Council Workshop

Agenda

Leduc County Centre, Nisku, AB
Tuesday, January 11, 2022

1. Order - 10:00 a.m.
2. Department reports
a) 10:00 a.m. Long Range Planning
i) Continuing the Conversation: Country Residential Development
and Servicing in Leduc County
b) 10:45 a.m. Engineering and Utilities
i) Transportation Master Plan

√

J. Evans &
B. Ansaldo

√

D. Mryglod &
A. Kotb

3. Adjournment

√ Attachment Provided
Leduc County is dedicated to serving its citizens and will create an enhanced quality of life
through effective leadership, committed partnerships and open, transparent communication.

2. a) i) 10:00 am J. Evans & B.
Ansaldo

Report to Council Workshop
Public

________________________________________________________________________
REPORT NAME
Continuing the Conversation: Country Residential Development and Servicing In Leduc County
IMPLICATIONS
Reason: To further discuss county residential servicing options with Council as well as the future vision that the
County has for country residential subdivision
Authority (MGA section/bylaw/policy number):
•
•
•

Section 633(1) of the Municipal Government Act (MGA) outlines the legislative authority for Council to adopt an area
structure plan to assist in the guidance of subdivision and development of an area of land.
Policy 4.5.1.2 of the MDP describes the requirements for area structure plans to guide Country Residential
Development in the County’s Rural Area
Sections 8.2.1 and 8.2.2 of the MDP provide direction regarding the provision of Water and Wastewater services
within the County

Amount of funding required: No further financing required
Funding source: N/A

BACKGROUND
This workshop is a continuation of the workshop undertaken on August 26, 2021. At that workshop council was
presented with an overview of the strengths and weaknesses of various forms of water and wastewater (often
referred to as septic) servicing available for country residential development as well as an open conversation
between administration and council about council’s vision for the extent and form of this type of development
going forward. After a robust conversation council concluded that it would be best to postpone further discussions
until after the upcoming municipal election due to the far reaching implications of the discussions. These include
potential amendments to the Municipal Development Plan (MDP), revisions to the SCRASP, and influencing the
direction of portions of the forthcoming Utilities Master Plan project. The Notes from the August 26, 2021
Workshop are attached for reference.
The August workshop was inspired by the questions and concerns that council had expressed with the SCRASP
project and its proposed servicing strategy of private on-site servicing for water and septic. Specifically, members
of council expressed concern with the idea of allowing for private services anywhere in the County, given the
County’s existing supply of privately serviced country residential lands. While those concerns were raised during
a SCRASP workshop, it was clear that council was speaking more broadly about how Leduc County should service
residential development throughout the entire county in the future.

Submitted by: Benjamin Ansaldo, Planner
Reviewed by: Jordan Evans, Manager of Long Range and Regional Planning
Date: January 11, 2021
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Servicing Options
With regards to country residential development in rural areas there are three distinct forms of servicing utilized
in Alberta and they are general referred to by the following terms:
•

•

•

Private services – this type of development is defined by the servicing being paid for and maintained by
the individual lot owner in accordance with regulations such as the Water Act and Safety Codes Act. A
traditional form of this servicing would be a private water well or cistern for water services, and an
individual septic system such as a tank and field or treatment mound for sanitary services.
Communal Services – this refers to a single larger water and wastewater facility intended to service a
number of properties with the responsibility for the maintenance and replacement of the system being
held by the area homeowners. A common example in the county would be a single large cistern connected
to all the dwellings in a subdivision with the cistern being filled by trucks. Similarly a communal
wastewater system would consist of a treatment mode of some form (generally an above ground plant of
some form) or a large communal holding tank which is connected to the dwellings in the subdivision.
Unlike the above systems, these systems are not regulated by the Safety Codes Act.
Municipal Services – Also referred to as piped services, this refers to a circumstance where the dwellings
are connected to a regional water and wastewater line, with the effluent being taken to a treatment plant
or lagoon. In this instance the responsibility for the maintenance is held by the municipality.

The advantages and disadvantages to each form of servicing for the parties involved (being the homeowners, the
developer, and the municipality) are summarized in the attached table.

Existing Context for Country Residential Development In Leduc County
Policies 8.2.1.2 and 8.2.2.2 of the MDP direct that servicing for Country Residential be provided through private
or communal systems where municipal services are not available for water and wastewater respectively.
Additionally, the county currently has a total area of 7,401.5 ha of land designated or districted for Country
Residential in the MDP as shown in the attached Map 4 – Rural County Land Use Concept. Of that land 2,967.65
ha are already districted as Country Residential and , with the exception of a few small parcels within the Leduc
IDP, none of this land is contained within any statutory plan other than the MDP. The proposed SCRASP will
contemplate roughly one third of the future country residential development identified in the MDP, as directed
by the MDP in Policy 4.5.1.2, and it is expected that the remainder will be planned out in one or more future
statutory plans as well.
Existing County Residential Supply and Demand
At the previous workshop it was noted that Leduc County has a large reserve of approved Country Residential Lots
(estimated to be in excess of 750 lots at that workshop). Council inquired about the actual demand for these lots,
which administration determined by reviewing the building permit applications for each year from 2012 until
2021. The results for the number of building permits issued for new dwellings in the Country Residential zoned
lands in the County are as follows:
Submitted by: Benjamin Ansaldo, Planner
Reviewed by: Jordan Evans, Manager of Long Range and Regional Planning
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Year

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

Building
Permits

23

35

28

24

17

12

21

12

5

19

The overall trend for building permits in country residential has been a steady decrease from a high of 35 in 2013
to a low of 5 in 2020. It is worth noting that there were up years with both 2018 and 2021 bucking the general
decline but overall it seems clear that demand has decreased over the past decade. The average permit issuance
over that 10 year period is 19.6 permits per year.

August Workshop Outcomes
At the initial workshop council discussed a range of topics including the above information, before branching into
a more general conversation about the future of residential development in Leduc County. As per the attached
comments summary, the general vision espoused by council at that workshop included:
1.
2.
3.

A reduction in the area designated for country residential development in the future to better reflect the current
supply and the expected demand going forward;
That new country residential development in the County be serviced with municipal (piped) water and septic utility
services; and
That this level of servicing, and the costs associated with installing and maintaining it, are more appropriate to the
County’s hamlets and the area immediately surrounding those hamlets rather than creating new serviced
development nodes on agricultural lands.

However, administration would urge council not to feel constrained to the above list, but rather to view it as a
starting point for the discussion.

Next Steps
Once the workshop is concluded, administration will be undertaking a number of initiatives related to the vision
put forward by council. The impacts of this discussion will be felt in such projects as the up-coming MDP
Amendments to bring the MDP into alignment with the Regional Agriculture Master Plan, the SCRASP, the
proposed Growth Hamlet Utilities Capacity Assessment, as well as impacting the terms of reference that
administration provide to developers when they initially approach the county to discuss development
opportunities.
ATTACHMENTS
•
•
•

•

Summary of Servicing Options: Pros and Cons
PowerPoint
MDP Policies excerpts and Map 4
Notes from workshop - August 26, 2021

Submitted by: Benjamin Ansaldo, Planner
Reviewed by: Jordan Evans, Manager of Long Range and Regional Planning
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Summary of Servicing Options: Pros and Cons
Private Servicing
Stakeholder

Pros

Cons

Homeowner

No recurring fees associated with
services

Significant upfront costs for setting
up services

Lot prices are generally lower
making the initial purchase more
approachable

Maintenance and replacement is
solely the responsibility of the land
owner
Requires increased diligence with
regards to outputs to avoid
damaging the system compared to
other options

Developer

No upfront costs for infrastructure
which also allows the developer to
avoid being required to provide
security
Allows for the sale of individual
lots at reduced rates

Municipality

Municipality is not responsible for
the systems functioning,
maintenance, or replacement

May require larger sized parcel
creation to accommodate systems
resulting in lowered lot yield when
compared to possible densities
with other servicing forms
Depending on the municipality,
there may be additional costs
related to supporting studies to
determine if/which private
systems are available
Associated with larger lot sizes and
smaller total lot numbers in a
given area, leading to increased
fragmentation of agricultural lands
and rural residential sprawl
developments
As with other residential
development, additional costs
associated with servicing
residential lands exceed the
revenue associated with
assessment of the lands

