REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2018 AT 7:00 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, LEDUC CIVIC CENTRE
1 ALEXANDRA PARK, LEDUC, ALBERTA
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D. Tona

M. Roma /

S. Slawuta,

RC Strategies &
PERC

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

I. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND RELATED BUSINESS
A. Select Items for Debate

B. Vote on Items not Selected for Debate

Il. ADOPTION OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

A. Approval of Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held Monday,
February 12, 2018

V. RECOGNITION ITEMS

There are no Recognition ltems for the Agenda.

V. PUBLIC COMMENTARY

VI. PUBLIC HEARING

There is no Public Hearing for the Agenda.

VII. PRESENTATIONS

A. Office of Traffic Safety, Alberta Transportation
VIII. BUSINESS

A. Recreation & Culture Facility Needs Assessment

IX. BYLAWS

There were no Bylaws for the Agenda.
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XI.

PUBLIC COMMENTARY

IN-CAMERA ITEMS

There are no In-Camera ltems for the Agenda.

XIl.

XII.

(i)

XIV.

XV.

RISE AND REPORT FROM IN-CAMERA ITEMS

UPDATES FROM BOARDS & COMMITTEES
Council Member Updates from Boards & Committees

Leduc Environmental Advisory Board Letters — Light Pollution

Council Member Updates from Commissions, Authorities, Other

INFORMATION REPORTS

Mayor’s Report

ADJOURNMENT



ADOPTION OF AGENDA

This is your opportunity to make an addition, deletion or
revision to the Agenda
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RELATED BUSINESS































RECOGNITION ITEMS

There were no Recognition Items.




PUBLIC COMMENTARY




PUBLIC HEARING

There is no Public Hearing for the Agenda




PRESENTATIONS

Office of Traffic Safety,
Alberta Transportation

Presented by:

D. Tona










COUNCIL REQUEST FOR DECISION

PAST COUNCIL CONSIDERATION:

The project’s Steering Committee was comprised of members of City Council and the Leduc Parks, Recreation & Culture
Advisory Board. Members of Council attended the Steering Committee workshops on March 16 and June 15, 2017.

On September 19, 2017, the project team presented Committee of the Whole with an overview of the work done to date
including engagement and benchmarking results with preliminary amenity priorities and recommendations.

This needs assessment will be presented to the Parks, Recreation and Culture Board meeting on February 15, 2018.
CITY OF LEDUC PLANS:

The City has completed a number of recreation, culture and sport related planning exercises which have informed
investment in these service areas and other initiatives. This assessment has linked to and built upon existing planning

documents including, but not limited to, the City of Leduc Strategic Plan, Aquatics Study, Long Term Facilities Master Plan,
Municipal Development Plan and many other surveys and engagement findings.

IMPLICATIONS OF RECOMMENDATION

ORGANIZATIONAL:

There are no organizational implications with the adoption of this assessment, however its recommendations and priorities
will be factored into the impending update to the Long Term Facilities Master Plan which will direct facility development
priorities for the City of Leduc.

FINANCIAL.:

Facility needs identified through the Needs Assessment process and subsequent Facilities Master Plan will be incorporated
into the City’s long term capital plan and related budgets.

POLICY:

There are no policy implications.

ALTERNATIVES:

That Council direct administration to revise the Needs Assessment report and bring it back for adoption.
ATTACHED REPORTS / DOCUMENTS:

City of Leduc Recreation and Culture Facility Needs Assessment (2018)
Others Who Have Reviewed this Report

P. Benedetto, City Manager / D. Melvie, General Manager, Community & Protective Services / M. Pieters, General Manager,
Infrastructure & Planning

Updated: January, 2017 Page 3 of 3
























































































































































































































An Increased Focus
on Physical Literacy

Service providers are increasingly aware of physical literacy
thinking and best practices and integrating these into recreation
and wellness programming. Doing so ensures that appropriate
opportunities exist for participants of all ages and abilities.

An increased focus on skill development, particularly among
children and youth, has positive long term impacts by providing
fundamental movement skills that can be used throughout life.

< Sport forLife

Physical literacy

is the.

physical
competence
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motivation ﬁa
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confidence

16 be
active for life

Canadian Sport for Life (CS4L) is regarded as the national leader
in physical literacy advocacy and resource support. CS4L is led
by Sport for Life Society, a federal not for profit society that was
incorporated in September 2014 and comprises experts from
sport, health, recreation, and academia who are employed as
independent contractors, yet work cooperatively to promote the
movement’s goals. The movement introduces two important
concepts that influence how recreation and sport activity should
be planned, promoted, organized, and delivered.

The Long-Term Athlete Development (LTAD) is a seven-stage
training, competition, and recovery pathway guiding an individual's
experience in sport and physical activity from infancy through

all phases of aduithood. Physical literacy is the motivation,
confidence, physical competence, knowledge, and understanding
to value and take responsibility for engagement in physical
activities for life.
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Canadian Sport for Life, with Long-Term Athlete Development and
physical literacy, represents a paradigm shift in the way Canadians
lead and deliver sport and physical activity. The movement calls
on municipalities to help further these two important concepts in
a variety of ways as outlined below. As it relates to the provision of
indoor recreation services and facilities, it is important to consider
these roles and the fundamentals of the two concepts as they define
a broader social good that is delivered through recreation, ensuring
that these concepts are catalyzed through all municipal recreation
services, will optimize the benefits and value for public investment
in facilities and infrastructure.

Identified areas where municipalities can help further the CS4L movernent:

Physical Literacy Program Development

Municipal Planning and Sport Strategy Development
Sport Councils

Facility Planning

Access and Allocation

2B T o

Best Practices in Facility Allocations

Many municipalities struggle with facility allocations, specifically
balancing “historical rights” to facility time with the needs of new or
emerging groups. In recent years a number of Alberta municipalities
have reviewed and adapted policies and practices to ensure that the
provision of facility time aligns with desired outcomes, community
values and ultimately provides the greatest benefit to residents.

Canadian Sport for Life (CS4L) has developed a series of best practices
and principles that it recommends to be followed in the allocation of
facllity time to user groups:

» Allocation practices are based on “standards of play” principles
in terms of the time and space required by each group.

e Allocation policies are transparent and reviewed with the groups.

o Allocation is not done by tradition, but rather on actual
requirements of all groups, including the needs of emerging sports.

e Seasonal allocation meetings are held with common users
groups to review their requests and try to achieve consensus
on sharing available spaces and times.

* As seasons progress, groups are encouraged to be flexible in
the reallocation of spaces with other groups when no longer
needed, either temporarily or for longer periods.

* User fees and subsidies need to reflect community taxpayer support,
and the rationale should be shared with sport organizations.



