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Legislative requirements

A municipal development plan (MDP) sits 

in the middle of a hierarchy of documents 

that guide planning processes. 

The Municipal Government Act (MGA) and 

South Saskatchewan Regional Plan 

(SSRP) provide direction for what should 

be in an MDP. 



Legislative requirements

According to the MGA, an 
MDP must address:

Å Future land use

Å Manner of and 
proposals for future 
development

Å Coordination of growth 
with adjacent 
municipalities 
(Lethbridge County)

Å Provision of 
transportation systems

Å Provision of municipal 
services and facilities 

And an MDP may address:

Å Proposals for financing and 
programming municipal 
infrastructure

Å Coordination of municipal 
programs for physical, 
social, economic 
development of community

Å Environmental matters

Å Financial resources

Å Economic development

Å Any other matter relating to 
physical, social or 
economic development 
matters



Legislative requirements

According to the SSRP, 
municipalities need to 
ensure:

Å Lands are efficiently 
used to minimize the 
amount of area taken 
up by the built 
environment (Sec. 5 of 
the SSRP 
implementation plan)

Å Community 
development needs are 
anticipated and 
accommodated (Sec 8)



Our process

Project Charter ïapproved by Council Oct. 22, 2018

ï the charter provided a holistic understanding of the project, including major steps 

and processes that would help to achieve the intended goal

Public Participation Plan ïapproved by Council January 28, 2019

ï The Plan provided a clear and comprehensive process to include community 

voice in the process of developing the plan

ï The Plan consisted of multiple forms of engagement, anchored by the use of a 

project working group



Our process

Town Plan project phases and milestones

1 Background information gathering and review

2 Public Participation Plan review and approval

3 Public engagement events

4 Development of growth and change vision, principles, 
goals, policies and strategies

5 Public engagement events

6 Project completion and finalization processes



Our process

Project Working Group

This group consisted of:

ï 6 members of the community (selected by open nominations)

ï Public members of the Municipal Planning Commission

ï Public members of the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board

ï Members of Town Council

The mandate of the group was to review and discuss project progress and 
help guide the development of the plan. 

This was carried out over several meetings, group surveys, and the review 
and discussion of various types of information relevant to the development 
of the Town Plan.



Our process

Highlights

Å Overall the process followed the Project Charter

Å Timelines were extended twice due to varying circumstances

Å Community engagement activities followed the Participation Plan

Å More than 1700 points of contact over 2 phases have resulted in 
substantial feedback that has been invaluable in shaping the Plan

Å The Plan was completed on budget



Engagement outcomes

Phase 1 (understanding perspectives)

ïMetroQuest (356 responses)

ï Comment walls (479 responses)

ï Open park events (200 +/- participants)

ï Paper and SurveyMonkey surveys (182 responses)

Phase 2 (checking the draft)

ï SurveyMonkey survey (469 responses)

ï Open Park event (29 participants)



Engagement influence

Vision

Principles

Goals 

Policies

Strategies

All aspects of the Plan have 
been informed by the 
feedback collected



Demographics - Length of residence  

Phase 1 Phase 2 



Community elements: Values

A goal of the engagement in Phase 1 was to identify community elements that 
were most valued by respondents. This would help inform the development of 
the plan. 

ï Built Environment 

ï Natural Environment (3) 

ï Governance

ï Social/Cultural Life (1)

ï Economy (2)

Elements that ranked highest among respondents were social/cultural life, the 
economy and the natural environment. 

Following this, respondents ranked high priority guiding principles associated 
with each individual community element. 



Priority guiding principles   

Community Element Top Ranked Guiding Principle 

Built Environment Focus on active modes of transportation

Natural Environment Reduce the impacts of waste 

Governance Promote financial responsibility and responsiveness 

Social/Cultural Life Encourage education as a keystone by continuing to 
partner with school divisions

Economy Focus on the downtown by encouraging upgrades 
and new development 



A vision for Coaldale 



Guiding principles  
#1 Foster a caring, inclusive, and safe community 
#2 Support varied business and housing opportunities 
#3 Prioritize accessibility and connectivity 
#4 Infuse good design, beauty and nature into decisions 
#5 Deliver accountability and transparency 



Plan overview

Vision

Principles

Goals 

Policies

Strategies



Plan overview

The Town Plan focuses on: 

Social Cultural Governance Economic
Environment

built/natural



Plan overview

Å Translating key elements into topical areas

ï General growth and development

ï Residential 

ï Commercial

ï Industrial

ï Recreation, education and institutional

ï Servicing, infrastructure and environment

ï Transportation

ï Implementation (including analysis and monitoring)















Plan overview

Topic area Focus Stakeholder sentiment

General growth and 
development

Managing how and where the community grows in 
terms of population, commercial, industrial and 
amenity growth and provision