Communal Servicing
Stakeholder

Pros

Cons

Homeowner

Approximates municipal servicing
and upfront costs are generally
included in the lot price

Maintenance and replacement is the
responsibility of the land owners as a
whole, generally through some sort of
home owners association or similar entity
Requires proactive planning for
maintenance and replacement costs that
may exceed the homeowners’
expectations.
Resemblance of this system to a municipal
system may create expectations regarding
the municipalities obligations for it

Developer

Relatively low cost method for
providing servicing to a subdivision
compared to municipal infrastructure
provision
Generally allows for increased lot
yields due to increased density of
subdivision

Municipality

The municipality is not technically
liable for the system (including
operation, maintenance, and
replacement)
When this type of system is used as a
temporary measure until the planned
extension of full municipal servicing,
it allows the municipality to avoid the
difficulties associated with requiring
the existing developments to connect
to the municipal lines

Does require the provision of
infrastructure and the associated security
Depending on the municipality, may
require additional costs depending on the
exact policies and procedures of each
municipality
The municipality is often expected to step
in as the governing body should the
system fail
The absence of regulation or legislation
regarding communal systems effectively
means each municipality must take on the
costs and risks associated with
determining the validity of proposed
system types
As with other residential development,
additional costs associated with servicing
residential lands exceed the revenue
associated with assessment of the lands

Municipal Servicing
Stakeholder

Pros

Cons

Homeowner

No upfront servicing costs outside
of lot purchase

Repeating fees associated with
service provision

Maintenance and replacement of
the system is the responsibility of
the municipality

Lot prices are generally higher
than other options

Usually allows for the largest lot
yields as municipal servicing
supports the highest potential
densities

Requires significant upfront costs
for infrastructure and security that
may not be realized for some time
(for instance, the payment of
endeavor to assist provisions may
take place over several years as
development proceeds)

Developer

Consumer peace of mind regarding
services and costs may increase lot
pricing and sales in some instances

Municipality

Municipalities costs and liabilities
can be recouped through rates
charged
Municipality already has the
expertise/ability to provide this
type of servicing and can
accurately forecast future costs
and needs
Associated with higher density
contiguous development which
minimized land fragmentation and
conversion

Represents the highest cost for lot
pricing, which may depress sales
timing
As with other residential
development, additional costs
associated with servicing
residential lands exceed the
revenue associated with
assessment of the lands

Continuing the
Conversation: Country
Residential Development
and Servicing Discussion
January 11, 2022

Why We Are Here

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
Country Residential Development Discussion

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
Types of Servicing

Private services – this type of development is defined by the servicing being paid for and
maintained by the individual lot owner in accordance with regulations such as the water
act. A traditional form of this servicing would be a private water well for water services,
and an individual septic system such as a tank and field or treatment mound for sanitary
services.
Communal Services – this refers to a single larger water and wastewater facility intended
to service a number of properties with the responsibility for the maintenance and
replacement of the system usually being held by the area homeowners. A common
example in the county would be a single large cistern connected to all the dwellings in a
subdivision with the cistern being filled by trucks. Similarly a communal wastewater
system would consist of a treatment mode of some form (generally an above ground
plant of some form) which is connected to the dwellings in the subdivision.
Municipal Services – Also referred to as piped services, this refers to a circumstance
where the dwellings are connected to a regional water and wastewater line, with the
effluent and water being treated off site. In this instance the responsibility for the
maintenance being held by the municipality

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
Private Services Pros and Cons

Stakeholder

Pros

Cons

Homeowner

No recurring fees associated with services

Significant upfront costs for setting up
services

Lot prices are generally lower making the initial
Maintenance and replacement is solely the
purchase more approachable
responsibility of the land owner
Requires increased diligence with regards to
outputs to avoid damaging the system
compared to other options
Developer

No upfront costs for infrastructure which also
May require larger sized parcel creation to
allows the developer to avoid being required to accommodate systems resulting in lowered
provide security
lot yield when compared to possible densities
with other servicing forms
Allows for the sale of individual lots at reduced
Depending on the municipality, there may be
rates
additional costs related to supporting studies
to determine if/which private systems are
available

Municipality

Municipality is not responsible for the systems
functioning, maintenance, or replacement

Associated with larger lot sizes and smaller
total lot numbers in a given area, leading to
increased fragmentation of agricultural lands
and rural residential sprawl developments
As with other residential development,
additional costs associated with servicing
residential lands exceed the revenue
associated with assessment of the lands

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
Communal Services Pros and Cons

Stakeholder

Homeowner

Pros

Approximates municipal servicing and upfront
costs are generally included in the lot price

Cons

Maintenance and replacement is the
responsibility of the land owners as a whole,
generally through some sort of home owners
association or similar entity
Requires proactive planning for maintenance and
replacement costs that may exceed the
homeowners expectations. Generally collected in
monthly fees

Developer

Municipality

Resemblance of this system to a municipal system
may create expectations regarding the
municipalities legal obligations for it
Relatively low cost method for providing servicing Does require the provision of infrastructure and
to a subdivision compared to municipal
the associated security
infrastructure provision
Depending on the municipality, may require
Generally allows for increased lot yields due to
increased density of subdivision
The municipality is not technically liable for the
system (including operation, maintenance, and
replacement)

When this type of system is used as a temporary
measure until the planned extension of full
municipal servicing, it allows the municipality to
avoid the difficulties associated with requiring the
existing developments to connect to the
municipal lines

additional costs depending on the exact policies
and procedures of each municipality
The municipality is often expected to step in as
the governing body should the system fail

The absence of regulation or legislation regarding
communal systems effectively means each
municipality must take on the costs and risks
associated with determining the validity of
proposed system types
As with other residential development, additional
costs associated with servicing residential lands
exceed the revenue associated with assessment
of the lands

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
Municipal Services Pros and Cons

Stakeholder

Pros

Homeowner

No upfront costs outside of lot purchase

Developer

Usually allows for the largest lot yields as
municipal servicing supports the highest
potential densities

Repeating fees associated with service
Maintenance and replacement of the system is provision
the responsibility of the municipality
Lot prices are generally higher than other
options

Consumer peace of mind regarding services
and costs may increase lot pricing and sales in
some instances

Municipality

Cons

Municipalities costs and liabilities can be
recouped through rates charged
Municipality already has the expertise/ability
to provide this type of servicing and can
accurately forecast future costs and needs
Associated with higher density contiguous
development which minimized land
fragmentation and conversion

Requires significant upfront costs for
infrastructure and security that may not be
realized for some time (for instance, the
payment of endeavor to assist provisions may
take place over several years as development
proceeds)
Represents the highest cost for lot pricing,
which may depress sales timing
As with other residential development,
additional costs associated with servicing
residential lands exceed the revenue
associated with assessment of the lands

Country Residential Development Discussion
Policy Context and Current Supply

Policies 8.2.1.2 and 8.2.2.2 of the updated MDP direct that servicing for Country
Residential be provided through private or communal systems where municipal
services are not available for water and wastewater respectively.
The county currently has a total area of 7,401.5 ha or land designated or districted
for Country Residential in the MDP.
2,967.65 ha are already districted as Country Residential.
The entire area, with the exception of a few small parcels within the Leduc IDP, is
currently not contemplated by a statutory plan other than the MDP.
The proposed SCRASP will contemplate roughly one third of the future country
residential development identified in the MDP, and it is expected that the remainder
will be planned out in one or more future statutory plans as well.

Country Residential Development Discussion
Recent Demand Trends

At the previous workshop it was noted that Leduc County has a large reserve of approved
Country Residential Lots (estimated to be in excess of 750 lots at that workshop). Council
inquired about the actual demand for these lots, which administration determined by
reviewing the building permit applications for each year from 2012 until 2021 for new
dwellings in the Country Residential district.
Year

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Building
Permits

23

35

28

24

17

12

21

12

5

19

The overall trend for building permits in country residential has been a steady decrease from a high
of 35 in 2013 to a low of 5 in 2020. It is worth noting that there were up years with both 2018 and
2021 bucking the general decline but overall it seems clear that demand has decreased over the
past decade. The average permit issuance over that 10 year period is 19.6 permits per year.