Increasing Demand for Artificial Turf

A significant trend impacting the provision of athletic fields is
the growing user preference and demand for artificial turf fields.
Historically, this field type was often reserved for elite levels of sport
with no or limited community use. However in many urban centres
community and recreational level users are increasingly looking to
access artificial turf fields in order to expand their season of use, limit
rain-outs and field condition related cancellations, optimize the use of
limited public park land, and enhance overall participant experience.
Advancements in artificial turf technologies have also fuelled this trend.
Newer synthetic grass types of artificial turf have the ability to better
accommodate activities such as soccer and football than previous types
of artificial turf. However, the cost of providing artificial turf surfaces
remains significant and often results in user fees that are higher than
many community level groups can afford.

Trend Considerations in Leduc

» Currently, local high school football programs are required to
play games in Edmonton because an artificial turf field in not
available in Leduc.

* The increased provision of artificial turf across the province,
including in smaller communities, is likely to increase the
demand for such an amenity in Leduc.

The Economic Value of Culture
and Sport

The Economic Impact of the Arts and Culture

The Provincial and Territorial Culture Indicators Report used data from
Statistics Canada fo estimate the economic value of the arts and cultural
sector to the Canadian economy. The following bullets represent the
breakdown of the key areas of culture activities and their contribution
to the Canadian economy (M = million, B = billion).

¢ Written and published works: $854.9M
Education and training: $431.1M
Sound recording: $43.3M
Live Performances: $254.5M
Visual and Applied Arts: $1.28B

¢ Heritage and Libraries: $199.1M

* Govemnance, Funding and Professional Support: $664M
Specific to Alberta, the Report found that overall culture contributed $5.78
to the Alberta economy in 2014, up from $4.7B in 2010. The Report
also found that the cultural sector accounted for 2.4% of Alberta's
total employment sector (55,518 jobs).

Trend Considerations in Leduc

* The Maclab Centre for the Performing Arts hosts numerous
shows and events throughout the year which attracts visitors
from throughout the region.

e Consultation with cultural stakeholders indicates that there is a
belief that the community’s arts and cultural sector and expertise

has not been fully leveraged and requires further prioritization.
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Sport Tourism

Sport Tourism is often a driver of partnerships and infrastructure
development. Available 2016 Statistics Canada data indicates that
the sports tourism industry in Canada is worth $6.5 billion dollars.
In contrast to other segments of the tourism industry, sport tourism
in Canada continues to grow and is largely driven by the domestic,
overnight market.

Many municipalities are reacting to the growth and opportunities
associated with sport tourism by dedicating resources to the attraction
and retention of events. The emergence of sport councils (or similar
entities) is a trend that is continuing in many communities and regions.
These organizations often receive public support and are tasked with
building sport tourism capacity and working with community sport
organizations and volunteers in the attraction and hosting of events.
Some municipalities also dedicate internal staff resources to sport
tourism through the creation of new positions or re-allocation of roles.

Sport tourism generates non-local spending in a community and
region (economic impact), can offset operating costs of facilities
(through rentals), and can enhance community profile at the provincial,
national, and international level. Sport tourism can also generate
opportunities for local athlete development and can lead to varying
forms of community legacy such as infrastructure development and
endowment funds.

While sport tourism can be highly beneficial to a community,
it is important to consider a number of factors when allocating
resources in order to ensure that investment provides positive and
long-lasting impacts. This is especially the case when considering
the pursuit of larger scale events and competitions. Best practices
that should be followed include:
» |nfrastructure investment (enhancement or new development)
needs to be sustainable and beneficial to a wide array of residents.
* \olunteer capacity needs to be accurately assessed and
deemed appropriate.

s The pursuit of events needs to be strategically aligned with
community values and goals.

Trend Considerations in Leduc

« The City of Leduc is viewed as a regional leader in sport tourism.

* |n 2014, the City developed a Sport Tourism Strategic Master
Plan which identifies the community's competition, capacity
and outlines a hosting policy and implementation plan




In This Section

e Summary of the comparative infrastructure
research findings.

Comparative research was undertaken in order to assess how Leduc
compares with other urban municipalities of similar and larger populations
in the provision of public recreation and culture infrastructure.' It is
important to note that this research focused only on the quantity of the
facilitylamenity provided and does not take into account qualitative or
subjective factors such as quality, capacity, age, etc.

Municipalities Included in the Benchmarking Comparison

Similar Sized Municipalities: Airdrie, Okofoks, Spruce Grove,
Fort Saskatchewan

Larger Municipalities: St. Albert, Red Deer, Lethbridge,
Medicine Hat, Kamloops, Strathcona County

These communities were picked by the study team due to their size and
location relative to larger centres. Of note is that communities the same
size as Leduc were selected as well as those larger which the City will
compare better to in the future as it grows. In some instances other

community characteristics were also considered as was the case with
Kamloops beings compared to Leduc due to its focus on sport tourism.
Below is a summary of the comparative research. The detailed analysis
charts (quantity and provision ratios) can be found in the appendices.

: . ith Similar Sized Municioalit

= Qverall, the City of Leduc provides the majority of recreation
and culture facilities/amenities at consistent levels to similar
sized municipalities.

e Facilities/amenities provided at better provision levels in Leduc
in comparison to similar sized municipalties: curling sheets,
heritage facilities, interpretive facilities, outdoor skating areas,
paddling facilities, track and field facilities.

* Facilities/amenities provided at lesser provision levels in Leduc
in comparison to similar sized municipalities: artificial turf fields,
tennis/pickleball courts.

- . it cinalit

* On a provision ratio basis (# of residents per unit or provision),
Leduc provides indoor ice arenas at a far better level than
larger communities.

» Leduc: 1 arena for every 7,498 residents

» Average of larger municipalities: 1 arena for every
16,397 residents

* Generally in the provision of major recreation and culture facilities/

amenities, provision ratios expand (worsen) as communities grow.

» Facilities/amenities provided in most of the larger municipalities that
are not currently available in Leduc: arfificial turf fields, 50 metre
pools, performance baseball stadium, art and cuitural centres
(full service, major “hub” facility), indoor agricultural facility.

* The majority of larger municipalities provide multiple (2+) of the
following major facility/amenity types (Leduc currently provides 1 of):
library branches, water spray parks, skateboard/BMX parks,
indoor pools, indoor walking/running tracks, and fitness centres.

Benchmarking

1 Privately operated facilities/amenities are also not included in the comparison.
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In This Section

¢ Summary of key research and engagement findings.

* |nitial ranking of facilities/amenities based on
demand indicators.

Identified in the chart on the following pages are key findings based
on the research presented in Sections 2 — 7 of this document.
The expected potential impact(s) of each key finding is also identified.
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Summary: Analysis
and Key Findings




Key Findings and Potential Impacts

The following table outlines key findings from the needs assessment process and suggests potential future impacts of each.

Potential Future Impact(s) (Whatis kel fo occlr?)

Key Finding

Residents place a high value on
recreation and culture services.

