
 

 

January 11, 2022 

 

City of Fort Saskatchewan Council 

10005-102 Street 

Fort Saskatchewan, AB, T8L 2C5 

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

 

RE: City of Fort Saskatchewan – Industry Non-Support for Proposed Area Structure Plan Amendments  

Please accept this letter and enclosures from the UDI Fort Saskatchewan Regional Committee in response 

to the proposed Area Structure Plan (ASP) Amendments recommended by Administration for the approved 

WestPark and South Fort ASPs. The enclosures provide UDI’s responses to the additional clauses that 

Administration intends to add to the existing ASP Bylaws. The proposed amendments that were provided 

for review on December 7th and December 14th (by request from UDI) are not supported by Industry. The 

inclusion of these amendments will stifle new, innovative, and affordable product types being introduced 

into Fort Saskatchewan and will reduce the community’s collective competitiveness and individual options 

for families. 

The first enclosure (attachment 1) denotes responses prepared by UDI’s professional planning and 

development experts. Our overall analysis is that the policies, as proposed, will negatively affect the ability 

to invite innovation into new community design and will diminish the level of certainty needed to maintain 

and support continuous growth. From a public policy perspective, most proposed amendments are not 

suitable for inclusion at the ASP level and it is recommended that they continue to be administered at the 

subdivision level where they belong. On the other hand, density policy is most suited to remain at the ASP 

level rather than the subdivision stage as currently proposed by Administration within this amendment. 

Acknowledging that the timing of these proposed ASP Amendments has been structured by Administration 

to precede a future Public Hearing for the proposed RS District - now scheduled for January 25, 2022 - UDI 

has also included a non-exhaustive list of MDP Policies that the proposed RS District align with for future 

context (attachment 2). 

Thank you for your continued partnership and the opportunity to work together on establishing 

development regulations and standards that are fair and economically responsible for the development 

industry, the City of Fort Saskatchewan and your current and future residents. 

 

Yours Truly, 

Kalen Anderson, RPP/MCIP    Reanna Rehman, PMP 

Executive Director, UDI-ER    Chair, UDI Fort Saskatchewan Regional Committee  

cc:  

Office of the City Clerk; Troy Fleming, City Manager; Janel Smith-Duguid, General Manager of Infrastructure & Planning Services; 

Mark Morrissey, Director of Economic Development; Craig Thomas, Director of Planning and Development; UDI Fort Saskatchewan 

Regional Committee, UDI-ER; Deanna Kwong, Manager, Industry Relations UDI-ER 
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Attachment 1: UDI Policy Review of Administrations’ Proposed Area Structure Plan (ASP) Amendments  
 
Preamble 
Comment responses are provided by development industry experts and registered professional planners. Generally, the additional clauses are not 
necessary at the ASP level and as proposed do not encourage best planning practices. 
 

POLICY UDI COMMENT RESPONSES & APPLICABILITY TO REDUCED SETBACK LOTS 

PROPOSED Southfort and Westpark ASP 
Policies 

 

4.1.2 Overall Policies – PROPOSED TO BE ADDED BY ADMINISTRATION 

Residential densities are implemented at the 
subdivision stage. 

Proposed additional clause is unnecessary and UNSUPPORTED: 

• The MDP has very clear objectives and policies pertaining to the densities within Developing 
Neighbourhoods, such as Southfort and Westpark.  The total aggregate density within these 
densities can be measured at the ASP level and Outline Plans within each area can further 
demonstrate the adherence to the ASP density targets.  Therefore, individual subdivision 
applications have no need to demonstrate density adherence within Outline Plan areas, 
provided the subdivision applications are consistent with the Outline Plans. 

• To implement density at the subdivision stage does not reflect the varied nature of 
subdivision stages that come forward as a neighbourhood develops. Individual stages may 
have diverse sizes and product types, which may produce very different densities when 
viewed in isolation. The intent of the ASP is to achieve a density at the plan level through 
densities outlines for particular land uses. The combined effect of averaging the densities 
over all of the stages that make up a land use designation in the community (with a mix of 
products allowed under a particular land use and resulting zones), will achieve the 
target/expected density. That intent is not supported by the proposed assessment of 
density at each stage, and would result in below optimal density levels for the land use area. 

• The proposed addition also does not support the ASP’s Objective 4.2.1 “To strive towards 
achieving aspirational intensification target as per the Edmonton Metropolitan Region 
Growth Plan”. 

 

4.2 Residential 

Subdivision 
plans should include the integration of different 
housing forms and lot widths 
within blocks. 

