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CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: FINAL REPORT – UTILITY MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 
Recommendation(s) 
 
That the City of St. Albert 2013 Utility Master Plan Update, provided as Attachment 
1 to the agenda report titled Final Report – Utility Master Plan Update, dated June 
23, 2014, be approved. 

 
Purpose of Report 
 
This report provides a comprehensive overview of the 2013 Utility Master Plan 
(UMP) update. The UMP is a key strategic planning document required for the 
proper management of both the City’s existing utility infrastructure system as well 
as for future additions. 
 
Council Direction 
 
On January 28, 2008 Council passed the following motion: 
 
(C81-2008) 
That the guiding principles listed below and explained in greater detail in the report 
dated January 28, 2008 be approved as the basis for the development of the City 
of St. Albert Utility Master Plan: 

a. Maximize capacity 
b. Equitable distribution 
c. No monopolies 
d. Cost effective 
e. Right sizing  
f. Minimize environmental impacts  
g. Order of magnitude capital costs 
h. Regional cooperation  
i. Flexibility and, 

 
That the City of St. Albert Utility Master Plan (2007) be approved in principle. 
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Background and Discussion 
 
On January 28, 2008 Council approved in principle the City of St. Albert Utility 
Master Plan (2007) through motion C81-2008.  Due to changes in environmental 
regulations, deterioration and renewal of infrastructure, and pace and sequence of 
development an update of the master plan was undertaken. 
 
The UMP is a critical part of the City of St. Albert strategic planning framework that 
focuses on the City’s water, wastewater and storm systems.  The intent of the 
UMP is to identify any required existing system improvements as well as to 
recommend a utility servicing strategy that supports the City’s future growth.  The 
UMP identifies the projects required for meeting service levels in the existing 
system and what is required to allow for growth.  The UMP does not include 
projects required for life cycle replacement or condition assessment of the existing 
infrastructure (covered under Asset Management Strategy through existing 
condition assessment programs).  For a holistic picture of what is required for the 
overall repair, maintenance and replacement (RMR) of utility infrastructure, the 
UMP needs to be looked at in conjunction with the RMR capital projects driven by 
the Asset Management practices (i.e. life cycle replacement and repair due to 
deterioration). 
 
The UMP supports and complements the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and 
provides the foundation for subsequent engineering design briefs required of 
developers in support of their Area Structure Plans (ASP).  The results of the UMP 
will be incorporated into the City’s ten (10) year capital plan, the off-site levy model, 
and the utility fiscal model once approved by Council.  It is important to note that 
the intent of the UMP is to serve as a high level guiding document and detailed 
analysis of individual projects and servicing strategies will need to be completed 
during preliminary and detailed design. 
 
Key updates – Existing System Assessment 
 
As a whole, the existing water distribution system is providing an acceptable level 
of service with respect to available flow and pressure; however, a number of 
projects have been identified as required to correct service deficiencies, maintain 
fire flows, and improve overall pressures under peak flow conditions.   
 
With respect to wastewater, the existing system is currently providing adequate 
levels of service as well.  However, similar to the water distribution system, some 
projects have been identified as required to reduce the risks of sewer back-ups 
and basement flooding and improve overall service levels.   
 
From a storm service perspective, there are four key areas identified as significant 
storm drainage issues which need to be addressed to mitigate overall flooding 
potential.  Overall, while the majority of the remaining storm system functions well 
with sufficient capacity for at least a 1:2 year rainfall event, there are some areas 
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where it is recommended to provide increased capacity based up to a 1:5 year 
rainfall event to better match the increased number and intensity of rainfall events 
the City has experienced over the last ten years. 
 
Table 1 “Summary of Utility Projects for Level of Service Improvements” 
summarizes the recommendations made on the 2008 UMP, the projects 
undertaken by Administration since the last UMP update and the proposed projects 
listed in the 2013 UMP update. 
 