Supporting Research (from Seclions 2—7)

e 99% of residents agree that recreation and
culture facilities and spaces contribute to a
strong and vibrant community.

e Trends and provincial/national research
support the value of recreation and culture to
communities and individuals.

e Stakeholders expressed the value and benefits
of recreation and culture to the community.

e Continued resident support for investment in
recreation and culture initiatives.

e Continued high service level expectations.

Satisfaction levels are
relatively strong.

e 84% of residents are satisfied with recreation
and culture facilities in Leduc (47% are "very
satisfied”, 37% are “somewhat satisfied"). Only
2% of residents are dissatisfied.

e Many stakeholder expressed positive
viewpoint regarding the City’s investment in
recreation and culture facilities.

o Future satisfaction levels will be dependent on
investment undertaken by the City, growth and
regional dynamics.

The Leduc region has many
strong community organizations.

e 86% of Community Group Questionnaire
respondents expect to grow in the future.

® The stakeholder interviews confirmed the
successes of many groups and ongoing
diversification of the community.

e Strong levels of advocacy for continued investment.
e Competing projects/initiatives brought forth
by groups.
e Continued reliance on community groups
in recreation and culture service provision
may present future challenges as a result of
changing nature of volunteerism.

Demand exists for new
facility development.

o 48% of residents believe new or enhanced
facilities are needed (33% were “unsure” and
19% don't believe new development
is needed).

e Many groups in the Leduc area expressed
needs/wishes for future development.

e A number of facilities are operated at relatively
high capacity during prime hours (arenas, field
house, aquatics centre, selected sport fields).

e The City will be unlikely to meet all demands
and wishes for new projects (prioritization will
need to occur).

e Partnerships will become more important.

There is a belief that recreation
has been prioritized more than
arts and culture.

o Arts and cultural stakeholders commonly
expressed this viewpoint during the
stakeholder sessions.

e The City has undertaken significant
recreation and sport focused investment
over the past decade.

o |ncreased collaboration/organization of
arts and cultural groups to advocate for
facility investment.
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Key Finding

Supporting Research (fom Sections 2 — /)

Potential Future Impact(s) (What is likely o oceur?)

The City and region continues
to experience growth and is
projected to continue growing.

Leduc grew by 23% from 2011 to 2016.

Since 1996, the population of Leduc has more
than doubled.

Population projections indicate that the
population of Leduc could double in
approximately 25 years.

Challenging for the City to maintain overall
service levels (provision ratios).

New communities and neighbourhoods will
expect amenities to be provided at similar
levels to mature areas.

As the majority of municipalities in the region
continue to grow there will be an increased
need for dialogue.

The updated Municipal Government Act
(effective April 2018) will require the development
of Intermunicipal Collaboration Frameworks
between neighbouring municipalities and Joint
Use Planning Agreements between municipalities
and school boards. These new requirements
will set the foundation for discussions on new
and innovative ways to delivery recreation and
culture services.

Benchmarking research
suggests that expectations will
evolve as the community grows.

Benchmarking research identified artificial turf
fields, 50 metre pools, performance baseball
stadium, and an art and cultural centre (full service,
major “hub” facility) as facility types provided
by most municipalities >60,000 residents.
Benchmarking research identified that most
municipalities >60,000 residents provide
multiples of library branches, water spray
parks, skateboard parks, indoor pools, indoor
walking/running tracks, and fitness centres.

Demand for new types of facilities or
expanded provision of existing facility types.

Increased user group expectations.

Utilization of many major
facilities is high.

Prime time, peak season ice utilization >85%.
Utilization of the field house has grown by 20%
over the past five years.

Pool utilization data indicates that utilization is
high during peak times and seasons.

Reuvisiting of allocations and fee procedures and
policies (to identify opportunities for efficiency).
Demand for incremental (expanded) provision
of high utilization facility types.

Cost is a barrier to facility access.

Facility admissions/program fees were
identified as a barrier by nearly half (48%)

of residents.

Trends and best practices research suggest
that this issue is provincial/national in nature
and a priority area for many municipalities.
The City of Leduc offers a subsidy program
and is a supporter of Canadian Tire
JumpStart.

Increased demand for program/
membership subsidization.
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Facility and Amenity Demand Indicators

The following chart presents an initial ranking of recreation and culture facilities/amenities based on demand indicators from the research
and engagement (as presented in Sections 2 — 7). This ranking is an input into the Amenity Prioritization Framework presented in Section 9.
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Resident Survey
Resident Survey
Questionnaire
Stakeholder
Consultation
Utilization and
Capacity Data
Benchmarking
Research

{Open)

Amenity
Leisure Swimming Pool vV
Library vV
Fitness/Weliness Facilities (e.g. aerobics/strength training) | v v
Youth Centre Spaces vV
Fine Arts Spaces (e.g. studios, galleries, etc.) v v v v
Lane Swimming Pool v v v v
Indoor Child Play Spaces vV
Seniors Activity Spaces

Program Spaces (multi-use, i.e. yoga, aerobics, efc,)
Performing Arts Theatre _
Indoor Ice Arena Sports Facilities v v v

Multi-purpose Sport Surface
(e.g. cement pad for roller/ball hockey, roller derby, lacrosse)

Show Facilities (e.g. concerts/trade fairs) v v
Agricultural Facilities v v
Indoor Pool Climbing Wall v v
Indoor Courts/Gymnasium Spaces
(e.g. tennis, basketball, volleyball, etc.)
Social/Banquet Facilities v
Indoor Field Sports (e.g. soccer) v v
Indoor Track for Fitness/Jogging/Walking
Rifle/Archery Range

Historical Display Spaces

Court Sports (e.g. racquetball/squash)
Meeting Spaces

Community Group Office Spaces

Indoor Ice Leisure Skating

Dance Program Spaces

Indoor Event Facilities (dedicated)

Indoor Curling Facilities

Combative Sports space (e.g. judo, karate)

<
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Resident Survey (Coded): 2 checks ( v v) if a top 5 survey response, 1 check ( v ) if a 6 — 15 survey response.
Resident Survey (Open): 1 check ( ) if a top 10 survey priority.
Community Group Questionnaire: 1 check ( v ) if a top 10 survey response.
Stakeholder Consultation: Identified as a priority in the stakeholder interviews/discussion sessions,
Utilization and Capacity Data: Available utilization data suggests that capacity issues may exist or are likely fo exist in the future.
Benchmarking Research: Potential gaps based on the comparative research (current gaps in comparison to similar sized municipalities
and/or potential gaps that are likely to emerge as the community grows).
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Qutdoor

B

esident Survey
Questionnaire
Stakehold
Consultat
Benchmarking

Amenity

Multi-Use Trails (non-mechanized)
Outdoor Swimming Pool

Dog Walking Areas

Outdoor Water/Spray Parks

Natural Areas

Picnic Areas

Toboggan Hills

More Trees

Event Grounds for Special Events
Playgrounds and Tot Lots

Qutdoor Bandstands/Amphitheatres
Campgrounds (with services)

