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CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: COUNCIL MOTION – FUNDING FOR PUBLIC 
CONSULTATION – WATER CONSERVATION BYLAW 

 
 
On March 23, 2015 Councillor MacKay provided notice in accordance with Section 
23 of Procedure Bylaw 35/2009 that he intended to bring forward the following 
motion: 
 
In order for Council to debate the motion, the motion must be formally moved. 
 
(Councillor MacKay) 
 
That $30,000 be allocated from the Stabilization Reserve for Phase 1 public 
engagement activities related to proposed Bylaw 22/2015, Water Conservation 
Bylaw. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Administrative Backgrounder 
 
 
 
 
 
Originating Department(s): Legislative Services 
Author(s): Betty Gaskarth, Legislative Officer  
 
City Manager Signature:   

Date: 
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Administrative Backgrounder 
Funding for Public Consultation – Water Conservation Bylaw 

 
 
On March 23, 2015 Councillor MacKay provided notice in accordance with 
Section 23 of Procedure Bylaw 35/2009 that he intended to bring forward the 
following motion: 
 
In order for Council to debate the motion, the motion must be formally moved. 
 
(Councillor MacKay) 
 
That $30,000 be allocated from the Stabilization Reserve for Phase 1 public 
engagement activities related to proposed Bylaw 22/2015, Water Conservation 
Bylaw. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Additional clarification was provided by two Council Members on the above 
motion subsequent to the meeting when the motion was made: 
 
“...a detailed budget and explanation as to what the $30,000 will be used for and 
a more detailed look at the public consultation plan ... how this money would be 
spent on public consultation and what forms of public consultation will be 
engaged.” – Councillor Cam MacKay 
 
“...how this bylaw is different at this point than any other bylaw we have amended 
or put into place in the last months that would require an attached budget of 
$30K.” – Councillor Gilles Prefontaine  
 
 

1. Why are we seeking to engage with the public on this bylaw? 
 
The intent of the bylaw is to reduce the City’s overall water consumption per 
capita. The bylaw includes two areas to regulate: the requirement for low-flow 
water fixtures and restrictions on outdoor use of municipal water May to October, 
between 9 am and 7 pm. This bylaw would apply to every household, not-for-
profit, and business. 
 
What is proposed in the bylaw in regard to low-flow fixture requirements is rather 
intrusive if taken to enforcement; and in regard to watering, the bylaw imposes 
rigid restrictions (although there are exceptions), which may evoke strong views. 
The fine is $25.00 and upon summary conviction, a fine up to $10,000 or up to a 
year in jail.  
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The bylaw imposes restrictions to the freedom of individuals to decide when they 
will use a sprinkler and what kind of fixtures they purchase for their homes. While 
the overarching goal – water conservation – may be supported by the community 
overall, people may have a concern with the specifics of the bylaw. Anticipating 
that the bylaw could be controversial, there may be those who are either 
passionately pro or con the requirements and restrictions. There may also be 
people who are generally in support but may have specific concerns with the 
bylaw that may not have been anticipated or considered. 
 
We would use the feedback to propose any amendments to the bylaw as well as 
to identify what the key issues would be in developing our implementation plan 
(education, awareness). This would create a degree of confidence in our 
approach that would not be there based on self-selected responses. As we are 
taking on a project to convince St. Albertans to change their behaviour or get 
fined, we need all the facts we can get to devise an appropriate implementation 
strategy.  
 

2. How extensive should the engagement undertaking be? 
 
Administration had determined a Level 2 “Consult” on the engagement spectrum. 
Please see Enclosure 1.  
 

3. What are we seeking feedback on? 
 
A detailed research plan has not yet been developed. The provisions for low-flow 
fixtures and use of municipal water for watering will be treated separately and 
similar questions will be asked.  At a high level, the following is contemplated: 
 

• What is the degree of support for water conservation? Is it perceived to be 
an important issue for the community? If not, why? 

o This will identify the veracity of the fundamental premise of the 
bylaw. If most people are in support, the bylaw may face less 
resistance. If people are fundamentally not seeing a huge need to 
do more, the bylaw may be seen as “too much”. Such information 
will inform the implementation plan.  

• What water conservation practices do households/businesses currently 
utilize?  

o This will help identify existing compliance and define how extensive 
the gap to compliance is. Such information will inform the 
implementation plan. 