Proposed additional clause is unnecessary and UNSUPPORTED: 

• An ASP policy directing the variability of lot widths and housing is highly unusual.  The MDP 
promotes the implementation of housing using a variety of methods and tools. However, 
the MDP is absent of policies directed towards the implementation of variability of housing 
form and sizes in a prescribed manner. 

• Blocks within a subdivision will often have variation in lot width/sizes 
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• Housing forms within a block often relate to product compatibility and it is not always 
feasible to mix.  

• The Land Use Bylaw supports this intent though architectural regulations that require 
variety along a blockface. 

 

4.2.2 Policies 

Outline Plans and Neighbourhood Structure 
Plans shall identify the proposed location and 
extent of non-conventional development types 
such as reduced or zero setback developments 
to ensure its seamless integration with the 
surrounding development and appropriate 
housing mix in the neighbourhood to the 
satisfaction of Administration. 
 

Proposed additional clause is unnecessary and UNSUPPORTED: 

• Reduced setback lots may be relatively new to Fort Saskatchewan, but it is not a different 
housing form or development type.  In fact, the houses are often identical, whether they are 
on a reduced setback lot application or are on a less efficient standard district setback 
application.  Reduced setback lots are best compared to semi-detached lots, as it is 
effectively a semi-detached lot pulled apart with one side flipped.  Accordingly, there is no 
need to regard reduce setback lots any differently than the full setback versions of the same 
lots. 

• Please define non-conventional development types. Anytime there is a DC zone application 
it has to accompany an ASP amendment? Or does the City dictate what is non-
conventional? 

• Further identification of zero lot line locations in the plans, beyond laned blocks within low 
density land use areas (already included in the draft RS district), would provide a level of 
detail that is not required for other products and is not necessary based the outcomes of 
development of this product in neighbouring municipalities.  

• The proposed amendment would not support the ability of the neighbourhood to adapt to 
minor changes in the market and adjustments that typically result as new areas develop.  
It would only lead to unnecessary plan updates, administrative burden, costs to 
development, delays, potentially relegate zero lot line to ineffective locations, and limit the 
benefits and purpose of a standard zone.  

• Sufficient certainty on location of Zero Lot Line is already provided by the proposed RS 
district. It is to be applied only on laned blocks and for up to 30% of the low density 
residential area within an Outline Plan or Neighbourhood Strcuture Plan. It will not be the 
only district utilized in a neighbourhood (as shown by the diversity of product developed in 
other jurisdictions that have a similar level of guidance on zero lot line application). Allowing 
the proposed RS district to operate in a manner similar to the other standard districts, will 
provide the City with one more effective zoning tool to support a key portion of the regional 
market within the City. This will add to the diversity of housing options in each community. 

• Does the City consider row housing and semi detached to be ‘non-conventional’ as well, as 
those also have a “zero setback”? 
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Low density residential subdivisions shall not 
exceed 35 du/nrha to ensure consistency and 
compatibility between current development 
practices and previously planned and executed 
developments. 
 

This proposed additional clause is UNSUPPORTED: 

• Per the MDP, density is to be regarded at the ASP level with Outline Plan statistics 
evidencing their adherence to the ASP densities.  Outline Plans can demonstrate 
appropriate transitions between existing and planned areas. 

• The intent of the density noted in the approved ASP is that it is an average for the land use 
area, hence why it does not currently mention implementation at the subdivision stage. 

• Stage boundaries, sizes, and product offered can vary greatly, while aligning overall with the 
outline plans. This allows for some subdivisions to be slightly above a specified density and 
some below, depending on the product presented in the specific stage. This also supports a 
range of product types to house a greater diversity of individuals.  

• Limiting the density as proposed in each subdivision will lead to lower density, reduced 
product variety, unnecessary and potentially detrimental impacts to stage sizes, and will not 
help the City in achieving regional density targets.  

• The minimum lot width and depth in the land use districts will ensure that density remains 
within an acceptable range, without the need for ASP amendment. 

• What is proposed will also impact the provision of semi-detached housing and row housing 
(both permitted in certain cases under the low density residential land use). These are also 
compact forms with reduced setbacks on one or more sides that can achieve higher 
densities.  
 

Administration shall evaluate new residential 
development types and forms in terms of their 
impact on and compatibility with existing and 
proposed surrounding housing development. If 
determined necessary, the City shall consider 
additional location criteria, regulations, or 
amendments, to ameliorate any potential land 
use implications or to ensure specific planning 
policy goals are upheld. 
 

This proposed additional clause is UNSUPPORTED: 

• This does not provide any clarity or certainty of process, unless land use implications are 
evidence based and a precise conflict with policy is detailed.  