Fire Pits

Cross Country Ski/Snowshoe Trails
BMX Bicycle Parks

Soccer Fields v
Football Fields
Tennis Courts v
Ornamental Parks

Winter Skating Trails
Mountain Bike Park

Golf Courses

Outdoor Recreation Skating
Downtown Landscaping
Hard Surfaces

Skateboard Parks v
Heritage Preservation Areas

Qutdoor Hockey Rinks

Ball Diamonds

Pickleball Courts

Agricultural Areas (i.e. equestrian areas)
Athletic Grounds (track and field)
Mechanized Trails (i.e. ATV's, skidoos. efc.)
Beach Volleyball Courts

Outdoor Interpretive Areas

Disc Golf

Rugby Fields

<
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*  The nature of outdoor amenities
and spaces s such that limited
utilization data currently exists.
Available data for scheduled
spaces (e.g. ball diamonds and
soccer fields) does not suggest
that current facilities are at
capacity (thus a "check mark"
was not awarded).
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Resident Survey (Coded): 2 checks ( v v ) if atop 5 survey response, 1 check ( v ) if a 6 — 15 survey response.
Resident Survey (Open): 1 check ( v ) if a top 10 survey priority.
Community Group Questionnaire: 1 check ( v ) if a top 10 survey response.
Stakeholder Consultation: Identified as a priority in the stakeholder interviews/discussion sessions,
Utilization and Capacity Data: Available utilization data suggests that capacity issues may exist or are likely fo exist in the future.
Benchmarking Research; Potential gaps based on the comparative research (current gaps in comparison to similar sized municipalities
and/or potential gaps that are likely to emerge as the community grows).
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In This Section

* Amenity Prioritization Framework and rankings
(indoor and outdoor amenities).

e List of preliminary amenity priorities (based on the
Framework scoring and ranking).

e Additional recommendations and considerations.

There are a variety of recreational interests throughout the city.
Residents and stakeholders have indicated desire to see investment
in a number of recreational amenities and everyone has their own
passion and opinion regarding where limited public investment
should be placed. The Amenity Prioritization Framework on the
following page has been developed to score and rank recreation
and culture amenity types. The Framework takes into account a
number of important factors, including the Facility Demand Indicators
presented in Section 8 along with other considerations that the City
must balance when determining how to best invest public funds.
It is important to reiterate that these rankings are preliminary are
will require further exploration through the update of the City’s
Long Term Facilities Master Plan and other planning.

Preliminary
Infrastructure

Community demand indicators

Priorities and
i i e Recommendations

to amenity prioritization.

The Amenity Prioritization I
Framework outlines other
considerations necessary for
decision-making regarding
public investment.

Amenities are scored
based on criteria and metrics
outlined in the Amenity
Prioritization Framework.

Amenity priorities are
identified in a transparent and
responsible way to guide
future decision-making.
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Amenity Prioritization Framework

The following table outlines criteria and associated metrics for prioritizing recreation and culture amenities. These criteria and weighting
were based on input received from the general public, groups, and the guidance of City's Parks, Recreation, and Culture Advisory Board.

Criteria Mgiaric Weight
3 Points 5 Points 1 Point 0 Points g
Market For communit
Demand For "#1 — 2" Facility For "#3 — 4" Facility For "#5+" community e i tiessihat 4
(Facility Demand Demand Indicators. Demand Indicators. amenity priorities. i nyofin iy
Indicators)* DS
gs;;eagt", t T — The amenity space would | The amenity is sufficiently | The amenity is sufficiently
(Cument y il o my | ; ol e significantly improve provided but may require | provided and is not likely to 3
Proviler D ortunilta i Ee e provision of the existing | ongoing expansion based | require ongoing expansion
Ledlic) bR y ’ opportunity in Leduc. on growth, based on growth.
= T The amenity has some user
The amenity is likely
" . to be provided at no Cost but wquld be affordable The amenity is primarily The amenity would
Financial ; and publicly accessible : :
e user cost and available iy accessible through not be accessible to 3
Accessibility : through a combination of o ;
at most times through ; programmed/rental use. | the majority of residents.
spontaneous use Sprneoi K (iop- iy and
P : programmed/rental use.
Partnership and/or grant | Partnership and/or grant | Partnership and/or grant
opportunities exist in opportunities exist in opportunities exist in q )
Capital development and/or development and/or developrnent and/or No potential partne_r .Sh'p
; ; . ; or grant opportunities 2
Partnerships | operating that equate to operating that equate to operating that equate to Sl at i et ting
50% or more of the overall | 25% — 49% or more of the | 10% — 24% or more of the P .
amenity cost. overall amenity cost. overall amenity cost.
Operational The amenity has_a The amenity has _The amenity has a The amenity is not
Sustainabilit low overall operating a moderate overall high overall operating ksl 16 be feasibla 2
y cost impact. operating cost impact. cost impact. y :
The amenity will draw The amenity will draw
significant non-local moderate levels of non- ; Sy
Economic spending into the Leduc local spending into the he arr[emty Hiae mlmmgl
> N/A economic impact (primarily 1
Impact area and catalyze Leduc area and/or retain service a local population)
provincial, national and/or resident spending in AR i
international exposure. Leduc.
The amenity has The amenity has been The amenity has been The amenity has not
City Planning | been identified as a high | identified as a top medium | identified as a low medium been identified at 1
Alignment priority in overarching priority in overarching priority in overarching City all in overarching City
City strategic planning. City strategic planning. strategic planning. strategic planning.
The estimated capital The estimated capital The estimated capital The estimated capital
Capital Cost?® cost for the amenity cost for the amenity is cost for the amenity is cost for the amenity 1

is <$1M (low).

$1 — 3M (low/moderate).

$3 — 5M (moderate).

is >$5M (high).

A See Section 8.

B Amenity capital cost estimates provided in the appendices.
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Amenity Rankings

The following charts present the ranked list of indoor and outdoor amenity rankings based on the Amenity Prioritization Framework presented on the
previous page. As reflected in the scoring charts in the appendices, two of the scoring criteria (Capital Partnerships and City Planning Alignment) have not
been scored at this time and will require further exploration through project specific planning (e.g. feasibility analysis and business case development)
and the refreshment of overarching City strategic planning documents (e.g. the Long Term Facility Master Plan). It is also suggested that the City
re-score these amenity types every 2 — 3 years or as new information becomes available.

Indoor

Amenity Rank

Fine Arts Spaces (e.g. studios, galleries, etc.)