• What is the degree of acceptance of the bylaw? Aspects of what is 
acceptable or not acceptable would be explored. 

o This may identify barriers or issues not anticipated that may result 
in recommendations to amend the bylaw. 

o The feedback will also inform the implementation plan.  
• What challenges do individuals and businesses anticipate with the bylaw? 
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o This may reveal aspects of the bylaw that have not been 
contemplated or foreseen that may require clarifying, enhancing or 
changing. 

• Are there incentives that would make a difference to assist households 
and businesses to become complaint? 

o This may result in recommendation to Council for a new program. 
An incentive program may result in higher voluntary compliance 
and quicker results in achieving the water consumption target. 

 
4. What is the proposed engagement plan? 

 
Based on the 2014 Community Satisfaction Survey, we know that more than half 
of those surveyed (52%) reported being likely (ratings of 4 or 5 out of 5) to 
participate via a telephone survey, while 40% indicated a high likelihood of 
participating in online opportunities (e.g., surveys, forums, etc.). As the 
responses were gathered via telephone survey, responses may be biased 
towards “telephone survey” as a method of engaging with the City of St. Albert. In 
the web-based stakeholder version of the survey, 22% of the respondents 
reported a high likelihood of participating via “telephone”, and 65% selected 
“online.” Hence, Administration is proposing a combined approach of telephone 
and online. 
 

 
 
A detailed plan has not been developed at this time. However, at a high level, the 
following is contemplated for the $30,000 requested: 
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• A telephone survey of randomly selected households (400) and at this 
time, an unknown number of businesses (@ $27,000). 

o Soliciting the views from a representative sample of households 
and businesses would provide feedback that, 

o 400 is the number of households reached in the 2014 Community 
Satisfaction survey. 

o To develop the business list, a number of factors will need to be 
looked at, including whether we would contact landlords, 
management companies, tenants or a combination. 

o The survey management would be contracted to a professional 
company to do the phoning, collect the responses and analyze the 
responses. 

• An online survey complementary to the telephone survey (included in the 
above cost). 

o Same questionnaire as the telephone survey. 
o Available to anyone and thus offers an avenue to all interested 

individuals to offer their opinion. 
o Would be analyzed by the contracted survey company. 

• Open house with a facilitated discussion option (@$3,000). 
o A traditional open house. 
o A professional facilitator could be brought in to conduct a 

discussion on elements of the bylaw. 
• Public presentations at Council Meetings and providing direct feedback to 

Councillors remains an option and will be communicated (no cost). 
 
This approach is recommended when we anticipate significant barriers to public 
acceptance. A statistically representative and “controlled” survey will provide us 
with a degree of confidence that the feedback represents the spectrum of views 
of St. Albertans. The online survey provides the venue for anyone to express 
their opinion. The Open House also serves as a method to provide for public 
discussion. 
 

5. What is the spectrum of engagement options? 
There is not a set way to engage on any topic. Each issue has to be assessed on 
its own merit based on a number of factors, such as whether there is a legislative 
requirement to consult, how extensively the issue affects the community, whether 
the issue is localized (e.g., geographically or by given stakeholder or 
demographic) or encompasses the entire community, how significant the 
changes are to the community, whether implementation issues are clear or 
require clarification, how uniformly the issue affects people, how “political” an 
issue is. 
  
The City does not currently have a public engagement program or policy (except 
for C-P&E-01 Public Consultation Requirements for Planning and Development 
Processes), but Administration utilizes a tool kit for assessing level of 
engagement for all other issues. Council has expressed a desire for more 
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rigorous public engagement (See St. Albert Strategic Plan), however what this 
means and what its shape is for this community is currently under development.  
 
Please see Enclosure #2 Public Engagement Spectrum, which is taken from the 
Public Engagement Toolkit that is used to plan engagement activities. Beyond 
Informing, engagement options for this initiative could include one or more of the 
following: 

 
Method Comments 
Except for issues requiring public 
consultation as identified in the 
Municipal Government Act, 
Council does not need to 
undertake public engagement. 

 

• No monetary cost. 
• The Strategic Plan includes a goal 

on public input to improve 
decision making. 

• Increases the risk of public 
backlash if they don’t agree with 
Council direction and don’t feel 
they have been consulted. 