• This policy is vague in terms of what might constitute incompatibility.  The ASPs have 
distinguished low/medium/high density housing areas. Incompatibility should not be 
possible within each residential density area.  If the intent is to direct a review of methods 
of transition between low/medium/high density areas, the policy should be made clearer. 

• This clause reads as Administration’s intent is to determine the location of any new 
residential development or product type and will mandate developers to complete an ASP 
amendment at their discretion.  

• Clarity is requested that Administration be more specific on when exactly the trigger is for 
an ASP amendment or remove this clause completely. 

  

Residential uses, housing typologies, 
development patterns, and subdivision designs 
that run counter to or have impacts to the 
detriment of specific policy goals within this 

• Very specific reasons should be provided for non-adherence, in such cases. 

• Again, contravention/detriment needs to be evidence based and a precise conflict with 
policy detailed. 

• Conflicting Policies or Interpretation needs to be solution based rather than “Shall not be 
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plan or the Municipal Development Plan shall 
not be supported. 
 

supported” – A great example is Low Impact Development Initiatives within the MDP does 
not mean that solutions to accommodate density are not permitted. 

 

5.6.2 Servicing and Utility Policies 

Where developers propose the introduction of 
a new residential use, such as reduced setback 
housing developments, they shall update the 
Outline Plan or Neighbourhood Structure Plan 
to demonstrate the storm water management 
system will function at the initially planned level 
of service. 
 

• Does this apply to all reduced setback development, including semi-detached and row 
housing? 

• Should this not be captured at the engineering review already? Why create extra updates to 
the Outline Plan? 

•  Change to: “where developers propose the introduction of a new residential district, they 
shall update the Outline Plan or Neighbourhood Structure Plan to demonstrate the storm 
water management system will function at the initially planned level of service.” 

 

6.4.2 Transportation Policies 

Single detached housing on narrow lots, semi-
detached, and multi attached dwellings with 
front access shall face green spaces, dwellings 
with rear access, or developments with shared 
access to allow one side of the street to be used 
for off-site parking and operational needs. 
 

This proposed additional clause is UNSUPPORTED: 

• Remove completely or add “where possible” at the front of this policy. This is a Subdivision 
and Engineering detail, too prescriptive to be an ASP policy or item.  

• Should also add that such development may also face the rear yards of opposing lots, such 
as in double-fronting situations. 

• Define narrow lot.  
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Attachment 2: UDI Policy Review of MDP Alignment with RS District  
 
Preamble 
Comment responses are provided by development industry experts and registered professional planners in response to the following description from 
Planning and Development:  
 
"There are several specific policies and objectives within the MDP in which the effect of the proposed RS District would run counter to. Below is a link to 
our MDP. I will refer you specifically to Sections 5 and 6 (More specifically: 5.1.d, 5.1.h, 5.2.15, 6.2.f, 6.2.j, 6.2.k, 6.2.27, 6.2.32, 6.2.39, 6.2.40, 6.2.41, 
6.5.1, 6.5.2). Principally, our concerns relate to policies that speak to affordable housing and housing diversity & variation. Beyond that, sections 7.3.19 
& 10.2.7 refer to low-impact development. Lastly, speaking with our regional colleagues, we are also concerned regarding the efficacy of the access 
easement (6.2.27) and regulations specific to permeable surfacing (10.2.14)" 
 

MDP POLICY UDI COMMENT RESPONSES & APPLICABILITY TO RS District 

Policy conflict cited, but not described, by City Administration 

5.1.d 
The City’ s statutory plans and planning documents are kept up 
to date and reflective of the community’ s values as well as 
socio-economic and environmental trends. 

• Administration's amendment counters certain MDP Polices. 

5.1.h 
The City supports affordable housing and transportation 
options to provide all residents the greatest access to what our 
community offers and reduce the need for non-market 
alternatives. 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region. 

5.2.1.5 
Ensure proposed housing options align with the housing needs 
and affordability of the community 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region. 

6.2.f 
The built environment of neighbourhoods is varied and diverse 

• The RS District accommodates a single family product (with the added 
benefit of affordability) that is new to the City of Fort Saskatchewan. This 
provides a varied housing form and offers diversity. 

6.2.j 
Diverse housing types are integrated into the community to 
meet the needs of our different ages, incomes and household 
sizes. 

• The RS District accommodates a single family product (with the added 
benefit of affordability) that is new to the City of Fort Saskatchewan. This 
provides a varied housing form and offers diversity. The RS District is one of 
the most affordable fee-simple single family lots available in the region. 