1

Outdoor

Rank

Amenity
Outdoor Bandstands/Amphitheatres

—
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Indoor Child Play Spaces 2 Natural Areas 2
Program Spaces (multi-use, i.e. yoga, aerobics, etc.) 2 Multi-Use Trails (non-mechanized) 3
Leisure Swimming Pool 3 Toboggan Hills 4
Multi-purpose Sport Surface (e.g. cement pad for roller/ 4 Event Grounds for Special Events g
ball hockey, roller derby, lacrosse) More Trees 5
Seniors Activity Spaces 5 BMX Bicycle Parks 6
Historical Display Spaces 5 Playgrounds and Tot Lots 6
Youth Centre Spaces 6 Dog Walking Areas 7
Indoor Ice Arena Sports Facilities 7 Mountain Bike Park 8
Indoor Courts/Gymnasium Spaces (e.g. tennis, basketball, | o Outdoor Recreation Skating 9
Moloviel, ste) Picnic Areas 10
Meetrng Epases —- . — o Hard Surfaces 10
Fltnfass/\Nellnes§‘lfaC|I|t:es (e.g. Aerobics/Strength Training) | 9 Outdoor Water/Spray Parks 1
Agricultural Facilities 10 Ssceer Floids 1
Indoor Event Facilities (dedicated) 10 Winter Skating Tralls 1
Indoor Field Sports (e.g. soccer) 10 Football Fields 12
Lane Swimming Pool 11 Fire Pits 13
Show Fat?llmes (e.g. cc}.ncerts/trade fairs) 11 CHrErTental PAKS 13
Community Group Office Spaces 12 Tennis Courts 13
Court Sports (e.g. racquetball/squash) 13 Skateboard Parks 3
Uhary L Downtown Landscaping 14
Social/Banquet Facilities 13 Pickleball Courts 15
Indoor I<?e Leisure Skating 14 Outdoor Swimming Pool 16
Performing Arts T?:eatre - - 15 Agricultural Areas (i.e. Equestrian Areas) 16
Indoor Track for Fitness/Jogging/Walking 15 Cross Country Ski/Snowshoe Tralls 17
Combative Sports space (e.g. judo, karate) 16 Cowoeunte Wil haaioss 17
Dancs Program Spaces 17 Heritage Preservation Areas 17
Indoor Pool Climbing Wall 18 Ry Fiekds 17
Indoor Curling Facilities 19 Ball Diarmonds 8
Rifie/Archery Range 20 QOutdoor Interpretive Areas 18
Golf Courses 19
Disc Golf 19
Outdoor Hockey Rinks 20
Mechanized Trails (i.e. ATV's, skidoos. Etc.) 21
Athletic Grounds (track and field) 22
Beach Volleyball Courts 22




Additional Recommendations

Identified below are a number of additional recommendations
that the consulting team suggests the City take into consideration
when planning future recreation and cuiture facilities.

* Continue to place a priority on sustaining and refreshing existing
recreation and culture infrastructure. The City’s asset base of
recreation and culture infrastructure is significant and re-investment
should be prioritized before new development is considered.

e Undertake further analysis on the top ranked amenities identified
in the Amenity Prioritization Framework. This could occur through
a combination of the update to the City's Long Term Facility
Master Plan and feasibility analysis.

» Work with stakeholders, community partners and user groups
to address storage issues and identify other opportunities to
make more effective use of existing facility spaces.

s Continue to collaborate and communicate with regional
municipalities. Where possible, identify opportunities to
encourage use of under-utilized facilities in the region.

* Refresh allocation and fee procedures and policies for high
use amenities such as ice arenas, sport fields and the field
house/court space. Where possible, Canadian Sport for Life
and Long Term Athletic Development Framework and National
Recreation Framework principles and suggest practices should
be applied.

* Geographic balance should be a key consideration and priority
when determining future projects and priorities.

e Develop a more rigorous classification system for all recreation
and culture assets.

¢ The City will need to find the balance between hours booked
and people served in or order to effectively show utilization as
a frigger for future facility development priorities.
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Community Group
Questionnaire: Responding
Organizations

1st Leduc Scouting

831 Black Knight Cadets

Black Gold Health Foundation

Boys and Girls Club of Leduc

Covenant Bay Bible Camp

Girl Guides of Canada

Hot in Leduc

Kinette Club of Leduc

Leduc & County Basketball Association
. Leduc & District Emergency Shelter Association
. Leduc and District Senior Centre
. Leduc Art Club
. Leduc Arts Foundry
. Leduc Kanata Gymnastics
. Leduc Public Library
. Leduc School Of Music

Leduc Seniors Aquacize and Swim Club
. Leduc Strathcona Services for Children
. Maclab Centre for the Performing Arts
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. Piatta Forma Singers
. PRC Board
. Triton Competitive Swim Society

N N
N =

73



Stakeholder Interviews
and Group Discussions:
Participating Organizations

831 Black Knights Air Cadets 33. Outlaws Cheer Posse
AG Rythmics Gymnastics Club 34, SPN Alberta
Black Gold Regional School Division 35. Boys and Girls Club of Leduc
Black Gold Volleyball Club 36. Town of Beaurnont
City of Leduc Staff 37. Town of Calmar
Christ the King High School 38. Town of Devon
Leduc & District Seniors Centre 39. Town of Thorsby
Leduc Arts Foundry 40. Triton Swimming
Leduc Black Gold Pro Rodeo Association 1. Village of Warburg

. Leduc County 42. Youth representatives

. Leduc Curling Club

. Leduc Drama Society

. Leduc Farmers Market

. Leduc Figure Skating Club

. Leduc Golf and Country Club

. Leduc Junior Athletic Club
Leduc Kanata Gymnastics Club

. Leduc Minor Baseball Association

. Leduc Minor Football

. Leduc Minor Hockey

. Leduc Minor Soccer

. Leduc Minor Softball

. Leduc Old Blades Hockey

. Leduc Ringette Association

. Leduc Scouting - 2nd Division

. Leduc Seniors Aguasize

. Leduc Soccer Association

. Leduc Synchro Silhouettes

. Leduc Track and Field Club

. Lifemark Physiotherapy & Massage

. Maclab Centre for Performing Arts

. Moo's Canada (LRC concession provider)
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Indoor

Municipality

pulation

Indoor lce
Arenas

Benchmarking Research
Data and Analysis

Curling Rinks

Performing Arts

25 Metre

50 Metre

# of sheets) (# of sheats) r;Tn‘izgatEre y Pool Tanks Pool Tanks

Alrdrie* 61,581 5 8 1 1 0
Okotoks 28,881 4 6 0 1 0
Spruce Grove 34,066 4 6 1 1 0

Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 2 6 1 1 0
Average 37,169 3.8 6.5 0.8 1.0 0.0
Leduc 29,993 4 8 1 1 0

; : Field House Field House
Municipality IPDDU’BUOH LQiSPL?FZISA:::;iCS iatites : : Fa_ciiities 7 Fitness Centres W;Ikingﬁ
Araas Running Tracks