Table 1: Summary of Utility Projects for Level of Service Improvements 

Utility Type 2008 UMP Completed or 
Approved from 2008-
2013 

2013 UMP (final) 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs 
(2008 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs to 
complete - 
Millions 

Number of 
Projects  

Costs 
(2014 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Water 11 $40 2 $6.61 20  $26.3 
Wastewater 4 $4 2 $4.59 7  $14.1 
Storm 7 $27 2 $7.19 7  $30.1 
TOTAL 22 $71 6 $18.39 34  $70.5 
 
Please note that Table 1 above differs from the preliminary update provided to 
Standing Committee of Finance on March 10, 2014.  The information provided 
during the update was preliminary in nature and still undergoing technical review 
by Administration.  The revised project and project costs have been included as 
part of the latest overall RMR capital plan and proposed guiding principles of the 
utility model.  The timing of these projects will be based on the available funding to 
carry out these improvements.  
 
Please refer to section 2.0 “Existing System Assessment” of the UMP report for 
additional information. 
 
Key updates – Growth within City Boundaries  
 
Key infrastructure will be required in the short and long term to continue to support 
economic development and growth within St. Albert.  From a short term 
perspective, construction of key sanitary infrastructure is required within the next 2-
3 years if growth is to continue.  Without this infrastructure, growth will be stalled.  
Over the next three years, to ensure continued sustainable growth of St. Albert it 
will be critical to complete the following Off-site Levy (OSL) Growth capital projects: 

a) Sanitary Trunk Phase 3 (Project #9 – 2013 OSL Bylaw) 
b) North East Lift Station & Force Main (Projects #2&3 – 2013 OSL Bylaw) 
c) Sanitary Trunk Phase 2b (Project #8 – 2013 OSL Bylaw) 

 



 

 

 

  
City Council Agenda 

June 23, 2014 / Page 4 
File No.: 1100-8   

 

Section 3.0 “Growth within City Boundaries” of the UMP report provides an 
overview of the servicing requirements required to support future growth within the 
City.  All estimated project costs provided would be ultimately funded through off-
site levies.  Table 2 “Summary of Utility Projects for Growth (30 years horizon)” 
summarizes the recommendations made on the 2008 UMP, the projects 
undertaken by Administration since the last UMP Update and the proposed 
projects on the 2013 UMP.  Please note that Table 2 below differs from the 
preliminary update provided to Standing Committee of Finance on March 10, 2014.  
The table below was updated to include all off-site levy projects as defined by the 
2013 Off-site Levy Bylaw as well as the projects listed in the 2008 UMP.  Further, 
the Urban Development Institute has requested until the end of June to complete a 
more complete detailed review of the Growth portion.  Administration considers this 
feedback an important part of the process and as such, may bring back some 
modifications to the Growth portion of the UMP in August 2014 if required. 
 
Table 2: Summary of Utility Projects for Growth (30 year horizon) 

Utility Type Current OSL Bylaw 
(including 2008 
UMP Projects) 

Completed or 
Approved OSL from 
2008-2013 (including 
2008 UMP Projects) 

2013 UMP* 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs 
(escalated 
2013 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs to 
complete 
- Millions 

Number of 
Projects*(New 
Projects) 

Costs 
(2014 
dollars) 
– 
Millions 

Water 9 $95 4 (2 if 
Oakmont 
Fill & Ph 
1 
removed) 

$20.5 
($13.9 if 2 
projects 
<= 
removed) 

11 (3 moved 
from existing 
system 
improvements, 
1 removed) 

$121 

Wastewater 10 $67 2 
+1(partial) 

$17.3 10 (3 new, 3 
removed) 

$62 

Storm 12 $48 3 + 
1(partial) 

2.5 12 (3 new, 3 
removed) 

$38 

TOTAL 31 $210 9 $40.3 33 $221 
*number of OSL projects forecasted; to be confirmed with OSL Bylaw update 
*2013 # of projects includes those completed as projects remain in OSL as costs remain 
recoverable over the long term until full development occurs  
 
Overall, all projects listed in the growth section are anticipated to be completed 
over a thirty year period.  Phasing of the projects has been implemented where 
feasible and in accordance with the forecasted pace of development.  The timing of 
these projects will be based on the available funding to construct the infrastructure.  
It should also be noted that any projects required to service areas outside existing 
City boundaries that were identified in the previous UMP have been removed from 
the UMP update as well as the City’s 10 year capital plan.   
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Please refer to section 3.0 “Growth within City Boundaries” of the UMP report for 
additional information. 
 
