successful but had to be stopped due to funding 

issues. 

 Gender specific programs  - Different programs were offered to groups at 

times depending on gender. As referenced previously, there was a program offered 

to young males that taught how to properly deal with anger. With females, some 

programs that were offered addressed issues of proper body image. 

 Age specific programs  - The YCC offered some programs that were specific 

to different age groups. The most frequently offered age-specific program was for 

youth who had just finished Grade 6 and were starting junior high; it helped 

students prepare for the different schedule and atmosphere of junior high. 
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Youth of a sexual minority 

 In response to a few statements in earlier interviews, a line of questioning 

dealing with the prevalence of youth who were either questioning or identifying as 

lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgendered (LGBT) was developed and asked in future 

interviews. 

 The responses were mixed but the consensus appears to be there was a 

population of youth who used the youth centre that identified as LGBT. It was not a 

significant number of young people but there were some LGBT youth who did use 

the YCC. 

 There was no special programming offered for LGBT youth. There were a few 

guest speakers who came in and spoke about the subject with youth, but nothing 

beyond that.  
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III). What gap or need (is there a program void) has been created with the 

closure of the YCC, explain? 

 A safe, positive, cost-free place for youth to go – As referenced in question 

I, the perception is that with the drop-in centre no longer in operation, there is no 

place where youth can congregate in their spare time where they are surrounded by 

positive, caring influences. What places in St, Albert that exist where youth can go 

usually require them to spend money, which many of the youth who used the youth 

centre did not have in abundance. 

 Numerous people who were interviewed made reference to youth now 

spending their free time at Lions Park. As described by those interviewed, the youth 

congregate there in the evenings where they start a fire in one of the available fire 

pits. There are individuals associated with negative societal elements, notably 

people who traffic illegal drugs, who know youth congregate here and socialize with 

them. There were also allusions to youth somehow “getting into trouble” when they 

are at Lions Park, such as committing acts of mischief that may or may not be 

criminal. While engaging is such behaviour is not seen as a certainty, it is seen as 

more likely in this kind of setting. 
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IV).  What would be the best approach to fill any identified gap? 

 Re-open the YCC/open another YCC – By far the most common response. 

Most said the city should simply either somehow revitalize the YCC from its current 

form or start another youth centre of some kind.  

 Implied or explicitly stated along with this suggestion was to re-open or re-

launch the drop-in centre that the YCC operated. The two are seen as almost 

interchangeable by those interviewed.  

 Bring back the outreach program – This references the program described 

in question IIb, where youth workers drove around the city of St. Albert in an effort 

to make contact with young people. There is a consensus, particularly among the 

former YCC employees interviewed, that no one knows what the young people who 

were using the YCC before it closed are doing now. No one knows where they are 

congregating or what they are doing in their spare time.  

 Offer programming at city-run clubhouses or at local schools – One 

suggestion shared by some of those interviewed was the city could play a role in 

filling the gap created by the YCC’s closure by offering programming at the city-run 

clubhouses. Youth workers could be placed at the clubhouses. Young people could 

then come by those clubhouses, which could operate as either a drop-in centre or 

more formal programming could be offered. 

 A similar program could be offered at the schools in St. Albert, as there is a 

perception among those interviewed the schools are not busy after hours. However 

it was stated by some that the cost of renting school facilities could be prohibitive. 



 13 

 Encourage other groups to offer programming – In its last year of 

operation, the YCC had partnered with the St. Albert Salvation Army to offer some 

programming. Results were seen as mixed but some of those interviewed said the 

idea had potential. The Salvation Army facility is seen as favourable for some kind of 

programming, with gym space, kitchen space and other amenities that could be used.  

 Peter Kim of the Salvation Army was interviewed and he is interested in 

offering something along these lines. He has set a fundraising goal in this year’s 

Kettle program of $300,000 and if he meets that goal, he will use some of that money 

to hire a youth worker to offer programming for young people. The programming, 

would be “run the way we want to run it by using kettle campaign donations,” 

according to Kim. This is taken to mean the programming would likely have 

religious content or influence. 

 Kim also wants to encourage other St. Albert churches to start offering after-

school programming for young people. It is a topic he plans to explore through St. 

Albert Ministerial. 

 Some of those interviewed said holding any kind of programming at a church 

might not be seen favourably by young people as youth might want to avoid the 

potential or even perception of having to endure any kind of religious instruction.  
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V). What sources of funding was received from Federal, Provincial or 

Municipal funding?  What was that funding for respectfully? 

 Municipal – Funding that came directly from the City of St. Albert was used 

to cover or offset facility costs. In its last year of operation, due to the loss of funding 

through provincial FCSS dollars, the city provided a slightly greater total amount of 

money in the 2013 budget. Some of that additional money was used to fund 

programming. 