Airdrie® 61,581 1 1 0 1 1
Okotoks 28,881 0 1 0 1 2
Spruce Grove 34,066 1 1 0 1 1

Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 1 1 0 1 1
Average 37,169 0.8 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.3
Leduc 29,993 1 1 0 1 1

Municipality

Population

b

Art and
Cultural Centre
{fuil prograni

Heritage Facility
(local history
museum}

Interpretive
Facility

Libraries

Indoor
Agricultural
Facilities
{fiding drenas)

Airdrie® 61,581 0 1 0 1 0
Okotoks 28,881 0 1 0 1 0
Spruce Grove 34,066 1 1 0 1 0
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 0 1 0 1 0
Average 37,169 0.3 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Leduc 29,993 0 2 1 1 0

A Airdrie included in similar sized communities comparison as population has doubled in the previous 5 years (was similar to Leduc until recently).
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Indoor lce
Arenas

Population

Municipality

Performing Arts

Curling Rinks Theatre

25 Metre

50 Metre

: b of shieats) {# of sheets) (300 seats) Pool Tanks Pool Tanks
St. Albert 65,589 B 6 1 2 0
Red Deer® 100,418 6 16 1 3 0*
Lethbridge 92,729 6 10 1 3 1
Medicine Hat 63,260 6 8 1 2 1
Kamloops 90,280 6 14 1 2 1
Strathcona County 98,044 7 16 1 4 0
Average 85,053 6.0 11.7 1.0 2.5 0.6
Leduc 29,993 4 6 1 1 0
Pools with Field House Field House
S A c . Facilities Facilities ; ey Walking/
Municipality Leisure Aquatics 3 W Fitness Centres :
A (Un-boarde; Running Tracks
[ turf figld)

St. Albert 65,589 3] 1 0 1 1
Red Deer® 100,418 2 1 1 4 2
Lethbridge 92,729 1 2 0 2 2
Medicine Hat 63,260 1 1 0 2 1
Kamloops 90,280 1 1 1 4 2
Strathcona County 98,044 2 1 0 3 2
Average 85,053 1.3 1.2 0.3 2.7 1.7
Leduc 29,993 1 1 0 il 1

Interpretive

5 Art and Eacility lrjdoor 3
Municipality Sellgl Ce_ﬂt_lre ence ce Libraries Agr!c.L.!It.ural
ogran Facilities
A o7 ‘
St. Albert 65,589 0 2 0 1 0
Red Deer® 100,418 1 2 1 3 1
Lethbridge 92,729 1 2 2 2 1
Medicine Hat 63,260 1 2 0 2 1
Kamloops 90,280 1 1 1 2 1
Strathcona County 98,044 1 1 1 1 0
Average 85,053 0.8 1.7 0.8 1.8 0.7
Leduc 29,993 0 2 1 1 0

B Red Deer has an outdoor 50 metre pool facility.
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Mtnicinali PO “‘L[f!_“cfﬂ_ lndovides Curling Rinks FOonungArts 25 Metre 50 Metre
Viunicipality S Arenas S Theatre
e (# of sheets) T Pool Tanks Paol Tanks
(# of sheets) 300-Seats)
Airdrie 61,581 12,316 7,698 61,581 61,581 N/A
Okotoks 28,881 7,220 4,814 IN/A 28,881 N/A
Spruce Grove 34,066 8,517 5,678 34,066 34,066 N/A
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 12,075 4,025 24,149 24,149 N/A
Average 37,169 10,032 5,553 39,932 37,169 N/A
Leduc 29,993 7,498 3,749 29,993 29,993 N/A
k 4 Field House Field House
Population Pools with s ;
- S e e . - Facilities 4 Walking/
Municipality s | Leisure Aguatics . ; e Fitness Centres : ¢
muli- d with Running Tracks
Areas
Airdrie 61,581 61,581 61,581 N/A 61,581 61,581
Okotoks 28,881 N/A 28,881 N/A 28,881 14,441
Spruce Grove 34,066 34,066 34,066 N/A 34,066 34,066
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 24149 24149 N/A 24,149 24149
Average 37,169 39,932 37,169 N/A 37,169 33,559
Leduc 29,993 29,993 29,993 N/A 29,993 29,993
erp
D alit - doo
0D aliQ) = ol
A A0 a
) = =
Airdrie 61,581 N/A 61,581 N/A 61,581 N/A
Okotoks 28,881 N/A 28,881 N/A 28,881 N/A
Spruce Grove 34,066 34,066 34,066 N/A 34,066 N/A
Fort Saskatchewan 24149 N/A 24149 N/A 24,149 N/A
Average 37,169 34,066 37,169 N/A 37,169 N/A
Leduc 29,993 N/A 14,997 7,498 29,993 N/A

i



Municipality

Indoor Ice
Arenas

Curling Rinks

Performing Arts

Theatre

25 Metre

50 Metre

.. i of sheets) (# of sheets) 300 50319 Pocl Tanks Pool Tanks
St. Albert 65,589 13,118 10,932 65,589 32,795 N/A
Red Deer 100,418 10,932 6,276 100,418 33,473 N/A
Lethbridge 92,729 10,932 9,273 92,729 30,910 92,729
Medicine Hat 63,260 10,932 7,908 63,260 31,630 63,260
Kamloops 90,280 10,932 6,449 90,280 45,140 90,280
Strathcona County 98,044 9,370 6,128 98,044 24,511 N/A
Average 85,053 11,036 7,827 85,053 33,076 82,090
Leduc 29,993 16,397 4,999 29,993 29,993 N/A

Municipality

Population

Pools with

Leisure Aguatics

Areas

Field House
Facilities
0se

Field House
Facilities
arded with
5 Y

Fitness Centires

Walking/
Running Tracks

it 1)
St. Albert 65,589 65,589 65,589 N/A 65,589 65,589
Red Deer 100,418 50,209 100,418 100,418 25,105 50,209
Lethbridge 92,729 92,729 46,365 N/A 46,365 46,365
Medicine Hat 63,260 63,260 63,260 N/A 31,630 63,260
Kamloops 90,280 90,280 90,280 90,280 22,570 45,140
Strathcona County 98,044 49,022 98,044 N/A 32,681 49,022
Average 85,053 68,515 77,326 95,349 37,323 53,264
Leduc 29,993 29,993 29,993 N/A 29,993 29,993

Municipality

Art and
Cultural Centre

(full se vgram
£
G

Interpretive

Libraries

Indoor
Agricultural
Facilit
{riding-a

St. Albert 65,589 N/A 32,795 N/A 65,589 N/A
Red Deer 100,418 100,418 50,209 100,418 33,473 100,418
Lethbridge 92,729 92,729 46,365 46,365 46,365 92,729
Medicine Hat 63,260 63,260 31,630 N/A 31,630 63,260
Kamloops 90,280 90,280 90,280 90,280 45,140 90,280
Strathcona County 98,044 98,044 98,044 98,044 98,044 N/A
Average 85,053 88,946 58,220 83,777 46,393 16,553
Leduc 29,993 N/A 14,997 16,397 N/A 0
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Outdoor