General support

Residential 
Providing guidance for where, how and why new 
neighbourhoods are developed, and existing 
neighbourhoods change over time

General support, hesitancy about 
diversity of housing and density 

Commercial

Providing guidance for how to best support new 
and existing commercial development in Coaldale, 
and focus on continuing with strong development 
to shift the residential/non-residential tax split for 
the community

General support, some hesitancy about 
neighbourhood commercial areas

Industrial 

Providing guidance for how to best support new 
and existing industrial development in Coaldale, 
and focus on continuing with strong development 
to shift the residential/non-residential tax split for 
the community

General support



Plan overview

Topic area Focus Stakeholder sentiment

Recreation, Education 
and Institutional

Providing guidance for the delivery of amenities 
and institutional uses in a responsible and forward 
thinking manner 

General support, with particular focus 
on more amenities for the community

Servicing, Infrastructure 
and Environment

Providing guidance for the maintenance of existing 
infrastructure and expansion of new infrastructure 
needed to serve the community

General support, with particular focus 
on maintenance and upkeep

Transportation

Providing guidance for the management, 
maintenance and expansion of transportation 
networks to ensure safe and effective ways of 
moving within and through the community

General support, with a particular focus 
on more active modes network, but 
hesitancy regarding driveways policies

Implementation

Providing a time-based, consistent and productive 
approach to taking in, analyzing, and 
understanding qualitative and quantitative 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ƛǘ 
remains relevant and useful for as long as possible

Neither support nor objection



Built environment and density

Speaking of efficient use of landé

Å In Appendix I of the SSRP (Efficient use of land principles), one of 

the key principles to achieving this is:

Utilize the minimum amount of land necessary for new development 

and build at a higher density than current practice

Å Current average density in Town is 5.1 net units per acre, but waité 



Built environment and density

What is density anyway?

Å People per unit of measure (metre, ha, km, etc.)

Å Dwellings per unit of measure (metre, ha, km, etc.)

Å Gross (everything, roads, parks, utility r-o-ws)

Å Net (just private lots)



Built environment and density

21st Avenue/16th Street

Block size

2.2 hectare

5.5 acres

Private land area

1.4 hectares

3.47 acres

Gross density

9 units/hectare

3.64 units/acre

Net density

14 units/hectare

5.76 units/acre



Built environment and density

What impacts density?

- Lot dimensions

- Width 

- Length

- Dwelling form 

- Single detached

- Manufactured

- Semi-detached

- Multi-unit (including secondary suites)



Built environment and density

What density is NOT

- Density is not low cost/low value housing

- Density is not condos and skyscrapers

- Density is not every block of every new neighbourhood being tiny lots and 
crammed streets

- Density is not about comparing one neighbourhood against another

What density IS

- Density is a measurement

- Density is choice

- Density is affordability for all purchase points 

- Density is the ability for all members of the community to attain suitable housing

- Density is an average, made up of different parts of a neighbourhood and 
different parts of a community



Neighbourhood KAHS 

Area 120 acres

Number of lots
390, not incl. 
schools, churches 
or park space

Dwelling types
Single detached, 
duplex, multi-unit 
(townhomes)

Gross density 3.25 units/acre

Net density 5.0 units/acre

Highest density 
block

9.8 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

4.3 units/acre

4.3 u/a

9.8 u/a



Neighbourhood Garden Grove 

Area 74 acres

Number of lots
390, not incl. parks 
or common areas

Dwelling types

Single detached, 
multi-unit 
(townhomes and 
apartments)

Gross density 5.27 units/acre

Net density 7.2 units/acre

Highest density 
block

11.5 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

6.2 units/acre

6.2 u/a

11.5 u/a



Neighbourhood Eastview Park

Area 70 acres

Number of lots
246, not incl. parks or 
common areas

Dwelling types
Single detached, 
multi-unit (duplex and 
condominiums)

Gross density 3.5 units/acre

Net density 6.58 units/acre

Highest density 
block

12 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

5.3 units/acre

6.2 u/a

5.3 u/a

12 u/a

5.3 u/a



Neighbourhood Parkside (partial)

Area 32 acres

Number of lots
196, not incl. parks 
or common areas

Dwelling types
Single detached, 
multi-unit (duplex)

Gross density 6.13 units/acre

Net density 9.58 units/acre

Highest density 
block

13.9 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

8.7 units/acre

13.9 u/a

8.7 u/a



Neighbourhood Eastview 

Area 160 acres

Number of lots
504, not incl. 
schools,  parks or 
public amenities

Dwelling types
Single detached, 
multi-unit (duplexes, 
townhomes)