Country Residential Servicing Discussion
August Workshop Outcomes

At the initial workshop council discussed a range of topics including the above
information, before branching into a more general conversation about the future of
residential development in Leduc County. The general vision espoused by council at
that workshop included:
1. A reduction in the area designated for country residential development in the
future to better reflect the current supply and the expected demand going
forward;
2. That new country residential development in the County be serviced with
municipal (piped) water and septic utility services; and
3. That this level of servicing, and the costs associated with installing and
maintaining it, are more appropriate to the County’s hamlets and the area
immediately surrounding those hamlets rather than creating new serviced
development nodes on agricultural lands.

Discussion Outcomes and Affects
Next Steps

Council’s discussion and vision with have a significant impact on a number of projects
including, but not restricted to, the upcoming MDP Amendments, the Utilities
Master Plan, the SCRASP, and the proposed Growth Hamlet Utilities Capacity
Assessment.
Additionally, pending the outcome of the above projects, administration will be
adjusting the terms of reference and similar information provided to prospective
developers to contemplate this workshop’s outcomes and discussion.

Thank you.
Any questions?

Private Servicing









750 surplus± lots in the county
Adequate sized parcel required for on-site services
Landowner pays for services
On-site services vs. truck and haul
Cost to landowners for truck and haul is not sustainable
Cost to municipality for truck and haul (per load)
o Road maintenance
o Lagoon
Should tax payers pick up the cost?

Communal Servicing






Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP) approvals are a significant barrier
Initially landowner pays but cost later falls to municipality
Homeowner association (HOA) is to bank for future upgrades. The dissolution of the HOA is a
significant risk.
EAP approval should be required prior to the sale of the lots
Communal collector vs. on-site disposal

Municipal Servicing





(go ahead) developer
Developer initially pays, cost for future replacement/upgrades falls to the municipality
User pays for services
Nobody has the $ to develop municipal services in CR

Country Residential (not urban centres)















Direct development to where services are (East Vistas, Hamlets)
Infill where possible
Do we want CR to be urbanized?
Expectations of services in rural area
Define CR – CR is multi-lot
Low demand for CR development/decreased demand in last several years
The county is not a land bank – principle to follow
Removes/converts ag lands
Not beneficial for the county
Make it easier for development in areas where growth is to be directed
o Ie development in hamlets etc.
Conduct study around 3 growth areas
Who is interested in this type of development in the county? Other types?
Need to determine demand
Growth study – projections – economy – what makes sense now?

Principles





User pay
Smart growth
Not anti-growth
Clarity for investors/developers

Next Steps




Decision for future council (SCRASP)
Review growth in hamlets and what utilities would be required for same (UMP)
Update MDP (incorporate RAMP)

MDP Policy
4.5.0.1 New residential development in the Rural County should be concentrated in the Growth Hamlet,
hamlets, Lakeshore Communities and comprehensively planned country residential areas.

2022-01-06
2. b) i) 10:45 a.m. D. Mryglod
& A. Kotb
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Agenda
1. The Transportation Master Plan
2. Phase 1 Engagement Recap
3. Seven key TMP elements:
• Element 1: Regional Transportation
• Element 2: Roadway Classifications
• Element 3: Heavy Truck Network
• Element 4: Active Transportation
• Element 5: Roadway Safety
"We are at the edge of a revolution, there's a
• Element 6: Infrastructure Investment
wave of change that you can see hitting both
passenger transport as well as freight services
• Element 7: Public Transit
like Uber and Lyft,"

Anne Goodchild, founding director of the Supply Chain
Transportation and Logistics Center, University of Washington..

TMP Process and Purpose
Project Timeline

Purpose: The TMP must support a
transportation system that would …
• improve transportation in the short-and-long term;
• be sustainable;
• offer a competitive economic advantage;
• deliver a common sense and affordable plan;
• ensure transportation modes function effectively
together as a system; and
• encourage smart growth for urban and rural
residents and businesses.
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TMP Process and Purpose

The TMP will …

Project Timeline

• Guide transportation policy and infrastructure planning.
• identify and prioritize roadway improvements for rural,
industrial, urban, resource, lakeshore, county residential
and transit systems that are feasible and affordable.
• assess and modernize truck routing, paving/maintenance
and road classification guidelines.
• recommend transportation guidelines and policies that
support the County’s MDP transportation goals/objectives.
• produce an affordability/implementation plan that
balances transportation needs, roadway safety and provide
a long-term transportation plan for sustainable
• integrate the County’s transportation systems
on a regional level to assure coordination
with regional initiatives.

City of Beaumont Transportation Master Plan
City of Leduc Transportation Master Plan (2018)
City of Edmonton City Plan
Area Structure Plans & Local Plans
2001 Transportation Master Plan
Edmonton International Airport Master Plan

The TMP is integrated
with relevant County
plans and several
plans from
surrounding
jurisdictions.

EMRB Integrated Regional TMP (May 2021)
Alberta Transportation Regional Priorities
Leduc County’s Parks and Open Spaces Plan
Leduc County’s Agricultural Strategy (March 2006)
Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Growth Plan (Jan. 2020)
Leduc County’s Municipal Development Plan (2019)
Inter-Municipal Development Plans & Planning Frameworks
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2. The Transportation Master Plan? (TMP)
The TMP is not….

The TMP is ….
•

A high-level, long-range, 20-year plan.

•

An overall strategy for long-term County
transportation objectives, policies and goals.

•

A guide for investment in current and future
roads to ensure timely and affordable
improvements are made over time.

•

A plan that fosters long-term
sustainable growth, aligns with the
County MDP and also with regional
planning initiatives.

•

A way to engage the community to
shape the future travel modes in the
County.

•

The design of transportation Improvements.

•

An in-depth study of local issues that focuses on individual
intersections, potholes or roadway paving.

•

Authorization for the construction of major transportation
improvements or developments to proceed.
4. Active
Transportation
3. Heavy
Vehicle
Network

6. Public
Transit

2. Roadway
Classification

1. Planning in
the Region

5. Infrastructure
Investments

Leduc County
Transportation
Master Plan

7. Road Safety

2. Public Participation
Recap
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Phase 1 Engagement: A Synopsis
•

12 roadside signs placed throughout the county

•

Utility bill inserts

•

Paid and organic social media ads

•
•

A webpage created for the TMP,
www.leduc-county.com/transportation-planning
Two 30-second videos

•

Direct-mailed letters to stakeholders

•

A web notice on the Leduc County website

How did you participate?
• 20 meetings with external stakeholders,
municipalities and key industries
• One month of continuous engagement
through Social Pinpoint
• Two online zoom sessions

Phase 1 Engagement: A Synopsis
20 meetings with external stakeholders, municipalities and key industries
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board (EMRB)
Alberta Transportation: North-Central Region
Town of Thorsby
Town of Devon
Town of Calmar
Village of Warburg
Edmonton International Airport
Capital Power: Genessee Power Station

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Leduc
City of Beaumont
Parkland County
Strathcona County
County of Wetaskiwin
Camrose County
Brazeau County

6 interviews were conducted with representatives from key audiences, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Rolly View Community Association;
Glen Park Community Association;
Agricultural grain producer from west Leduc County;
Leduc Chamber of Commerce; and
City of Leduc’s Director of engineering

23 online surveys were completed by various audiences:
•
•
•
•

Administration (Agriculture Services, Engineering, Road Operations, Parks and Recreation,
Economic Development and Fire Services);
Residents and Businesses;
Agricultural sector; and
Municipalities within Leduc County
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Phase 1 Engagement: General Transportation Issues
Select Residents’ Comments:
•

Roadway Maintenance;

•

Roadway Operations (speeds, improved intersections)

•

Regional Through traffic;

•

Congestion;

•

Pedestrian Safety;

•

Volume of Regional Heavy Truck Traffic;

•

Vehicular/Roadway Safety;

•

Air Quality; and

•

Noise and Livability Issues.

Phase 2 Engagement: A Synopsis
(Aug 26th-to-Sept 12th, 2021)

Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

It was considered to be bad timing for a
Public Open House because of the early
September harvest which was not
anticipated. There is a desire to have a Plan
"B" to consult again with the Public if this
Sept 1/2 event is a "no show". Appreciated
desire to conclude study before election but
Council could receive report as Draft and
then a FINAL Report later.