Population

Rectangular Artificial Turf Performance Off Leash Dog
Sport Fields Fields Ball Stadiums Parks

Municipality Ball Diamonds

Airdrie 61,581 23 38 0 0 5
Okotoks 28,881 15 18 1 1
Spruce Grove 34,066 12 14 2 0 2
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 29 1] 1 0 1
Average 37,169 19.8 21.3 0.8 0.3 2.3
Leduc 29,993 14 26 0 0 2
P on Skate ennis/
Municipality PC hm:'[ S ohPtariz?rd Wats;rffray Outdoor Pools Puckll nﬁigc;uris Playgrounds
BMX Parks e #oourts)
Airdrie 61,581 1 1 0 8 67
Okotoks 28,881 1 1 0 6 49
Spruce Grove 34,066 1 1 0 5 48
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 1 1 0 8 27
Average 37,169 1.0 1.0 0.0 5.8 47.8
Leduc 29,993 1 1 1 4 30
P?.qum”_m Outdoor Skating Paddling Track and Field
Barsla Areas Facilities Facilities
Airdrie 61,581 1
Okotoks 28,881 9 0 0
Spruce Grove 34,066 6 0 0
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 5 0 0
Average 37,169 7.8 0.0 0.3
Leduc 29,993 12 1 1
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Municipality F?ectar:gul;r Artificial Turf Per[oqunce Off Leash Dog
: Sport Fields Fields Ball Stadiums Parks
St. Albert 65,589 33 35 1 0 2
Red Deer 100,418 84 78 0 0 2
Lethbridge 92,729 60 69 1 2 3
Medicine Hat 63,260 46 44 1 1 5
Kamloops 90,280 35 40 1 2 4
Strathcona County 98,044 102 108 1 0 2
Average 85,053 60.0 62.3 0.8 0.8 3.0
Leduc 29,993 14 26 0 0 2
i, Skate.b_clard Water Spray - Tennis/
Municipality Parks/ Baikes Qutdoor Pools. | Pickleball Courts Playgrounds
BMX Parks #CoUrs)
St. Albert 65,589 ] 2 1 24 77
Red Deer 100,418 2 3 1 52
Lethbridge 92,729 2 2 2 24 32
Medicine Hat 63,260 1 4 3
Kamloops 90,280 1 3 1
Strathcona County 98,044 2 6 0 19
Average 85,053 1.5 33 1.3 29.8 54.5
Leduc 29,993 1 1 1 4 30
Municipality _FC',F'”‘".l‘?’T'?'_“' Outdoor Skating Pad_d‘li_ng Track and Field
T et Areas Facilities Facilities
St. Albert 65,589 20 0 1
Red Deer 100,418 62 1 1
Lethbridge 92,729 1 1
Medicine Hat 63,260 1 1
Kamloops 90,280 1 1
Strathcona County 98,044 23 0 1
Average 85,053 35.0 0.7 1.0
Leduc 29,993 12 1 1
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Population
- Ctatiotno

Municipalty it sersics WADIERIRGe | SESSRCBIARN NRRITE Th | - Rpenios et 80Tt gash 050
Airdrie 61,581 2,677 1,621 N/A N/A 12,316
Okotoks 28,881 1,925 1,605 N/A 28,881 28,881
Spruce Grove 34,066 2,839 2,433 17,033 N/A 17,033
Fort Saskatchewan 24149 833 1,610 24149 N/A 24,149
Average 37,169 2,069 1,817 N/A N/A 20,595
Leduc 29,993 2,142 1,154 N/A N/A 14,997

Skateboard

Nater Spra
Municipality Parks/ WAtSlRRIRY

Parka QOutdoor Pools  Pickleball C_ourl*s Playgrounds
( BMX Parks {i sl
Airdrie 61,581 61,581 61,581 N/A 7,698 919
Okotoks 28,881 28,881 28,881 N/A 5,776 589
Spruce Grove 34,066 34,066 34,066 N/A 6,813 710
Fort Saskatchewan 24,149 24,149 24,149 N/A 4,830 894
Average 37,169 37,169 37,169 N/A 6,279 778
Leduc 29,993 29,993 29,993 29,993 7,498 1,000
s S PDruHiIIUH Outdoor Skating Pad_d_lilng Track and Field
- Areas Facilities Facilities
Airdrie 5,598 N/A 61,581
Okotoks 28,881 3,209 N/A N/A
Spruce Grove 34,066 5,678 N/A N/A
Fort Saskatchewan 24149 4,830 N/A N/A
Average 37,169 4,829 N/A N/A
Leduc 29,993 2,499 29,993 29,993
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Municipality I.F_i?[euianon: Ball Di d Rectangular Artificial Turf Performance Off Leash Dog

VHRIARATY ' > RS TREN B e porEFlelds Fields Ball Stadiums Parks

St. Albert 65,589 1,988 1,874 65,589 N/A 32,795

Red Deer 100,418 1,195 1,287 N/A N/A 50,209

Lethbridge 92,729 1,545 1,344 92,729 46,365 30,910

Medicine Hat 63,260 1,375 1,438 63,260 63,260 12,652

Kamloops 90,280 2,579 2,257 90,280 45,140 22,570

Strathcona County 98,044 961 908 98,044 N/A 49,022

Average 85,053 1,607 1,518 81,980 51,588 33,026

Leduc 29,993 2,142 1,154 N/A N/A 14,997
Population Skateboard Water S Tennis/

Municipality : 5 Parks/ Parkg y Outdoor Pools | Pickieball Couris Playgrounds

BMX Parks {#oarts)

St. Albert 65,589 65,589 32,795 65,589 (fcourts) 852

Red Deer 100,418 50,209 33,473 100,418 1,931 N/A

Lethbridge 92,729 486,365 46,365 46,365 3,864 2,898

Medicine Hat 63,260 63,260 15,815 21,087 N/A N/A

Kamloops 90,280 90,280 30,093 90,280 N/A N/A

Strathcona County 98,044 49,022 16,341 N/A 5,160 N/A

Average 85,053 60,787 29,147 N/A 3,652 N/A

Leduc 29,993 29,993 29,993 29,993 7,498 1,000

NGiEhaliy f:gulatiﬁn QOutdoor Skating Paddling Track and Field

FHRIRIREIEY Areas Facilities Facilities

St. Albert 65,589 3,279 N/A 65,589

Red Deer 100,418 1,620 100,418 100,418

Lethbridge 92,729 N/A 92,729 92,729

Medicine Hat 63,260 N/A 63,260 63,260

Kamloops 90,280 N/A 90,280 90,280

Strathcona County 98,044 4,263 N/A 98,044

Average 85,053 3,054 N/A 85,053

Leduc 29,993 2,499 29,993 29,993
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BYLAWS

There are no Bylaws for the Agenda




PUBLIC COMMENTARY




IN-CAMERA ITEMS




RISE & REPORT FROM
IN-CAMERA ITEMS




2" DRAFT: ‘Letter to the Editor’ on the subject of Light Pollution

Dear Madam or Sir:

We are all familiar with the adverse effects of air pollution and water pollution. Less well appreciated
are the adverse effects of light pollution. Light pollution results from the use of too much light of the
wrong type in the wrong place at the wrong time. Excess light is a waste of energy and money, and a
contributor —if the energy production process uses non-renewable energy sources —to greenhouse gas
emission.