• Increases the risk of having 
missed key challenges as 
identified by the public that may 
pose a challenge to implementing 
the bylaw.  

Public Presentations at Council 
meetings or through their personal 
contact methods with the public. 

 

• No monetary cost. 
• May not be a convenient option 

for people. 
• May not offer sufficient time for 

people to offer their opinion. 
• May not provide a true view of 

overall public opinion. 
Open houses  

 
• Some monetary cost may be 

incurred, such as staff over time, 
or if a facilitator is utilized, cost for 
the facilitator. There may be a 
cost for venue rental if no public 
space is available. 

• Depending on the format, may 
include a presentation, and 
opportunity for questions and 
answers. Good for information 
sharing and clarification among 
those attending. 

• May not offer sufficient time for 
people to offer their opinion. 

• Depending on the format, may 
provide limited input opportunity, 
as issues are not discussed in 
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Method Comments 
depth as a group. 

• Open to the general public. May 
not provide an overall view of 
public opinion. 

Roundtables or World Cafes • Some cost may be incurred, such 
as staff over time, or if a facilitator 
is utilized, cost for the facilitator. 
There may be a cost for venue 
rental if no public space is 
available. Cost related to 
participant recruitment (@ 
$10,000 including facilitator). 

• Recruited participants would be 
selected to provide a mix of 
demographic sample of the City. 
About 40-60 attendees are 
recruited, (However, because of 
the small sample base the 
opinions are not considered 
statistically representative). 

• Typically a facilitated discussion 
on a number of specific issues, 
providing good qualitative 
information. Questions relate to 
getting understanding not always 
available from the surveys, such 
as nuances or community 
dynamics.  

• Such discussion methods can 
better answer the how and why 
questions not easy to obtain from 
a survey. They help identify 
assumptions people make in their 
responses. 

Focus group • A professional facilitator would be 
required (@ $10,000) and there is 
also cost for staff over time. 

• Participants mat be selected 
based on certain predetermined 
criteria, or not, depending on the 
issue. About 24 people are 
recruited for two sessions of 12 
each.  

• Provides good qualitative 
information about the depth of 
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Method Comments 
opinions. 

• Typically utilized in conjunction 
with a representative survey, 
usually offered after the survey 
results are in to dive deeper and 
obtain a more thorough 
understanding of one, maximum 
two issues identified in the survey.  

Administration can devise a 
survey and deliver it via an online 
survey tool.  

 

• The City has a SurveyMonkey 
account, no additional cost. 

• Considered to be accessible. 
• Survey responses are 

uncontrolled, meaning the results 
are not considered to represent 
the views of the general public but 
provide a venue for interested 
people to voice their opinion.  

• There is no mechanism from 
preventing special interest groups 
from dominating the responses. 

• City staff have no specific 
expertise in questionnaire 
development or survey analysis. 
Staff are not trained to undertake 
complex surveys. 

• There is no staff dedicated to 
research. Any survey work is an 
add on to duties of staff whose job 
and expertise is in unrelated 
areas.   

 • Cost related to creation of the 
questionnaire and analysis of the 
results by a professional research 
firm. (@$15,000, estimated) 

• Considered to be accessible. 
• There is no recruitment of 

participants, so survey responses 
are uncontrolled, meaning the 
results are not reliable to 
represent the views of the general 
public.  

• Firm staff monitor the responses 
for duplicates and hijacking by 
special interest groups. 
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Method Comments 
Online survey delivered by a 
professional research firm –- by 
invitation 

• Same as above, except an 
invitation would be sent to 4,000 
randomly selected households 
and a sample of businesses. This 
is the approach that was taken for 
the 2014 Community Satisfaction 
Survey. 

• The invitation provides added 
exposure to the feedback 
opportunity but does not change 
the demographic of the 
participants. 

Telephone survey of random 
households 

• Cost related to creation of the 
questionnaire and analysis of the 
results. 

• Selected participation: Only those 
contacted and qualified by the 
demographic profile are offered 
the opportunity to participate. 

• Respondent group is controlled 
for specified demographic to 
create a representative sample of 
the community (based on 
Census). Statistically reliable 
responses. 