Public Open House Participation
Sept 2nd
Sept 1st
Rolly View Hall

28
5
3

persons attended

comment sheets
evaluation surveys

Glen Park Hall

34
6
4

persons attended

comment sheets

evaluation surveys

Another Public
Engagement meeting was
thought to be unnecessary.
A Draft report was to be
ready for Council to receive
for review followed by a
Final Version.
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Comments and Feedback

Select Residents’ Comments:
• Consider adding shoulders to roads
• Consider enhancing signage for wide loads
• Consider decommissioning of old/unused roads

The majority of respondents:
• Do not see value in public transit
• Do not plan on using recreational trails network

Select Residents’ Comments:
•

Roadway Maintenance;

•

County Trail Network;

•

Township Road 490 (Glen Park Road)
Intersections;

•

Public Transit (cost-benefit);

•

Speed Enforcement.

• Want to focus on safety and infrastructure improvements
• Have road maintenance concerns at specific locations
• Viewed the event as useful
• information presented was relevant

Social Pinpoint Engagement Summary
Comments

6
46
73
1,871

survey respondents
social media comments

32• Bring back 100 km/h speed limit along Glen Park Road
19• Widening and re-paving of TR510
8• Poor Rail Crossings on TR504 and RR232
10• Glen Park Road / Highway 2A safety concerns

map comments
Social Pinpoint visits
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What We Asked: Vision statement
Does the DRAFT Vision Statement support your vision for
transportation in Leduc County?
 "As a Leduc County resident and business owner, I support this statement. "
 "Confidence is not something I consider when driving roads. A roadway system needs
to be sustainable and continually maintained to ensure a proper level of service.
Micro surfacing, crack sealing etc. A road quality index should be maintained."
 "Sustainable travel choices while supporting residents and business move forward"
 “I agree with it but I think there is work to get there. My main concern is the safety of
our roads. The area continues to become busier and improvements are needed for
the safety of drivers. I also think that activities like walking and biking are becoming
more common but many of the roads are not safe or supportive of these things.”
Old: High quality of life and regional economic growth are achieved
High quality of life and regional economic growth are enhanced
through the Leduc County integrated multi-modal transportation
through the Leduc County integrated transportation network,
network, which emboldening safe, sustainable travel choices while
which residents
inspires safe,
sustainable
travelwith
choices
and supports
supporting
and industries
to move
confidence.

residents and industries to move with confidence.

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• “achieved” replaced “enhanced”.
• “multi-modal” removed
• “emboldening” replaced with “inspires”
• “while supporting” replaced with “and
supports”

What We Asked: TMP Goals & Objectives
What goals are most important? Are we missing any goals?
•

“I would prefer the improvements of the systems we have more of a priority than the addition of new transportation
options. Thinking of the future needs is also important as short-term fixes have been exactly that – short-term and
probably more expensive in the long term.”

•

“Need a walking/biking trail to Beaumont. I believe this would be frequently used. Would allow the community to be
more active and access Beaumont without needing to drive your vehicle. Would be a step to reduce carbon footprint and
improve quality of life.”

The TMP has ….
•
•

Developed 5 goals of the TMP supported by 36 policy directions
Examples:
• Develop a roadway classification system that reflects the level of travel demand, the
importance of the roadway in the transportation network and the priority of improvements
for the roadway;
• Develop a warrant policy that addresses the need and justification for considering paving
rural roads.
• Support the development of transportation infrastructure that
encourages economic development and tourism.
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What We Asked: Key Issues
Top Issues: - Roadway Maintenance (90% ranked this 1st or 2nd),
- Intersection Safety (80% ranked this 1st or 2nd); and
- Heavy Truck Traffic (50% ranked this 1st or 2nd)


“Buford highway (RR 275) is full of potholes and frost cracks, and is poorly maintained with road emulsion tar and
rock chips. This mile and a quarter section need proper repair and resurfacing.



Highway 2A / Twp Rd 490 Intersection: “We need a light here, or at the very least very big, clear signage to
remind people that passing on the right is illegal and dangerous when someone is turning left onto Glen Park
Road (Twp Rd 490) from either northbound or southbound on Hwy 2A.”
RESPONDENT PRIORITY RANKING OF KEY CONCERNS
Poorly Maintained Roads (potholes, poor shoulders,…

27

Safety at Intersections (poor visibility, high traffic);
Heavy Truck Traffic (Noise, Dirt, Number of trucks, Safety)

6

3
1

Opportunities to commute by Transit

2
0

4

5

3

Safety on Roads (Steep turns and hills)

Ranked 3rd/4th

8

7

Congestion and Traffic Jams

Ranked 1st/2nd

8

8

Active Modes Infrastructure (Paved shoulders, concrete…

Lack of Enforcement

3

17

5
2

Ranked 4th/5th

6

8

6

11

6

8

5

2

12

10

6

12
13

12
10

15

Ranked 6th/7th/8th

2

5

9

4
5

4

13
20

25

30

Unranked

Key issues that will be addressed outside the TMP
1.

The following key comments related to roadways under the sole jurisdiction of Alberta Transportation:
1. Issues related to Highway 2, the 50th Street Ramp and 50th Avenue were noted;
2. Maintenance issues along Highway 623, Highway 814 and Highway 2A through Kavanagh
3.

2.

Recommendation of specific improvements, such as widening or turn lanes, to address concerns
on Provincial highways and intersections (i.e. Highway 623 / Highway 814)

The recommendation of specific safety improvements. The TMP has provided a high-level screening to
serve as a basis for future safety investigations as well as guidance on adopting improved levels of safety
throughout the County
Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

Spelling of Kavanagh corrected throughout
the document
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The

TMP Process

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop

ID Key Issues

The TMP Start-Up

Council Workshop
• Have we missed anything?
• Have all the agencies/groups been
contacted
• Was public involvement/engagement
sufficient?
• Did the established vision statement
reflect Council’s and staff’s direction?
• Were the key issues clearly identified?

Element One:
Regional
Transportation

10
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Element One: Regional Transportation
What you told us

• The TMP needs to learn from the past and measure the success of the last plan.
• Twp Rds 510 and 512 are not up to current standards.
• Provincial intersections such as Highway 814/Highway 625 are dangerous.
• The County is missing opportunities to connect to Beaumont & the City of
Edmonton walking and cycling infrastructure.

The TMP …
• Met with 20 adjacent jurisdictions and key industry partners to listen to key regional
concerns.
• Reviewed and integrated planning and policies with the latest EMRB Inter-Regional
Transportation Master Plan (IRTMP).
• Prepared a separate technical memorandum to identify and assure integration with
EMRB and Provincial transportation plans throughout the region.

Origin-Destination Patterns of County Residents
Within the region, a 50-zone was
developed for Leduc County and
surrounding municipalities to identify
major origin-destination pairs. On a
daily basis, it was found that:
•

•

Roughly 59,000 trips travel
between the City of Edmonton and
County lands (inclusive of the EIA);
The Central Nisku area (between
Airport Road and Highway 19) is the
major traffic generator within the
County and was estimated to
generate some 11,100 trips-perday.

Origins and Destinations of County Residents
Beaumont, 6%
Nisku North,
9%

County Rural Areas,
5%

Greater Edmonton,
32%

EIA, 12%

City of Leduc, 36%

95% of County commuters rely on passenger motor-vehicles to commute. 2016 Census
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The TMP: Integration with the Regional Context
Key transportation elements and policies proposed for the TMP
• Leduc County transportation planning to ensure EMRB priorities are maintained and supported.
• The completion of Nisku Spine Road, the widening of Township Road 510 and the widening of
Township Road 512 are key projects.