Source of Funding 
The 2013 UMP update requires $291 Million (2014 dollars) – $70.5 Million for the 
existing system and $221 Million for growth. 
 
a) Existing system network assessment (RMR Capital): 
Funding for the previously outlined level of service improvements projects is 
expected to be provided through the utility model and Federal Grant funding. 
 
b) Growth Capital: 
 
Growth projects would fall into the approved (30/2013) Off-site Levy Bylaw, which 
includes funding through developers contributions. 
 
Stakeholder Communications or Engagement 
 
Stakeholder engagement was an integral part of the update process.  Key 
stakeholders including the Urban Development Institute (UDI), the general public 
and internal departments were consulted with during the update process and 
comments/feedback incorporated accordingly.   
 
A copy of the draft report was also posted to the City’s website in May 2014 for 
general comments and feedback.  The City received two formal external responses 
including: 
 

1) One from downtown businesses requesting the implementation of mitigation 
measures for storm issues in the downtown area be given priority.  

o It should be noted that the proposed mitigation measures for the 
downtown area have already been identified as high priority and 
scheduled for implementation in 2015/2016 pending budget approval. 
 

2) One from the UDI requesting an additional month to review the document 
and provide meaningful feedback.  Please refer to Administration’s 
response in Attachment 3.  Administration is proposing to bring any required 
changes to the Growth (off-site levy) section of the UMP back in August for 
amendments if required.  

 
 
Implications of Recommendation(s) 
 
a) Financial:  Any initiatives proposed as part of the updated UMP in the existing 

system (RMR) that requires funding will be presented as a business case or 
capital charter, as appropriate, for Council’s approval as part of the annual 
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budget cycle.  Any initiatives proposed as part of the updated Growth within city 
boundaries would be funded by off-site levies. 

 
b) Legal / Risk: N/A 

 
c) Program or Service:  N/A 

 
d) Organizational: N/A 
 
Alternatives and Implications Considered 
 
If Council does not wish to support the recommendation, the following alternatives 
could be considered: 
 

a) Alternative 1. That Council receives the report as information only.  This 
would result in the development of three and ten year capital plans without a 
formal Council approved framework in place.    

a) Alternative 2.  That Council defers approval of the updated UMP until 
August 2014.   

 
Strategic Connections 
 
a) 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. 

• CULTIVATE A GREEN COMMUNITY:  A healthy natural environment for future 
generations that preserves and promotes enjoyment, conservation and responsible 
development. 

• CULTIVATE EXCELLENCE IN GOVERNMENT:  A responsive, accountable 
government that delivers value to the community. 

• CULTIVATE SUSTAINABLE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES:  A growing 
community that has balanced development and management of civic facilities, 
transportation networks and related services. 

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

• MDP 
• 3 and 10 year Capital Plans 
• Environmental Master Plan 
• Area Structure Plans 
• Economic Development Master Plan 

 
c) Corporate Objectives (See Corporate Business Plan) 

• N/A 
 
d) Council Policies 

• N/A 
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e) Other Plans or Initiatives (Business Plans, Implementation Strategies, etc.) 
• Off-site Levy Model & Bylaw 

 
Attachment(s) 
 
1. 2013 Utility Master Plan Update dated June 5, 2014. 
2. Standing Committee on Finance March 10, 2014 Agenda Report titled 2013 

Utility Master Plan Update, without attachments 
3. Stakeholder Feedback  

 
 
 
Originating Department(s): Planning & Engineering 
Author(s): 
General Manager Approval: 

Tracy Allen 
David Hales, GM, Planning & Engineering 

 
City Manager Signature:   

Date: 
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: 2013 Utility Master Plan Update 
 
Recommendation(s) 
 
That the report titled “2013 Utility Master Plan Update” and dated March 10, 2014 
be received for information. 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
This report provides a preliminary overview of the initial findings of the 2013 Utility 
Master Plan update. The final 2013 Utility Master Plan Update will be presented to 
council for approval in June 2014. 
 