Exposure to light, especially blue light (a component of most glaring white lights) reduces the production
of the hormone melatonin in all animals, including us. It is well-established that a disruption in the
normal daily cycle of melatonin production can contribute to the development in humans of breast and
prostate cancers, and may be a factor in several other serious ilinesses. The American Medical
Association has declared light pollution to be a “probable carcinogen”, and disruption of the circadian
rhythm is identified as a “class 2A carcinogen”. Similar adverse consequences of light pollution are
recognized in life forms throughout the natural environment.

The City of Leduc is in the late stages of replacing its old incandescent and sodium vapour street lights
with LEDs mounted in full-horizontal-cutoff fixtures that eliminate sky illumination, reduce light trespass
onto neighbouring properties and consume substantially less energy. The next step in making Leduc a
light efficient community is to work together with owners of commercial, business and private
properties to voluntarily replace overly-bright exterior light fixtures that are excessive to need; that
create glare on public roads and sidewalks; that are positioned so as to produce light spill into
neighbouring properties; and are on at inappropriate times.

As a simple exercise for everyone is to drive in either direction along 45™ Street between 52" and 65"
Avenues and note the excessively bright security [sic] lights, and the number of those lights that shine
directly into the eyes of drivers. There are many other areas within Leduc and Leduc County where bad
lighting can be found.

Another illuminating exercise for both homeowners and business owners is to look at your property at
night. Ask yourself the following: Is the exterior lighting effective in maintaining the security of your
property. Remember that every light generates shadows in which someone of ill intent can hide. A
steadily burning light does not attract attention, but a motion sensor light that responds to an intruder
does. Are the exterior lights on your property shining into someone else’s property? Does your business
benefit from illuminated billboard advertising after midnight? Does your business benefit from a high-
noon-level of property brightness at 3 o’clock in the morning?

The solution to poor lighting is the use of LEDs which are energy efficient, LEDs with an amber tint to
reduce the blue component that the eye detects as glare, and proper shielding to prevent light trespass
and sky glow.



For residents of this Province, ‘Energy Efficient Alberta’ rebates are available. This is the best time to
upgrade exterior lighting to dark sky compliant energy efficient LED fixtures that are well shielded and
controlled by motion sensors.

For addfitional information go to youtube.com and search for ‘light efficient communities’; or search on
the Internet for ‘light pollution’.

Respectfully,

Members of the Leduc Environmental Advisory Board



3" DRAFT:

To The Owner/Manager xx February 2018
Name of Business
Address ... Leduc

Dear Madam or Sir;

The City of Leduc is well-advanced in its program to replace the old incandescent and sodium vapour
street lights with full-cutoff LED luminaires that are more energy efficient, that eliminate sky
illumination, and that produce less light spill - light trespass — onto neighbouring properties. The next
step in making Leduc a light efficient community (LEC) is to work together with owners of private
property to re-assess the exterior lights on their property and to reduce their contributions to light
pollution.

An exterior light that is excessive to need, that illuminates surrounding properties including public roads
and sidewalks, that is on at inappropriate times, or that is of a colour that may have adverse effects on
human health and on the natural environment, is a waste of energy — hence of the owner’s money —and
may adversely affect the safety of drivers and pedestrians, and on the comfort of neighbours.

We would appreciate your assistance in determining if there are exterior lights on your property that
contribute to local light pollution as described above. To the mutual benefit of you and of the
community we recommend that you make an objective assessment at night of the light fixtures on your
property. Do they provide real security for your business? Do they shine directly into the eyes of drivers
on nearby roadways? Do they shine into neighbouring properties where light at night might not be
welcome? Do they effectively advertise your business at appropriate times of day and night? Do they
leave casual passersby with a favourable opinion of your business?

A member of the LEAB would be pleased to meet with you, or with a member of your staff, to help in
assessing the quality of your exterior lights and, perhaps, recommend improvements.

For information about light pollution do a search on the Internet for ‘light pollution’ or go to
www.youtube.com and search for ‘light efficient communities’.

Thank you for your consideration of an issue that is relevant to the quality of life in our community.

Respectfully,

Members of the Leduc Environmental Advisory Board



CITY OF "
Office of Mayor Young LECIUC

Mayor’s Report
February 5 - 18, 2018

February 5, 2018:
e Economic Development and Trade Announcement - Aurora Cannabis
o Meeting with Bill Blais, Maclab Developments

February 6, 2018:
e Speech Coach
e Leduc Regional Housing

February 7, 2018:
e Economic Development with Barbara McKenzie, LNEDA
e Testimonial recording for LNEDA
e Meeting at Falcon Water Solutions, Edmonton
e Meeting with Councillor Beckett

February 8, 2018:
e EMRB - Board Meeting
e North Telford Renewal Information Session

February 9, 2018:
e ECA Builders Connect Luncheon

February 10, 2018:
e Hearts and Heroes Fundraising Dinner and Dance

February 11, 2018:
e Maclab Developments - Grand Opening of Blackstone Ice Rink

February 12, 2018:

e Speech Coach
Minister Shaye Anderson and Brent Croucher
Elana Hansen - Volunteer Appreciation Banquet
CoW and Council Agenda Review
Committee-of-the-Whole Meeting
Regular Council Meeting

February 13, 2018:
e Youth Movie Night
“Your ideas. Your future. Your FCM” webinar with FCM CEO Brock Carlton
Tour / Presentation: RCMP Leduc Detachment
Leduc #1 Anniversary Fundraiser
Lions Meeting

M:\Council Agenda Items\2018 Mayor Weekly Updates\Mayors Report Feb 5-18, 2018.docx



Mayor’s Report
February 5 -18, 2018

February 14, 2018:
e Leduc Regional Housing Foundation Board agenda prep
e State of the Region prep meeting
o Briefing for Airport Accord

February 15, 2018:
e Protein Industries Canada (PIC), Investors Forum (Calgary)

February 16, 2018:
e Leduc Chamber of Commerce 2018 February Luncheon: Marijuana Legalization &

Business Panel
e Meeting with Eli Schrader

Approved by Mayor Bob Young

"Original Signed"

Page 2
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ADJOURNMENT
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