General Location of EMRB Road Projects

Long-Term Regional IRTMP Projects That Would Impact Leduc County
EMRB
Code
19-A
19-C
E41-B
E41-C
202-B
202-D
510-A
21-A

Corridor

Limits

Improvement

EMRB Road Projects – “Ready for Construction” - 8 projects in total
Highway 19
Highway 60-to-Range Road 261
Upgrade to 4-lane expressway
upgrade to 4-lane rural arterial with
Highway 19
Range Road 261-to-Range Road 252A
realignment around EIA’s 3rd runway
EMRB Road Projects – “Ready for Design” - 36 projects in total
41 Ave S
Terwillegar Drive extension Allard Way
Upgrade to 4-Lane Arterial 70kph
41 Ave S
91 Street / Nisku Spine Road 17 Street
New 4-lane expressway
Upgrade to 4-lane arterial -frontage
Terwillegar Dr.
41 Ave S-to-Rabbit Hill Road
roads
Terwillegar Dr.
Ellerslie Road-to-Whitemud Drive
Upgrade to 6 basic
th
Twp Rd 510
QE2-to-50 Street
Upgrade Existing
Twp Rd 510
Terwillegar Drive Extension-to-17th Avenue
New 4-lane expressway
EMRB Road Projects – “Ready to Advance to Planning” - 15 projects in total
Highway 21
Highway 14-to-Highway 625
Upgrade to 4-lane rural arterial

Referenced from EMRB’s Integrated Regional Transportation Master Plan

Regional and TMP Visions for NS Arterial West of QE II
EMRB Road Projects

TMP Road Projects

Highway 60
Highway 39
Highway 39
RR 263
Twp Rd 492
Twp Rd 492
Twp Rd 490 (Glen Park Rd)

Twp Rd 490 (Glen Park Rd)

The alignment of the Regional NS Arterial as illustrated is inconsistent with that of the EMRB IRTMP.
The alignment of this road should ideally be located as close as possible to the EIA lands.
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Element One: Regional Transportation
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Aug 24th Council Workshop
• Ensure connectivity with other municipalities
– Highway 39 into City of Leduc

• Section 5.2: EMRB recognizes the Hwy 39 entry
into Leduc as congested and re-alignment onto
65th Avenue West (939-B) is incorporated into
their transportation plan
“The Hwy 39 entry into the City of Leduc is currently characterized by 6 traffic
signals (69th St., Deer Valley Drive/West Haven Blvd, Grant MacEwan Blvd, Bridgeport Crossing/Alton
Drive, Discovery Way, QE II West Ramp Terminal) and plans are in place for an additional
traffic signal (at 70th Avenue). This section of the Highway within the City of
Leduc’s jurisdiction has become congested, characterized by heavy vehicle
traffic and is limited in its purpose of facilitating a direct highway connection to
the QE II (Highway 2) corridor. The EMRB has recognized this constraint and
has incorporated the re-alignment of Highway 39 onto 65th Avenue West (939B) leading to the future 65th Avenue interchange as part of their
transportation Plan.”
`

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• Need to reconcile EMRB’s priority ranking of
Spine Road being too low on the list

Regional
Initiatives

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Integrating County Initiatives
with other levels of government
and sister municipalities

Key Issues

Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

Integration
with Other
Municipalites

• Section 6.1: “Leduc County shall coordinate where possible
with EMRB’s established roadway priorities while maintaining
municipal primacy/jurisdiction over County projects when
warranted.”

Council Workshop
• Are there any agencies/groups/key
stakeholders that may have been
overlooked?
• Are there any provincial or EMRB
projects that have not been
incorporated?
• Does the County still maintain its
primacy over any decisions regarding
the roadways that it is responsible for?
• Are EMRB, Provincial Priorities aligned?
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Element Two:
Roadway
Classifications

Element Two: Roadway Classifications
What you told us
• Key roadways, such as Township Road 510 & 512 are too narrow.
• Residential Roads, such as RR 233, are not appropriate to serve both cyclists and cars.
• When paved as part of maintenance, the maintenance needs to last.
• Guardrails were not installed nearest large culverts and steep grades.

The TMP ….
• Reviewed the current roadways classifications to
assure consistency with industry best practices.
• Proposed a new roadway classification system that
reflects the diversity of the County’s land uses.
• Recommended design elements to be incorporated
into future roadway design standards.

Leduc County owns and maintains roughly 2,130 km
of roadways of which 18% is paved. (383 km)
80% of the County’s roadways are “local roads”
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Element Two: Roadway Classifications

The County’s Transportation Needs are Diverse
• The Nisku Business Park accommodates more than 11,000 jobs
and continues to grow as a world-leading industrial park;
• Country residential areas that accommodate people driving to
and from work, activities and shopping;
• Urban areas, including the East Vistas and hamlets, that have
additional active mode needs to connect people to the business
and amenities around them;
• A diverse agricultural and resource sector that is accommodate
by more than 2,130 km of paved and unpaved roadways;
• The lakeshore communities of Pigeon Lake and Wizard Lake that
experience year-round recreation-related travel;

The TMP Proposes a New Roadway Classification System
Old Classification System
1.

County Main Roads

2.

Special Purpose Roads

3.

Local Roads

New Functional Classification System
1. Industrial/Commercial
Close to, directly adjacent to the
Urban Residential Centre

2. Resource/Agriculture
Rural Areas

3. Residential
The TMP Recommends …

1.

Arterial

2.

Collector

3.

Local

Country Residential Acreages,
hamlets, lake front Communities

• Leduc County develop improved standards based on the best practices and the
new roadway classification system.
• Establish policies and guidelines that industrial, agricultural and residential roads
need different roadway design approaches
• Apply design standards better suited to the individual land uses served by
County roadways.
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New Roadway Classification Criteria

Roadway Classifications - Ultimate Road Network

 The alignment of the Regional NS Arterial as illustrated is inconsistent with
that of the EMRB IRTMP. The alignment of this road should ideally be
located as close as possible to the EIA lands.

These proposed new collectors are to be
assessed/evaluated to determine the appropriateness
of implementing this designation at these locations.
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Roadway Classification Policies
Leduc County shall ….
•
•
•

•

adopt the recommended roadway functional classification;
apply the functional classification for all new and widened roads to ensure consistency;
develop roadway design cross-sections that:
• incorporate the design parameters recommended within Schedule C;
• Incorporate active transportation infrastructure, such as concrete sidewalks and
widened shoulders, for appropriate arterial, collector and local classifications; and
• accommodate transit stops and lay-bys in the urban area to support multi-modal
transportation.
• identify possible redundancies/closures within the local roadway network respecting
alternative access.
Consider the development of a “complete streets” policy for the major employment and
urban centre areas and identify priority locations. [A Complete Streets policy ensures that
transportation planners and engineers consistently design and operate the designated roadways to which
the policy applies for all road users (people who walk, bicycle, take transit, or drive, and people of all ages
and abilities), not only motorists.]

Element Two: Roadway Classifications
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• We have too many roadways. The TMP
should talk about the "elimination of
roadways" to reduce the needs related to
Maintenance and Bridge repair.

• Section 6.3 now elaborates upon the need for an assessment
that identifies possible redundancies/closures within the Local
roadway network respecting access with emphasis on AT Service
Roadways.
“The County is encouraged to assess the local roadway network and
determine opportunities that would identify redundancies leading to
possible closures of roadways and the removal of bridges
respecting the need to assure alternative access is provided.”
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Roadway
Classifications

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Existing & Future
Land Use

Key Issues

Integrating land use with the
County roadway network

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Integration
with Other
Municipalites
Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

• Does the system provide sufficient flexibility to
adapt to exceptions? (eg. Beaches Area collectors)

Council Workshop
• Does the proposed new classification
system set the framework for the future
transportation network?
• Does the new classification system
integrate with the County’s future land
use vision?
• Is the County intending to assure that
approved design cross sections are
prepared for each classification
category?

• Are policies in place to identify possible
roadway/bridge redundancies. ?

Element Three: Heavy
Truck Network
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Element Three: Heavy Truck Network
What you told us
• Heavy trucks, the movement of goods and agricultural vehicles are a top concern.
• Heavy vehicles are continuously by-passing the Provincial weight scales (Vehicle Inspection
Station) and using Glen Park Road (Twp Rd 490) and RR 263 causing traffic congestion and
maintenance concerns.

The TMP provided …
• A review and proposed an update of the existing heavy vehicle restrictions
(bans/limits) to accommodate the future network.
• Recommendations concerning potential County strategies to encourage routing
innovation within the logistics industry.
• An analysis of the Twp Rd 490 / RR 263 corridors/intersection and suggested
recommendations for consideration.

Element Three: Heavy Truck Network
Regional (EMRB) Plans
The EMRB’s transportation master plan has designated the following links as part of their goods
movement network
Highway 20- Highway 39 - Highway 60 - Highway 19/625 - Highway 21 and Highway 14 all serve as
•
existing High Load Corridors linking east-to-west; and
• Highway 44-to-Hwy 60 to the south of Devon is denoted as a “recommended” high load corridor
The link to Highway 60
raises concern
regarding heavy vehicle
traffic using Highway
60-to-Range Road 263to-Glen Park Road (Twp
Rd 490).
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Element Three: Heavy Truck Network
Alberta Transportation’s plans for over-size and over-weight loads also designate
these same routes. However …
• between Highway 20 (in the vicinity of Breton) and Highway 21 (in
the vicinity of New Sarepta) [a distance of 100km] there are no
other high load corridor routes.