Council Direction 
 
On January 28, 2008 Council passed the following motion: 
 
(C81-2008) 
That the guiding principles listed below and explained in greater detail in the report 
dated January 28, 2008 be approved as the basis for the development of the City 
of St. Albert Utility Master Plan: 

a. Maximize capacity 
b. Equitable distribution 
c. No monopolies 
d. Cost effective 
e. Right sizing  
f. Minimize environmental impacts  
g. Order of magnitude capital costs 
h. Regional cooperation  
i. Flexibility   

and, 
That the City of St. Albert Utility Master Plan (2007) be approved in principle. 
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Background and Discussion 
 
In January 28, 2008 Council approved in principle the City of St. Albert Utility 
Master Plan (2007) through motion C81-2008. Due to changes in environmental 
regulations, deterioration and renewal of infrastructure, and pace and sequence of 
development an update of the master plan was undertaken. 
 
The Utility Master Plan (UMP) is a critical part of the City of St. Albert strategic 
planning framework that focuses on the City’s water, wastewater and storm 
systems. The intent of the UMP is to identify any required existing system 
improvements as well as to recommend a utility servicing strategy that supports 
the City’s future growth. The UMP identifies the projects required for meeting 
service levels in the existing system and what is required to allow for growth. The 
UMP does not include projects required for life cycle replacement or condition 
assessment of the existing infrastructure (covered under Asset Management 
Strategy through existing condition assessment programs). For a holistic picture of 
what is required for the overall repair, maintenance and replacement (RMR) of 
utility infrastructure, the UMP needs to be looked at in conjunction to the RMR 
capital projects driven by the Asset Management practices (i.e. life cycle 
replacement and repair due to deterioration). 
 
The UMP supports and complements the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and 
provides the foundation for subsequent engineering design briefs required of 
developers in support of their Area Structure Plans (ASP). The results of the UMP 
will be incorporated into the City’s ten (10) year capital plan, the offsite levy model, 
and the utility fiscal model once approved by Council. 
 
 
Progress to date 
 
In August 2013, Stantec Consulting was retained to carry out the 2013 UMP 
Update. The main tasks of the Utility Master Plan update include: data collection 
and review, existing system assessment, growth area servicing, and overall 
system analysis. During the last seven (7) months Administration and its consultant 
have performed data collection and review, and existing system assessment. 
Currently, the growth area servicing and the overall system analysis are being 
completed.   Please refer to appendix A for a more detailed timeline on the 
completion of the 2013 UMP Update.   
 
Preliminary Findings 
 
 Existing system network assessment (part of RMR Capital): 
 
Existing system improvements typically address the improvements that are 
required to bring the infrastructure and corresponding service levels to current 
standards. Some common examples include the addition of a water main to 
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provide looping, replacement of a sanitary service main to prevent basement 
flooding, or the addition of catch basins and a stormwater management pond to 
address drainage issues. Identified improvements are categorized based on the 
level of risk or need and entered into the three and ten year capital plans 
accordingly. 
 
Table 1 “Summary of Utility Projects for Level of Service Improvements” 
summarizes the recommendations made on the 2008 UMP, the projects 
undertaken by Administration since the last UMP update and the proposed projects 
on the 2013 UMP. 
 

Table 1: Summary of Utility Projects for Level of Service Improvements 

Utility Type 2008 UMP Completed or 
Approved from 2008-
2013 

2013 UMP 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs 
(escalated 
to 2013 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs to 
complete - 
Millions 

Number of 
Projects 
(New 
Projects) 

Costs 
(2013 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Water 11 $40 2 $6.61 11 (4 New, 2 
moved to 
growth) 

$21 

Wastewater 4 $4 2 $4.59 6 (4 New) $8 
Storm 7 $27 2 $7.19 5 (1 New) $22 
TOTAL 22 $71 6 $18.39 22 (9) $51 

 
The timing of these projects will be based on the available funding to carry out 
these improvements. Administration will recommend timing for the projects on the 
final report based on how each project support Council’s established goals and 
priorities. During budget processes these projects are also expected to be phased 
according to the City’s capacity to fund these projects.  
 