 
 

6. How does this bylaw differ from other bylaws recently considered by 
Council and referred to public consultation? 

 
Recent examples of bylaw consultation include: 
 

1. Surface Drainage Bylaw 
The intent of the bylaw, if approved, will be to set clear expectations of 
property owners’ responsibilities, roles, and consequences related to 
maintaining proper grade on their properties. It will provide assistance to 
residents who are being impacted by water flowing into their yards from 
adjacent properties by giving Administration a mechanism to help resolve 
surface drainage complaints between property owners. While the bylaw does 
contain offence clauses, the bylaw is not intended to be revenue generating; 
the focus will be on education and corrective action as a first measure. 

a. Consultation on the framework.  
i. Residents were invited to a Proposed Surface Drainage 

Bylaw Open House on January 29, 2015 at the Grandin 
Clubhouse. The purpose of the open house was to share 
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with residents the framework for the proposed bylaw, to 
receive input and feedback from residents on the proposed 
bylaw and their drainage experiences, and to provide tips to 
residents on ways to improve surface drainage in their own 
yards. It is recognized that the sampling of survey 
respondents from the Open House may not be fully 
representative of the City as a whole due to the low 
attendance numbers. 

ii. Residents were invited to complete an online survey to 
determine the types of surface drainage issues residents are 
experiencing, if they feel this proposed bylaw will resolve 
their surface drainage issue, and if there are any potential 
impacts of a surface drainage bylaw that the City has not 
identified. The survey was available between January 30, 
2015 and February 20, 2015, and 69 people responded. 

b. Consultation on draft Surface Drainage Bylaw 
i. Council directed Administration to undertake further 

consultation on the bylaw itself for a 30 day period and bring 
the bylaw to Council by May 31, 2015. The public will be 
made aware via a news release, tweets, updates on the 
website. 

 
The difference:  
 
Administration has data on the extent of issues related to surface 
drainage. Annually, the City receives between 50 to 75 complaints from 
residents that surface water is not draining properly from their property or 
it is flowing onto their property from adjacent properties. It is the City’s 
current practice to investigate the complaint to identify any possible 
contributing factors to the situation. We know the issues and based on the 
number of complaints, the extent of the issues. 

 
2. Animal Bylaw.  

On November 21, 2011, Council directed Administration to review the 
Animal Bylaw. Administration conducted its review which included going 
out to the public, through an online survey, asking for feedback related to 
a variety of animal regulation issues. The results of the review were 
presented to Council on September 24, 2012. After the presentation, 
Council directed Administration to start work on drafting a new Animal 
Bylaw for Council consideration.  
 
It should be noted that the City had access to survey data from Ipsos Reid 
conducted in 2007. That survey’s goal was to determine constituents’ 
experience with and degree of concern for dangerous and disruptive pets; 
determine who they feel is responsible for managing dangerous pets; and 
determine what legislation is desired in order to manage them. The survey 
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was conducted online using Ipsos-Reid’s nationally representative 
Canadian Household Panel. A random selection of panelists living in St. 
Albert were sent an email invitation asking them to participating in the 
study.  In total, 167 surveys were completed in St. Albert and the results 
have a margin of error of +/- 7.57%. 

 
On April 15, 2013, Council passed the current Animal Bylaw, with a start 
date of September 1, 2014.  
 
The difference:  
 
For the Animal Bylaw, the City did in fact have access to reliable data and 
thus did not need to undertake representative surveying itself. Therefore, 
the online open surveying available to the community provided any 
interested resident to participate and the results were taken into 
consideration. 

 
 
Report Date  March 30, 2015 
Committee/Department Corporate Strategic Services 
General Manager Review Maya Pungur- Buick 
 



2. PLANNING TO ENGAGE

A. Who Will Be Engaged? 
External Stakeholders 

Group What issues interest this group? Engagement 
level 

Notification 
Radius 

Proposed 
engagement 
tools 

Residents in 
single family 
housing 

Daytime sprinkler use restrictions   Consult All residents Telephone and 
online survey, 
Gazette 
information 
spread, 
engagement at 
events 

Residents Installing the wrong fixture in a 
development or new renovation 

Inform All residents Same as above 

Businesses Specifically home and garden 
stores will want to know how this 
affects their business. 
Businesses with lawn will want to 
know how this effect them 

Consult Riel 
Business 
Park, 
Campbell 
Business 
Park, Hole’s 

Same as above 
(online 
engagement for 
the survey)  