6.2.k 
Neighbourhoods are multi-generational. 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region which promotes multi-generational living. 

6.2.27 
Developments shall address adjacent street and/or public 

• The RS district has a street aesthetic that presents exactly like any 
conventional single family lot, because the end product remains to be a 
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space through incorporating quality architecture, appropriate 
setbacks, scale, and massing, building features such as 
balconies, windows, canopies, and terraces, and landscaping 
and fencing that contributes to the street appeal. 

single family home. The reduce sideyard is not visibly noticeable within the 
streetscape and the massing is no different than another single family home 
that is of similar size. 

6.2.32 
Neighbourhoods shall have a diversity of housing types to 
enhance character along block frontages, and within 
neighbourhoods meeting the various financial, lifestyle, and 
cultural needs of our diverse population 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region, meeting the various financial, lifestyle, and cultural 
needs of our diverse population 

6.2.39 
All neighbourhoods shall have a diversity of housing types, 
such as single and semi-detached, duplexes, townhomes, 
rowhouses, stacked townhomes, multi-attached residential, 
and accessory dwelling units to meet the various financial, 
lifestyle, and cultural needs of the city’ s diverse population 
and to achieve municipal and regional housing targets 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region, meeting the various financial, lifestyle, and cultural 
needs of the city’ s diverse population and to achieve municipal and regional 
housing targets. 

6.2.40 
Support the provision of market affordable and nonmarket 
affordable housing in all neighbourhoods 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region. 

6.2.41 
Encourage the location of affordable housing options along 
transit routes and near commercial uses, open spaces, school 
sites and community services. 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region and is a housing option that can be developed along 
transit routes and near commercial uses, open spaces, school sites and 
community services. 

6.5.1 
New residential development shall include diverse types of 
housing to provide choice for residents. 

• The RS District offers an affordable single family product that should be 
made available to future homebuyers. 

6.5.2 
Encourage new and innovative housing types to address 
financial, lifestyle, and cultural needs of diverse demographics. 

• The RS District is one of the most affordable fee-simple single family lots 
available in the region and is a housing type that can address financial, 
lifestyle, and cultural needs of diverse demographics. 

7.3.19 
Encourage implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) 
principles and green infrastructure alternatives in new 
development or redevelopment areas. 

• UDI agrees with this MDP policy. Engineering Best Practices are required for 
successful community development.  

• Definition =The term low impact development (LID) refers to systems and 
practices that use or mimic natural processes that result in the infiltration, 
evapotranspiration or use of stormwater in order to protect water quality 
and associated aquatic habitat”  The most common examples of Low Impact 
Development are rain gardens, bioretention gardens, bioswales, pervious 
pavement, green roofs, and rain harvesting.  
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• Engineering and Landscape Standards and policy should be flexible and 
innovative to ensure all pillars of sustainability are met; “economic, 
environmental and social” . The single family housing form proposed in the 
RS District is proven in all 3 of these pillars. 
1.  Economical – 1.2m (4f) less infrastructure is required to service a single 

family fee simple lot. 
2. Environmental – the reduction of land required to accommodate the 

same housing product is an efficient form of land development. 
3. Social – Homebuyers are offered an opportunity to own a fee simple lot 

that will accommodate a single family product and a fenced yard ,while 
maintaining the same house size for less cost to the future resident  – 
This is the result of the efficient use of land and servicing costs captured 
in the first 2 pillars. 

10.2.14 
Encourage use of permeable materials in all new developments 
to reduce development related stormwater run-off. 

• The RS District strongly addresses this policy by limiting the amount of hard 
surface permitted in a homeowner's rear yard to ensure a larger amount of 
overland flow is absorbed and treated through soft landscaping 

10.2.7 
Encourage all new development to implement low-impact 
development techniques and environmentally conscious 
building practices to help reduce demand on City infrastructure 
and slow the impacts of climate change. 

• UDI agrees with this MDP policy. Engineering Best Practices are required for 
successful community development.   

• The housing form within the RS District reduces City infrastructure on more 
levels than just storm. It reduces the following infrastructure requirements 
and ultimately life cycle costs to maintain: 

• Sanitary/Water/Roadways/Sidewalks/Power & 
Telecommunications/Boulevard Landscaping 

• The RS District strongly addresses this policy by limiting the amount of hard 
surface permitted in a homeowner's rear yard to ensure a larger amount of 
overland flow is absorbed and treated through soft landscaping. New Storm 
Systems will be designed to ensure they are efficient and optimized to meet 
sustainability goals. Existing Storm facilities are designed  to ensure all 
residential servicing requirements can be accommodated based on the land 
use and density. 
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