The total updated reinvestment includes the remaining projects from the 2008 list 
as well as the new projects. The difference between the 2008 and the 2013 UMP 
update can largely be attributed to more accurate data collection and existing 
system assessment including improvements related to the:  

1. Level of detail for modeling. 
2. Collection of field data to calibrate utility models. 

 
 Growth Capital: 
 
Table 2 “Summary of Utility Projects for Growth (30 years horizon)” summarizes 
the recommendations made on the 2008 UMP, the projects undertaken by 
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Administration since the last UMP Update and the proposed projects on the 2013 
UMP. 
 
Table 2: Summary of Utility Projects for Growth (30 year horizon) 

Utility Type 2008 UMP Completed or 
Approved from 2008-
2013 

2013 UMP 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs 
(escalated 
2013 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Number 
of 
Projects 

Costs to 
complete - 
Millions 

Number of 
Projects 
(New 
Projects) 

Costs 
(2013 
dollars) – 
Millions 

Water 6 $58 1 $3.74 8 (3 New) $72 
Wastewater 10 $57 2 $7.84 9 (2 New) $96 
Storm 2 $47 0 $0 3 (1 New) $34 
TOTAL 20 $162 3 $11.58 19 (5 

New) 
$202 

 
These projects are expected to be completed by 2042 (30 years) and phased 
according to forecasted pace of development.  
 
The difference between the 2008 and 2013 UMP update for growth infrastructure 
reflects an increase in population based on new population projections using 
updated guidelines and recommendations from the Capital Region Board.  
 
The difference between the 2008 and the 2013 UMP update can largely be 
attributed to the allocation of growth related projects for water based on the 
Council approved principle of 25% City/75% Developer costs for transmission 
mains and 0% City/100% Developer costs for reservoirs (compared to 5% 
City/95% Developers for all). 
 
Source of Funding 
 
The 2008 UMP required a total investment on the existing and growth network of 
$233 million (2013 dollars) – $71 Million for the existing system and $162 Million 
for growth. The 2013 UMP update requires $253 million (2013 dollars) – $51 
million for the existing system and $202 million for growth. 
 
 Existing system network assessment (RMR Capital): 
Funding for the previously outlined level of service improvements projects is 
expected to be provided through utility rates and Federal Grant funding. 
 

 Growth Capital: 
 
Growth projects would fall into the approved (30/2013) Off-site Levy Bylaw, which 
includes funding through developers contributions. 
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Remaining tasks 
 
Next steps for the completion of the UMP include: 

1. Completion of system analysis of UMP findings. 
2. Finalization of the stakeholder. 
3. Prioritization of capital projects based on risks. 
4. Presentation of final report to Council 

 
Stakeholder Communications or Engagement 

1. Stakeholder consultation is ongoing and the objective is to communicate 
findings to the public. 

 
Implications of Recommendation(s) 
 
 Financial: 

 Once UMP is finalized, Fiscal Utility Model will need to be updated based on 
final findings. 

 Once UMP is finalized, Project charters will be presented to council as part 
of the 10 years capital plan process. 

 
 Legal / Risk: 

 N/A 
 

 Program or Service:   
 N/A 
 

 Organizational: 
 N/A 

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

 CULTIVATE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY:  A diversified, robust and resilient 
economic foundation to support growth and community service delivery. 

 CULTIVATE A HISTORIC, CREATIVE, AND ACTIVE COMMUNITY: A vibrant and 
involved community with a variety of culture, recreation and heritage opportunities.  

 CULTIVATE A GREEN COMMUNITY:  A healthy natural environment for future 
generations that preserves and promotes enjoyment, conservation and responsible 
development. 

 CULTIVATE EXCELLENCE IN GOVERNMENT:  A responsive, accountable 
government that delivers value to the community. 
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 CULTIVATE SUSTAINABLE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES:  A growing 
community that has balanced development and management of civic facilities, 
transportation networks and related services. 

 CULTIVATE A SAFE, HEALTHY AND INCLUSIVE COMMUNITY:  A community 
that provides opportunities for everyone to realize their potential in a thinking, 
caring and connected way. 