Businesses Urinals and sinks apply to them 
too 

Inform All 
businesses 

Same as above 

Internal Stakeholders 

Group What issues interest this group? Engagement 
level 

Proposed 
engagement 
tools 

Municipal 
Enforcement 
Services 

MES will be responsible for the enforcement of 
the bylaw  

Collaborate One on one 
meetings and 
email updates 

Legal Interest in the development and legality of the 
bylaw 

Collaborate One on one 
meetings and 
email updates 

Public Works Responsible for watering new trees and sod. 
They may be approached by the public 

Collaborate One on one 
meetings 

Building 
Inspection 
Services 

Providing appropriate information from builders 
when requested 

Collaborate One on one 
meetings and 
emails 

B. Outcomes of Engagement 
Understanding of public support for the bylaw 
Understanding of residents concerns and the implications of the bylaw 
Feedback on the bylaw to improve bylaw decisions (details, engagement) 

Enclosure 1 
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C. Key Messages to the Public 
The public is being engaged by the City to understand residents support or concerns and the 
implications of the Water Conservation Bylaw 
Feedback from the public will be summarized and provided to Council with recommendations 
 
 

D. Tools and Events 

Timeline Tool/Event Objective Details 
April  Trade Show To inform the public on the 

proposed bylaw 
Information will be provided at 
the City booth and 
communicate the opportunity 
for online survey 

May Gazette ad To inform the public of the 
bylaw and promote the open 
house and online survey 

Saturday advert in the Gazette 
outlining the details of the 
bylaw and opportunities to 
provide feedback 

May or 
June 

Open house To consult with public with 
more information and ask 
questions of staff and Council 

Held 7-9 p pm with staff and 
City Council to answer 
questions 

June Survey To inform and consult with the 
public on the bylaw 

Statistically significant (400 
calls) telephone survey by  
external consultant in addition 
to an online component to the 
survey  

E. Coordination with Other Departments and Initiatives? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F. How will input be used? How will input inform recommendations? 
Input will be summarized and provided to City Council. The input will also be used to provide 
recommendations on the bylaw at the end of the engagement period for Council consideration  
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G. Budget 
Estimated: $30,000  Actual:  

 

St. Albert Expo:  Q1  Q2  Q3 Q4 
 
Review and Approval 

   
Communications Advisor   Date 

 
   

Project Sponsor/Manager  Date 
Comments: 
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SPECTRUM

LEVEL 1 
INFORM

LEVEL 2 
CONSULT

LEVEL 3 
INVOLVE

LEVEL 5 
PARTNER

LEVEL 4 
COLLABORATE

ADVISE
LISTENING

CONSULTING
ENGAGING

PARTNERING

INFORM CONSULT INVOLVE COLLABORATE PARTNER

PURPOSE To provide the public/
stakeholders with objective 
information and advise them 
of issues/ initiatives.

To educate and collect 
public/stakeholder opinion to 
improve decisions.

To stimulate public/ 
stakeholder debate, clarify 
values &  broaden the 
information base to improve 
decisions.

To deliberate and work with 
public/ stakeholders to improve 
the outcomes.

To delegate the authority 
for decision-making and 
implementation with the 
public/ stakeholders to improve 
community capacity.

PROMISE We will make you aware of 
issues/ initiatives.

We will listen, acknowledge 
and report concerns and 
aspirations about presented 
alternatives, and explain 
to the decision-maker how 
public input influenced the 
recommendation.

We will work with public /
stakeholders to ensure  
concerns are directly reflected 
in the alternatives developed, 
report the comments 
received and explain how 
the input contributed to 
recommendation(s).

We will actively involve you in 
developing alternatives and the 
recommendation.

We will delegate the 
development of alternatives, 
approval and implementation.

REPORTING Administration record of 
notification and recording of 
comments

Administration report 
to decision-maker with 
comments received from 
consultation

Administration feedback 
mechanism to public/ 
stakeholders and Administration 
report to decision-maker

Public/stakeholder participation 
in report/presentation to 
decision-maker

Delegate report directly to 
Council

DECISION 
MAKER

Administration/ Council Administration/ Council Council Council Council/Delegate

Engagement at Level 4 and 5 requires Council approval to proceed.

ENCLOSURE 2
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