Hwy 21

Hwy 20

• Range Road 263 south of Highway 39 is designated as a future
regional arterial by the EMRB, but is not a designated as a high
load corridor route.

Operators are finding their own
north-south routes through
Leduc County’s roadways.

100 km

What was Proposed: Heavy Vehicle Movements
Nisku Area-East Vistas
Heavy Vehicle Improvements / Restrictions:
TR512

Future RR 244 improvements
and East-West Collector to
support truck movements

New Restriction

Glen Park Road/RR 263
• Only 1 incident involved a heavy vehicle
• 14 collisions occurred over a 10-year period
Ten-Year (2009-2018) Collision Information
Sideswipe - Same Direction
7%

Existing
Restrictions

Off Road Right
14%

Other
7%

Extract, 2019 No Truck Route Information, Leduc County

Struck Object
50%

Right Angle
7%
Off Road Left
15%
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Heavy Vehicle TMP Policies
Leduc County shall ….
•
•
•

•

•

•

monitor the safety of key intersections and corridors that support the movement of trucks;
establish truck bans on all new residential collector and local streets;
encourage the development of an interconnected collector system within the lands bounded by the Nisku
Spine Road, Township Road 512, Township Road 510 and Township Road 243. The interconnected system
shall:
• Ensure the efficient movement of heavy vehicles by providing a sufficiently paved width and, at
minimum, paved shoulders; and
• accommodate multimodal transportation through establishing sidewalks that connect to centralized
transit stop locations that minimize walking distances.
establish a working group to explore the potential for developing partnerships with private industry to:
• expand information collection, sharing and performance results related to the areas of maintenance and
investment. (An example of such an initiative involved a pilot test of "dust control" to enhance road
surface durability by way of an oil-based product as an alternative.)
• establish policies for the operation, maintenance and planning of industrial roadways.
develop roadway cross-sections and intersection design strategies to facilitate goods movement while still
promoting sustainable and connected multi-modal transportation hubs; and
coordinate and collaborate with neighbouring municipalities and Alberta Transportation on goods movement
studies and initiatives.

Element Three: Heavy Truck Network
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Aug 24th Council Workshop
• The County embarked on a pilot test of "dust
control“, Hopefully enhancing the road
surface durability (oil based product) - Could
be an alternative. Results should be
discussed within TMP?

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• What is AT’s position on heavy vehicles using
County Roads instead of Provincial
Highways?

• "Section 6.2 highlights that "Leduc County shall
establish a working group to explore the potential for
developing partnerships with private industry to expand
information collection, sharing and performance results
related to the areas of maintenance and investment.
(An example of such an initiative involved a pilot test of
"dust control" to enhance road surface durability by
way of an oil-based product as an alternative.)"
• Section 6.2 indicates that: "Discussions with
the Province indicated a desire to monitor the
effect that Highway 19 construction has upon
the Range Road 263 corridor and once
completed, determine if heavy vehicle use
continues to be a concern."
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Heavy Vehicles

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

Necessary Restrictions
The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Key Issues

Existing & Future
Land Use

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

Heavy Truck
Routes/Dangerous
Goods

Nisku Industrial
Area next to
East Vistas

Council Workshop
• Does the TMP address heavy
vehicle impacts upon existing and
future residential areas?
• Does the TMP address heavy
vehicle traffic using County
roadways?
• Does the TMP address innovative
methods and technology
(routing/maintenance) to mitigate truck
impacts to County roadways?
• Does the TMP address the
RR 263 (Hwy 60), TR 492 (Glen
Park) cut-through truck
concern.

Element Four: Active
Transportation
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Element Four: Active Transportation
What you told us
• The lack of shoulders on major roads makes cycling and walking dangerous.
• Cyclists are present on RR 263 & adjacent roads, while the road does not accommodate for them.
• Nisku is not accommodating to pedestrians making transit less attractive.
• Overall, Leduc County lacks both recreational and multi-use trails which would encourage walking
and cycling.

The TMP ….
• Provided a review of background planning documents to identify gaps in
recreational trail planning.
• Identified and provided high-level costs for a series of future recreational trail
opportunities.
• Recommended various measures to improve active modes transportation
throughout the County.

What we propose – Active transportation
Active Transportation should be planned into developments
Recommended future strategies for “new” and “re-constructed” roadways

Option

Option

Source: “BC Active Transportation Guide”, Section C
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Element Four: Active Transportation
AT’s Suggested Actions:

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• Provincial Highways barely have shoulders to
support Active Transportation. Why should
the County improve its roadway shoulders if
the Province isn't.

Alberta Transportation has prepared
the DRAFT document titled "A LongTerm Transportation Strategy for
Alberta". The 3rd recommendation
within the document notes: "Alberta’s
transportation system will support a
high quality of life by incorporating
active transportation options such as
walking and biking in both rural and
urban areas".

•

Collaborate with partners on a needs assessment
for, and promotion of, active transportation
(such as walking and biking) within and between
all Alberta communities.

•

Implement international best practices for
integrating active transportation options with
public
transit, roads, and into highway rights-of-way (e.g.
bike trails).

•

Develop multi-use trails for commuting, as well as
recreation.

•

Secure a consistent and predictable source of
funding for active transportation needs.

•

Encourage municipalities to implement processes
and build infrastructure that makes their
community accessible to all.

Element Four: Active Transportation

The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Section 6.4: The County should…

•

determine which Nisku corridors would best benefit from sidewalks
accounting for the location of planned transit stops;

•

provide for active transportation investments and maintenance of
such facilities once developed within the existing off-site levy bylaws.

•

The cross-section of collector roadways within the
“urban centre” within the residential sub-divisions:
• a physical separation from vehicle traffic in the
form of concrete monolithic sidewalks of at least
1.8m in width; or
• the use of separate off-street interconnected
multi-use pathways of 3.0m in width. The
provisions for multi-use pathways would require
significant right of way to be protected.

Hilltop Drive

Martinview Estates

Highway 625

Looma Drive

Paterson Drive

Voyageur Drive

Highway 21

• Assure that investments in active
transportation infrastructure have a highprobability of success and once
developed, a monitoring process to
determine usage in critical areas.

consider protecting additional reserves and/or additional rights-ofway to accommodate interconnected walkways/pathways outside of
the current roadway right-of-way. Pedestrian and cyclists are forced
to use Range Road 232 to visit their neighbours. An alternative,
would be to provide policies and infrastructure that would encourage
connecting pathways linking each of the “pods”;

Hatfield Rd

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• Do we have data on how many persons
would actually use such a pathway system. It
does not make sense to allocate funds if only
few persons would make use of the
expansive active transportation network.

•

RR 232

Aug 24th Council Workshop
• How many other rural counties have
sidewalks and trails infrastructure? Should
we be investing in this?

Brookside Drive
Twin Peaks
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What Was Proposed: Active Transportation
A Long-Term Planning Initiative

Active
Transportation

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Existing & Future
Land Use

Key Issues

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Heavy Truck
Routes-Dangerous
Goods
Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning
ID Gaps in recreational
trail planning

Nisku Industrial
Area next to
East Vistas
Low Cost measures to improve
Active Transportation

Encouraging Healthy
Active Transportation
Alternatives

Council Workshop
• Are the TMP’s recommended active
transportation initiatives affordable?
• Does the TMP assure that the
performance of active transportation
investments will be monitored?
• Does the TMP integrate with long-term
recreational tourism related plans?
• Does the TMP active transportation
initiatives integrate with the MDP
policies?
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Element Five:
Roadway Safety

Element Five: Roadway Safety
What you told us

• Unsafe / dangerous conditions at
intersections:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hwy 814 / Hwy 623
Hwy 795 / Twp Rd 490
Twp Rd 490 / RR 263
Hwy 2A / Twp Rd 490
Hwy 21 / Twp Rd 510
Twp Rd 510 / Looma Road

• The poor quality and lack of shoulders on
major roads such as Twp Rd 510 and Twp Rd
512 makes pulling off to the side of the road
dangerous
• Roadways must be maintained to a higher
standard. A poor surface or weather related
wear presents safety concerns.