 
 

b) Long Term Plans 
 Transportation Master Plan. 
 Municipal Development Plan. 
 Social Master Plan. 
 Environmental Master Plan. 
 Recreation Master Plan. 
 Cultural Master Plan. 
 Smart City Master Plan.  

 
c) Corporate Objectives (See Corporate Business Plan) 

 Deliver programs and services that meet or exceed our standards 

 Exercise strong fiscal management. 
 Ensure our customers are very satisfied. 

 
d) Council Policies 

 Bylaw 13/2002, City Manager’s Bylaw 
 Bylaw 15/2007, Municipal Development Plan 
 Bylaw  30/2013, Off-site Levy Bylaw 

 
e) Other Plans or Initiatives 

 Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan (DARP) 
 Water Conservation, Efficiency and Productivity Plan 

 
 
 
 
Attachment(s) 
 
1. 2013 Utility Master Plan Project schedule. 

  
 
Originating Department(s): Engineering 

Author(s): 
General Manager Approval: 

Tracy Allen, Director of Engineering 
David Hales, General Manager Planning and Engineering 

 
City Manager Signature:  

 
Date:   
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UTILITY MASTER PLAN 

Timeline    

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
1. Timeline for completion of Utility Master Plan: 

 
Date Deliverable 

November, 2013 Data collection completion 

January, 2014 Existing system assessment 

February, 2014 Draft report 

March, 2014 Update to Council 

March, 2014 Stakeholder consultation 

April, 2014 Final report 

May, 2014 Project completion 

June, 2014 Presentation to Council 
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May 22, 2014 

Via Email; esosa@stalbert.ca 

The City of St. Albert 
Infrastructure Manager 
Planning & Engineering 
2nd Floor, #5 St. Anne Street 
St. Albert, Alberta, T8N 329 

Attention: Mr. Eduarda Sosa, Infrastructure Manager 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Updated Utilities Master Plan 

On behaif of the owners and occupants of #10, #12, #14, #18 and #20 Perron Street, we 
provide the following input: 

(a) Storm events in 2007 and 2008 caused significant flooding at the Intersection of 
Perron Street and St. Michael Street. A number of business premises adjacent to 
that intersection, including the post office, Quiltessential, Dr. Kin Wong's offices and 
Grapevine Deli were flooded and sustained significant damage. 

Further, in January of 2010, there was a water main break and a "frozen catch 
basin/...storm sewers". Again, this resulted in flooding of businesses on Perron 
Street and St. Michael Street. 

(b) As a result, the City of St. Albert requested and received Perron Street Flooding 
Study from Focus Engineering (the title page, Introduction and Figures 1.1 and 1.2 
are attached). 

Briefly this report states: 

"...It should be noted that the existing 900 mm storm sewer on Perron 
Street becomes two 525 mm pipes where it outfalls to the Sturgeon River. 
This configuration acts as a restriction on the minor system, with the 
final leg of the storm sewer having the two smaller pipes with 
approximately half the total capacity of the upstream storm sewer." 
(See Paragraph 2.0) 

Figure 1.1 shows the Major and Minor Drainage Basin areas containing 31.42 ha. 
and 92.11 ha., respectively. 
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Therefore, the surface run-off from these two large areas comes into the intersection. 
However, as the report states, there is a restriction to approximately one-half the total 
capacity of that upstream storm sewer system. As a result, the surface run-off from this 
large area floods the intersection and the area in the alley behind #10, #12 and #14 Perron 
Street (See Figure 1.2). Figure 1.2 shows the areas which are flooded as a result. 

We would request that council and the administration, in considering the updating of the 
Utilities Master Plan, be sensitive and address these known risks to the Perron District on an 
urgent basis. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

On Behalf of the Owners and Occupants of 
#10, #12, #14, #18 and #20 Perron Street 

Harry K. Gaffney 

cc: Mayor Nolan Crouse, contactmavor@gtalbert.ca 
Councilor Wes Brodhead, wbrodhead@stalbert.ra 
Councilor Cathy Heron, cheron@stalbert-ca 
Councilor Sheena Hughes, shuaheg@stalbert.ra 
Councilor Cam Mackay, cmackay@stalbert.ca 
Councilor Tim Osborne, tosborne@stalbert:.ca 
Councilor Gilies Prefontaine, gprefontaine<5)stalhert.ca 
Carol Bergum, Senior Long-Range Planner, cberaum@st-alhprt-.npt 
Dr. and Mrs. Kin Wong 
Mr. and Mrs. Armand Nielsen 
Mrs. Loreen Belovich 
Mr. and Mrs. David Kerslake 
Mr. Guy Hebert 