Gross density 3.2 units/acre

Net density 6.8 units/acre

Highest density 
block

14.9 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

5.8 units/acre

5.8 u/a

14.9 u/a



Neighbourhood Cottonwood + 

Area 155 acres

Number of lots
438, not incl. 
schools,  parks or 
public amenities

Dwelling types Single detached 

Gross density 2.82 units/acre

Net density 5.0 units/acre

Highest density 
block

6.1 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

2.7 units/acre

6.1 u/a
2.7 u/a



Neighbourhood Westgate/Waterfront

Area 40 acres

Number of lots
156, not incl. parks or 
public amenities

Dwelling types Single detached 

Gross density 3.9 units/acre

Net density 6.7 units/acre

Highest density 
block

8.0 units/acre

Lowest density 
block

5.2 units/acre

8.0 u/a

5.2 u/a



Built environment and density

Current average density: 5.1 units/acre net

Why does it matter to encourage increasing density? 

- short/mid/long term cost

- Variety of housing options

- Related impacts (transportation, safety, etc.)

What are some easy ways to increase density? 



Built environment and density

The cost perspectiveé

Typical lot widths

12 m = 40 feet

15 m = 50 feet

20 m = 66 feet

The cost perspectiveé

Per linear m cost of roadway, with 

utilities and sidewalks, was an 

average of $1350 in 2018 $



Built environment and density

The cost perspectiveé

Typical lot widths

12 m = 40 feet

15 m = 50 feet

20 m = 66 feet

Estimated frontage cost per lot

$16,200

$20,250

$27,000



Built environment, density, and diversity

NOTabout smallest is besté

- Finding balance is key

- Variety of housing types/forms that serve all residents

- 2006: 80% of homes were single detached

- 2016: 77% of homes were single detached

- Streets and roads that are feasible in the near/mid/longer terms and 

that accommodate all users



The policies



Neighbourhood commercial

Do small commercial hubs in residential areas make sense?

As the community grows

Å intent is for these nodes not to compete with the special and 

memorable experiences of Main Street

Å It IS to complement the daily needs of residents on a smaller scale



The policies



Built environment and driveways

Why would it matter if a street has driveways?

Driveways are desirable

Å Ensure each dwelling has parking available

Å Reduce pressure on street parking

Å Provide a sense of security and cleanliness

Driveways have other impacts

Å Reduce street parking (typically 2 stalls per driveway)

Å Increase impervious surface

Å Create points of conflict (driver/active modes)

Å Take up space and cost money



Built environment and driveways

Why would it matter if a street has driveways?

Å Intent is NOT to have all streets in new neighbourhoods with no 

driveways

Å Instead, to have ONLY main access roads with no driveways

Å This would translate into 1 or 2 roads per new neighbourhood 

Benefits

Å Prioritizes function of a street during peak times (am/pm)

Å Makes for safer active modes travel (walking, cycling, wheelchairing)

Å Can provide larger back yards

Å Meets needs of residents who prefer the option



Built environment and driveways

Why would it matter if a street has driveways?

Å Intent is NOT to have all streets in new neighbourhoods with no 

driveways

Å Instead, to have ONLY main access roads with no driveways

Benefits

Å Prioritizes function of a street during peak times (am/pm)

Å Makes for safer active modes travel (walking, cycling, wheelchairing)

Å Can provide larger back yards

Å Meets needs of residents who prefer the option



The policies



Plan review framework



Planning/Development process (Appendix C)



Implementation and monitoring (Appendix D)



Agency/Partner circulations

An MDP MUST be circulated to school boards and adjacent 

municipalities (MGA sec. 636(1)(c)(d)) and; 

May be circulated to other partners, for opportunity to comment. A 

response from any party is not mandated by the MGA.

The Town Plan was circulated to a broader range of agencies/partners 

with a request to respond within 28 days if desired



Agency/Partner circulations

Agency/Partner Responded Comments

Alberta Health Services Yes Endorsed

Alberta Transportation Yes Endorsed with comments

Alberta Environment and parks Pending

Palliser School Division Yes Endorsed

Holy Spirit School Division Yes Reviewed, no comments at this time

Lethbridge County Yes Endorsed with requested changes

SMRID Pending

CP Rail Yes Reviewed, standard comments



Agency/Partner circulations

Lethbridge County (endorsed, with requested changes):

- Under Balanced Residential Growth Strategy (2.11a) increase minimum 

density from 5.0 to ensure the efficient use of lands and limit the conversion 

of prime agricultural lands for non-ag. uses

- Under Watershed Management Strategy 6.16a that the may be amended to 

ñshouldò

- Under Watershed Management Strategy 6.16b that the ñmayò be amended 

to ñshallò



Agency/Partner circulations
should

shall