The TMP ….
• Compiled historical collision and traffic volume information at the above intersections.
• Screened each intersection based on a variety of collision metrics.
• Recommended potential measures to be explored.
• Intersection safety concerns to be discussed with Alberta Transportation.
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Element Five: Roadway Safety
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

Three intersections where improvements
have been made – are they successful?:
• Hwy 625/Hwy 21 (lights)
• Hwy 814/Airport Road (lights)
• Hwy 60/Hwy 39 (traffic circle)

Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

Strathcona County secured from AT
improvements to the Looma/Hwy 21
intersection by way of flashing STOP signs.

Section 6.6: Monitoring Process to…
• Assess/evaluate the performance
characteristics of roadway and intersection
improvements that have been implemented
to determine their effectiveness.
• "Several intersections (such as Highway 795/Glen Park
Road and Highway 2A/Glen Park Road) were noted as
possibly warranting safety assessments. As these
intersection involve Provincial highway infrastructure, the
County should ideally encourage Alberta Transportation to
lead such assessments aimed at identifying possible
solutions where safety is a concern.“
• Leduc County shall initiate discussion with Alberta
Transportation to develop and implement short-term
improvements to address the locations identified within
the TMP as Provincial intersections that exhibit elevated
historical collisions.

Roadway Safety Review: Collision Frequency
Hwy 625 / Sparrow Drive: 54 collisions / 10-years
Hwy 625 / 5th Street: 27 collisions/ 10-years

Highways
• Hwy 814 / Hwy 623
• Collision Rate: 2.0
collisions/MEV

Hwy 814 / Hwy 623
22 collisions / 10-years
Glen Park Road / RR 263
14 collisions / 10-years

Glen Park Road / Hwy 2A
17 collisions / 10-years

• Hwy 616 / Hwy 814
• Collision Rate: 2.3
collisions/MEV
• Entire Highway 19
Corridor
• 120 collisions at
intersection over
10-years

MEV = millions of entering vehicles per year.
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What was Proposed: Roadway Safety
Recommendations

• Leduc County engage Alberta Transportation to encourage improvements at Hwy 814 / Hwy 623
and other intersections under provincial jurisdictions.
• Leduc County apply a Road Safety Toolbox to new roadway surfacing, new intersections and new
surfacing.
• Leduc County allocate an annual budget to implement low-cost safety measures.
Install Safety Edge when resurfacing
Centerline Rumble Strips
Shoulder Rumble Strip
Edgeline pavement markings on narrow, rural,
two-lane roads
Install transverse rumble strips on stop
controlled approaches
Introduce two-way left turn lanes
Supplementary Pavement Markings
Install Shoulder

The Safety Toolkit Example:
Roadway Safety Edge

Pave Shoulder
Lower Speed from 80 km/hr to 60 km/hr

The Safety Toolkit Example:
Rumble Strips

Roadway Safety TMP Policies
Leduc County shall ….
•

monitor collision and traffic information on an annual basis. Such monitoring should include:
• historical collision frequency, type, severity, location and vehicle type;
• problem areas and low-cost solutions;
• recommendations for more detailed study and design to mitigate a safety concerns; and
• An assessment of the performance characteristics of implemented improvements noting effectiveness.

•

undertake further detailed study dedicated to assessing intersections that exhibit poor safety characteristics.

•

initiate discussion with Alberta Transportation to develop and implement short-term improvements to address Provincial
intersections that exhibit elevated historical collisions.

•

establish a toolbox of safety mitigation measures for use in the re-design, re-construction and/or resurfacing of County
roadways, which may include:
• additional lane markings, centerline markings, and shoulder markings;
• implementation of a road safety edge;
• the delineation of roadway shoulders; and
• centerline and shoulder rumble strips.

•

establish a dedicated portion of the annual roadway capital budget to implement specific low-cost safety improvements.

•

undertake a roadside safety device assessment and safety audit of roadways that have deficiencies related to roadway or
shoulder widths.

•

be encouraged to adopt/develop a speed (traffic calming) policy that:
• acknowledges that STOP signs are not typically appropriate for use to protect pedestrians; nor as a speed control
device; nor as a means of deterring through traffic; and
• would involve a four-step process to determine when implementing traffic calming guidelines are to be considered
which would include the following steps: 1) Project Initiation and Pre-screening; 2) A point Assessment System; 3)
Traffic Calming Design Considerations; and 4) Measuring Community Support.
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Roadway
Safety

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Existing & Future
Land Use

Key Issues

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Heavy Truck
Routes/Dangerous
Goods
Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

Low Cost measures to improve
Active Transportation

Assuring the TMP
addresses the issues of
safety

Council Workshop
• Are there additional safety issues to be
addressed?
• Does the TMP have policies in place to
assure that safety concerns are
addressed in order of severity or
concern?
• Does the TMP allude to practices that
are to be followed.

Safety Measures Identified
Screened Intersection
based on variety of
Metrics
Claims of Un-Safe
Intersections,
Poor-Quality

Historical Collision
Information

Element Six:
Infrastructure
Investment
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Element Six: Infrastructure Investment
What you told us
• Major corridors such as Twp Rd 510 & Township Road 512 are too narrow.
• Roads are poorly maintained and cause vehicle damage.
• While congestion is rarely an issue, roadway quality is.
• Leduc County needs an affordable plan to better roadway infrastructure year-after-year.

The TMP ….
• In coordination with MDP planning, developed a model to forecast 5-year, 10-year and 20-year traffic
volumes to assess the impact of traffic growth within the County;
• Reviewed and evaluated pavement maintenance records and road quality reports;
• Evaluated the current and future roadway network to determine gaps in road design; and
• Developed a list of potential projects that remain to be prioritized.

How did we make decisions – Infrastructure
What types of projects are part of the TMP? How did we get there?
New Arterials and widened arterials,
such as the Nisku Spine Road and
Township Road 510

Triggered by new industrial and residential
developments in Nisku and East Vistas

Conversion of existing gravel roads to a
paved surface

Triggered by new developments and continued
traffic growth

Rural local and collector improvements
to paved and unpaved roads

Triggered for roadways that do not meet the
TMP Roadway design guidelines

Improvements to residential roadways

Triggered for roadways when warranted

New collector roadways to support
developments

Triggered, and paid for, by new developments
(East Vistas, South of Devon Industrial
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Infrastructure
Decisions

Short Term - Infrastructure Investment – 5 years
Approximately
$2.6M/Year over the
short-term period
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Short Term - Infrastructure Investment – 5 years

(2022 -to- 2026)

Medium Term - Following 5 years
Approximately
$3.3M/Year over the
following mediumterm period
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Medium Term - Following 5 years

(2022 -to- 2026)

Long-Term - Following 10 years

Approximately $4.8M/Year over
the following long-term period

Project Cost Estimate does not include reductions for Cost Sharing from other jurisdictions nor
developer/proponent contributions for Major Arterial Widening and Construction.
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Long-Term - Following 10 years

Arterials Beyond the Twenty-Year Horizon
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Element Six: Infrastructure Investment
What you told us
The summary indicates expenditures in the order of:
Approximately $2.6M-per-year over the short-term period (2022-thru-2026)
•
Approximately $3.3M-per-year over the medium-term period (2027-thru-2031)
•
Approximately $4.8M-per-year over the long-term period (2032-thru-2041) assuming no
•
subsidies/grants for Major Arterial Widening and Construction.

The TMP ….

Element Six: Infrastructure Investment
What you told us
• Major corridors such as Twp Rd 510 & Township Road 512 are too narrow.
• Roads are poorly maintained and cause vehicle damage.
• While congestion is rarely an issue, roadway quality is.
• Leduc County needs an affordable plan to better roadway infrastructure year-after-year.

The TMP ….
• In coordination with MDP planning, developed a model to forecast 5-year, 10-year and 20-year traffic
volumes to assess the impact of traffic growth within the County;
• Reviewed and evaluated pavement maintenance records and road quality reports;
• Evaluated the current and future roadway network to determine gaps in road design; and
• Developed a list of potential projects that remain to be prioritized.
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Element Six: Infrastructure Investment
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

Tourism – what should the County’s position
on Electric Vehicle Charging Stations be - is
this only an "urban" thing?

Aug
•

24th

Council Workshop

How does the TMP address bridge
requirements?