Per: 
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Project number 020100549-208 

Submitted to: 
City of St. Albert, Engineering Services 
5 St. Anne Street 
St. Albert, Alberta T8N 3Z9 
Phone: 780.459.1642 
Fax: 730.458.1974 

Prepared by: 
Focus Corporation 
Suits 300, 9925 - 109 Street 
Edmonton, Aiberta T5K 2J8 
Phone: 7S0.466.S555 
Fax: 7SO.421.1397 

Date 2010. 

FOCUS 
Engineering - Geomatics - Planning 
www.focus.ca 
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Report for The Gty of St. Aiburt [ Pacron Street flooding Stucy 

l.O INTRODUCTION 

1.1 SCOPE OF WORK 

The purpose of this study was to develop options to address the recent flooding issues along 
Perron Street from St. Michael Street to the Sturgeon River. 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Recent storm events in 2007 and 2008 resulted in the flooding of a number of commercial 
ventures in the vicinity of Perron Street and St. Michael Street. Drainage issues were further 
highlighted in January 2010 when the combination of a watermain break and frozen 
catchbasin leads/storm sewers again resulted in the flooding of business at Perron Street and 
St. Michael Street, as well as further north on Perron Street east of the Perron Street Bridge at 
the Sturgeon River. 

: As a result of these recent eventsthe City of St. Albert determined that potential solutions for 
- the drainage issues on Perron Street need to be investigated. 

1.3 DRAINAGE BASINS 

The study area, located in downtown St. Albert, is at the bottom of a substantia! grade, 
. starting with Green Grove. Drive coming off of St. Albert Trail, and continuing onto Perron 

Street. The grade on Perron Street flattens in the vicinity of St. Thomas Street, with the 
intersection of Perron Street and St. Michael Street being a trapped low area where surface 
water has to pond before it can continue flowing towards the Sturgeon River. Once ponding is 
sufficient to overtop high points water will flow to the Sturgeon River via Perron Street or St 
Anne Street and St. Albert Trail. 

The minor storm system on Perron Street is servicing a basin of approximately 31 ha, which 
generally includesa portion of the downtown and the northern portion of the Sturgeon 
Neighbourhood. The major drainage system is much larger than the minor system, 
approximately 92 ha, including the majority of downtown a nd the Sturgeon Neighbourhood. 

. ;The major.and minor drainage basin boundaries are shown on Figure 1.1. 

1.4 SITE SURVEY 

. A detailed survey was conducted on.Perron Street from St. Thomas Street to the Sturgeon 
• River. This survey included gutter and sidewalk elevations as-well as.door sll.i.elevations for 
. .the businesses along Perron Street. The survey also extended along St Michael.Street west of 
Perron;5tr.eet, along the backianefromSt. MichaelStreet to St. Anne Street; and 
approximately half a block along:St Anne Street on either sideofPeron Street.-The survey 

. information and resulting contours are shown in Figure 1.2. The ponding areas.at Perron 
.StreetandrStvMichael.Streal: and in the back Sane have been highlighted in Figure 1.2. 
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Report for The City of St. Albert | Perron Scr?a? Hooding Study 

2.0 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The best method to reduce the risk of flooding is to provide a major flow system to the 
Sturgeon River for the larger rainfall events. While it would be possible to regrade and lower 
Perron Street and keep the major flows on this Street, there are potential flooding issues with 
getting the flows from street level to the Sturgeon River as observed in January 2010. 
Therefore other options of accommodating these flows were examined. 

Also, it should be noted that the existing 900 mm storm sewer on Perron Street becomes two 
525 mm pipes where it outfalls to the Sturgeon River. This configuration acts as a restriction 
on the minor system, with the final leg of the storm sewer having the two smaller pipes with 
approximately half the total capacity of the upstream storm sewer. 