 Provincial – The most notable provincial dollars that the YCC received were 

FCSS dollars. This was money provided by the province, but that was distributed by 

the municipality. Up until 2012, the YCC received funding through FCSS dollars on 

an annual basis. This money was used to fund its programming. 

 The YCC also applied for and at times received lottery grant money from the 

province. This money was used mostly for facility enhancement. 

 Federal – Federal money mostly related to employment, but in two respects 

– some federal grant dollars were used to hire staff, most notably youth workers, 

during the summer period when the YCC was busiest. Federal dollars were also used 

to set up services that offered assistance to youth in finding employment, but this 

funding has not been in place and the service has not been offered since 2004. 

 

Vb). What if any would you recommend by done with that funding (as 

appropriate)? 
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Reopen the YCC/Open a new youth centre/drop-in centre  - The money 

could be used to once more open the youth centre, as has been discussed in question 

IV. 

 Offer programming at local clubhouses/schools – The money could be 

used to fund programming at different facilities within the city, as was discussed in 

question IV. 

 Fund other programming with other groups/partner with other groups  

the city could appropriate some of that money to help another group offer 

programming for youth. One example, as discussed in question IV, could be offering 

some funding for youth programming if the Salvation Army offered it.  

 Do not give the money to BAM – there is a negative perception of BAM in 

several individuals who were interviewed for this report. It is felt, whether accurate 

or not, that BAM already receives plenty of city funding and that is a very solid 

presence within the schools. Because the kind of youth who are involved with BAM 

are seen as opposites than the kinds of youth the YCC served, it is believed giving 

that money to a group like BAM will not help the youth that the YCC once served. 
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VI). From your experiences, would one location (a fixed Centre) be preferred 

over an “outreach/satellite centres” (multiple locations) approach?    

 Outreach/satellite centres – The majority of those interviewed favour the 

idea of multiple outreach/satellite centres as opposed to one fixed location. There 

were many reasons given.  

 The most frequent reason cited for multiple centres is St. Albert’s growth. 

While the Grandin location of the YCC was considered central, St. Albert has grown 

in almost all directions. Consequently offering more programming in more areas 

would reach more youth in more areas of the city. More families are also living in 

parts of the city that are further away from Grandin, such as Erin Ridge or Deer 

Ridge. 

 The mobility of young people was another reason cited for using multiple 

locations instead of fixed locations. Youth who used the YCC generally only walked, 

rode their bikes or took transit. Putting the centres closer to the places where young 

people live might make any programming at a satellite facility more appealing 

simply due to its proximity to where young people live. 

 Facility costs are another reason multiple centres were cited as being more 

appealing. When the YCC was looking for an alternate facility in 2013, it had 

difficulty finding affordable rental space. Even rentals in industrial areas such as 

Campbell or Riel was prohibitively expensive – some quotes for rental space in the 

industrial areas came in at almost $300 per square foot. Consequently, multiple 

smaller spaces or roving spaces might be more affordable. 
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VII). What were the biggest challenges and hurdles? 

 Funding – This was the most frequent response to this question. The biggest 

challenge and hurdle to operating a facility for youth is having a consistent, reliable 

source of funding to make offering programming possible. 

 Communication/patience in getting established – Offering any new kind 

of programming will need to be communicated to young people. The consensus is it 

will take time for youth to start consistently using or attending any kind of 

programming offered, so there will need to be a commitment by whoever offers the 

program to seeing it through what could be sparse attendance in its earliest stages. 

The consensus is there will need to be time spend building up a relationship and 

trust with young people before they will start consistently using any new services, 

so there needs to be a strong commitment to seeing any new offering through its 

early stages. 
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Purpose 
• Provide Council report on the implications 

of the Youth Community Centre closing.  

• Report to address a number of questions 
Council had – budget, service delivery, 
gaps future role of City, etc. 
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Three Prong Approach 
• Extensive interviews with YCC Board and 

staff – external resource. 

• Research of best practice and other 
community models regarding youth centre 
programming. 

• Create a youth inventory of services and 
programs to determine gaps, needs, 
opportunities. 
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Summary Findings 
• Difficult to determine the impact –too many 

assumptions and biases. 

• The YCC did provide drop-in and after school 
programming, for/to a vulnerable sector of youth 
community, unclear to volume of such. 

• There are many options for programming 
available in community - that may or may not 
meet the needs of the youth who attended the 
YCC. 
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Recommendations 
That the report be received as information. 
  
That a Council policy be developed that would identify 
overarching direction for youth programming that 
aligns with the Social Master Plan by April 30, 2015. 
  
That FCSS work with the current youth-serving 
organizations, churches and community groups to 
address any programming gaps that may exist due to 
the closure of the Youth Community Centre. 
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