Section 5.2: The County is encouraged to…
• Examining opportunities for electrical charging stations at
public facilities; and
• Consider changes to land use bylaws that would require a
minimum number of charging parking facilities within private
parking lots.
Section 7.4: The County should consider...
• An update to the Roadway and Bridge Asset Management
program which would include a complete inventory
assessment, an annual condition assessment, condition
prediction, achieve annual net benefit report update. This tool
would be used as a resource allocation instrument to best
prioritize the maintenance and rehabilitation of bridges,
culverts, guard rails, roads, signage, traffic signal systems,
storm water management systems, sidewalks and maintenance
equipment

Infrastructure Investment TMP Policies
Leduc County shall ….
•
•

•

consider projects over a 20-year time period in a manner that is financially and
administratively sustainable for Leduc County
undertake a road needs study to identify immediate and long-term maintenance, rehabilitation
and geometric deficiencies within its rural network to best manage their long-term
infrastructure requirements.
prioritize projects on an annual basis recognizing the ability to fund, limitations and competing
needs.

•

Consider the following factors when prioritizing network improvements:
• public safety, operations and maintenance costs;
• projects that are integral to the County’s growth and development;
• projects that establish a well-connected system of collector roadways;
• projects that benefit rural local roadways, whether gravel or unpaved, to best serve Leduc
County’s agricultural and energy extraction initiatives; and
• improvements to minor local roadways and secondary rural gravel roadways that serve
lower densities of residential, agricultural or other industry related uses.

•

determine roadway infrastructure priorities that are triggered by future development
initiatives through the development application process,
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Infrastructure
Investment

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Key Issues

Existing & Future
Land Use

Planning for the next
two decades

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Heavy Truck
Routes/Dangerous
Goods

Establishment of
Triggers / Warrants

Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

Project
Prioritization

Low Cost measures to improve
Active Transportation
Safety Measures Identified
5, 10, 20
Year Plans

Screened Intersection
based on variety of
Metrics

Council Workshop
• Are the TMP’s estimate of annual
expenditures reasonable/affordable?
• What can be done to assure a more
equal distribution of needs throughout
the various Divisions going forward?
• Why were these project identified and
not others?

List of Potential
Projects

Claims of Un-Safe
Intersections,
Poor-Quality

Historical Collision
Information

Gaps in
Roadway Design

Traffic
Modelling
Pavement Maintenance / Road Quality

Element Seven:
Public Transit
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Element Seven: Public Transit
What you told us
• The County lacks public transit opportunities, particularly in the rural area. The rural area is
entirely dependent on personal vehicles.
• While Nisku provides transit service, pedestrian facilities are lacking between the transit
stops and the places of business. Walking within the industrial park is dangerous.
• There is an interest in developing a rural on-demand transit service.

The TMP …
• Reviewed the current Leduc Transit service, and the issues related to a
future shift to on-demand transit.
• Developed a series of potential options to consider for future urban and
rural transit within Leduc County.
• Recommended the development of transit guidelines that address
transit routing and transit stop locations within the urban area.

Element Seven: Public Transit
A Custom Solution ….
On May 17, 2021, Leduc Transit approved a scope of services to be effective July, 2021
which would see a transition for some routes from “fixed routes” to an “on-demand”
service. This service would continue until such time as a formal agreement is in place
involving the City of Leduc and County which is anticipated to be concluded by
December, 2022.
•

•

The “on-demand” service will offer trips within the City of Leduc and Nisku Business
Park, and is expected to operate during the same time periods as the existing fixed
routes: weekday mornings and afternoon peak periods.
The “fixed route” service applies to Route 1 (Leduc-Nisku-Amazon-Edmonton) will
remain unchanged, however additional early morning trips will be added to Route 10
to replicate the morning Route 3 service to the Edmonton International Airport.
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Element Seven: Public Transit
A Custom Solution ….
The TMP has identified additional strategies to be considered by the County :
•

Inter-Municipal and Private Sector Partnerships: This involves the purchase of select services from established
transit systems or services located adjacent to communities.

•

Federal and Provincial Partnerships: The Federal Government announced in Feb. 2021 that it will be providing
nearly $15 billion in funding for new public transit projects across the country over the next eight years, in
order to deliver "efficient and modern" public transit systems, while helping in restarting the economy and
fighting climate change. Alberta is to receive $2.1 billion for public transit over the next 10 years (2018-28).
Eligible communities with existing transit authorities can apply for funding.

•

Market-Oriented Service Planning: One way that smaller communities maximize ridership and stay ahead of
rising costs is to focus on understanding and serving key market segments such as assuring that transit Service
is scheduled to accommodate the needs of shift workers, or operating accessible services in partnership (by
way of subsidy) with accessible taxis services.

•

Flexible Delivery: flexible approaches are intended to be more demand-responsive and include dial-a-ride
services during both on and off-peak hours. These services may be more expensive per trip because these
vehicles carry fewer passengers but also provide for a lower cost-per-vehicle mile than a fixed-route system
which is likely attributed to the ridership levels typical of the system.

•

Marketing: This involves implementing specific strategies to communicate with
key segments of the transit market such as community outreach toolkit, and a
centralized production of printed and Web-based public information that yields
higher-quality materials at more affordable prices.

The Way Forward: Transit
The TMP recommends that
Leduc County …
• explore, evaluate and develop future fixed route
transit opportunities independent of Leduc Transit for
the urban area.
• explore, evaluate and develop on-demand
opportunities for the rural communities.
• improve pedestrian walkability between destinations
and transit stops to further encourage safe transit
travel.
• develop guidelines concerning transit
routes and transit stop locations.
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Transit TMP Policies
Leduc County shall ….
undertake a feasibility assessment of various transit methods that could best accommodate transit
service to Nisku, to the East Vistas and to the rural areas of Leduc County. This feasibility assessment
should consider:

•

•

inter-jurisdictional partnerships as integral to the success of the system;

•

new technologies and innovative methods of service delivery;

•

the ability of the service to meet needs of the rural and urban communities, as well as the daily
needs of residents of all ages, abilities and socio-economic backgrounds; and

•

obtaining federal and provincial partnership funding sources.

develop official design guideline standards based on transit operation best practices related to transit
stop designs that would be made applicable for new subdivision development throughout the County.

•

engage with the City of Beaumont and the Edmonton International Airport (EIA) to develop a transit
priority corridor as part of the long-term vision for the East Vistas community and the Nisku business
park.

•

Element Seven: Public Transit
The TMP has been refined to address concerns raised by Council:
Section 6.5: The “on-demand” service…
Aug 24th Council Workshop
•

The TMP was reviewed to…

•

The “on-demand” service will offer trips within the City of Leduc
and Nisku Business Park, and is expected to operate during the
same time periods as the existing fixed routes: weekday
mornings and afternoon peak periods.

•

The “fixed route” service applies to Route 1 (Leduc-NiskuAmazon-Edmonton) will remain unchanged, however additional
early morning trips will be added to Route 10 to replicate the
morning Route 3 service to the Edmonton International Airport.

TMP Should provide an explanation as to
what "on-demand“ transit will look like for
rural area service.
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Public Transit

Public/Agency
EngagementParticipation

The Vision
Statement,
Goals &
Objectives

Key Issues

Flexible Transit
Opportunities for both
Rural and Nisku Areas

Existing & Future
Land Use

• Are the TMP’s estimate of annual
expenditures reasonable/affordable?

Consideration of
Design Elements
Aiming for
Success Council
Workshop
Met with 20
Juridictions and
key industrial
partners

Heavy Truck
Routes/Dangerous
Goods
Integration with
EMRB IRTP and
Provincial Planning

Establishment of
Triggers / Warrants

Traffic
Modelling

Project
Prioritization

Low Cost measures to improve
Active Transportation
Safety Measures Identified
5, 10, 20
Year Plans

Screened Intersection
based on variety of
Metrics

Council Workshop

• What can be done to assure a more
equal distribution of needs throughout
the various Divisions going forward?
• Why were these project identified and
not others?

List of Potential
Projects

Claims of Un-Safe
Intersections,
Poor-Quality

Historical Collision
Information

Gaps in
Roadway Design
Pavement Maintenance / Road Quality

Reviewed Current
Transit Services
Potential options for
future Transit Service

Transit Guidelines
Urban STOPs

Thank you.
Any questions?
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