2.1 PERRON STREET AND ST. MICHAEL STREET 

As previously mentioned, the intersection of 
Perron Street and St. Michael Street is a 
trapped low area, and any major system flow 
coming down Perron Street would have to 
pond in the order of 0.4 metres before it 
would overtop the lowest spili elevation and 
continue down Perron Street. Key elevations 
are shown in Figure 2.1. In this location the 
east side of Perron Street between St. 
Michael Street and St. Anne Street is affected 
most. Survey information indicates that there 
are several doorways at approximately the 
same elevation as the lowest spilt point on 
Perron Street. As a result there is a substantial potential for water entering these businesses. 

2.1.1 Alternative 1 - New Storm Sewer Through Lane and Parking Lot 

Alternative 1 consists of a new storm sewer sized for major system flows running from the 
intersection of Perron Street and St. Michael 5treet southwest on St. Michael Street to the 
back lane, northwest on the back lane to the existing catchb3sin, then west through the 
existing parking lot to the Sturgeon River. Alternative 1 3S shown in Figure 2.2 would require 
approximately 200 metres of new storm sewer. 

Pros: 

Doesn't change surface grades, therefore doesn't encroach on private property. 
Minor disruption to traffic on Perron Street during construction. 
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Suite 324, Birks Building || 10113 104 Street || Edmonton Alberta || T5J 1A1 ||  
P: 780-428-6146 || F: 780-425-9548 

E: info@udiedmonton.com  W: www.udiedmonton.com 

 

 
May 20, 2014 
 
City of St Albert 
5 St. Anne Street 
St. Albert, AB  T8N 3Z9 
 
To:  Tracy Allen, P. Eng, Director of Engineering Services 
 
Re: UMP Extension 
 
On behalf of the UDI St. Albert Regional Committee, I am requesting an extension of the time given to 
review the UMP updates.  In order to complete a thorough review of the UMP and provide meaning full 
comments we will need an additional 4 to 6 weeks to review. 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide this input and look forward to our continued work together to 
ensure St. Albert is planned and serviced in the most efficient way possible. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jason Fjeldheim, P. Eng 
 
Chair, UDI St. Albert Regional Committee 
 
Attachments. 
 
Cc.  Genstar Development Company 

Melcor Developments Ltd.  
Reid Worldwide Corporation 
Landrex    
Strata Developments 
Selecet Engineering Consultants 
IBI Group 
Al-Terra Engineering  
Avillia Developments Ltd. 
ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. 
 

THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE OF ALBERTA 
GREATER EDMONTON CHAPTER 
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/// City of wm 
Cultivate Life 

ENGINEERING BRANCH 
Phone: 780-459-1654 
Fax: 780-458-1974 

File: 1100-8 

May 28, 2014 

UDI St. Albert Regional Committee 
Suite 324, Birks Building 
10113 104 Street 
Edmonton, AB T5J 1A1 

Attention: Mr. Jason Fjeldheim 

Dear Jason: 

Re: UMP Extension 

Thank you for your letter dated May 20, 2014 requesting an extension for the review period on the 
City's Utility Master Plan (UMP). The UMP is a key planning document that not only outlines the 
servicing strategy for the future growth and development of St. Albert but also provides a 
comprehensive assessment of the repair, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation (RMR) needs of the 
City's existing utility systems. As such, the UMP plays a key role in the development of the City's 
RMR capital budget program and determination of future offsite levy rates. Based on the RMR 
budget requirements and the previous commitment to Council, the UMP is to be brought to 
Council on June 23, 2014 as originally planned. However, I recognize the importance of UDI's 
request for additional review time and propose to note in the Agenda Report that accompanies 
the UMP to Council that there may be modifications to the growth portion of the UMP that may be 
brought back to Council in August of 2014 if required. This will allow Administration to continue 
with its capital budgeting process for RMR projects in 2015 while still providing UDI to complete a 
comprehensive review of the report and bring back changes as needed. 

Please advise if this is acceptable and I will book a potential Council date for August 2014. 

Director of Engineering 

cc: David Hales, GM, Planning & Engineering Division 
Eduardo Sosa, Infrastructure Manager 
Kate Polkovsky, Long Term Planning Engineer 
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