
 

 

 
 
 
February 10, 2022 
 
 
Marlow Krebs 
8820 92 Street  
Fort Saskatchewan, AB T8L 4E7 
 
 

NOTICE OF DECISION OF THE  
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 

 

FILE NO: 1325-20/8820 92 ST 

APPEAL:  Stop Order 

LAND USE DESIGNATION:  UR – Urban Reserve 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Lot 1, Plan 902 2142 

CIVIC ADDRESS:  8820 92 Street, Fort Saskatchewan  

 
IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL filed with the City of Fort Saskatchewan (the “City”) Subdivision and 
Development Appeal Board (the “Board”) pursuant to Section 686 of the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A 2000, 
c. M-26 (the “MGA”). The Appeal Hearing was held on January 26, 2022 virtually via Cisco Webex: 
 

It is the decision of the Board that the Stop Order is CONFIRMED, 
and the Stop Order is VARIED as specified below. 

 
BEFORE:  
 
Board Members: 
 
Rudy Furrer – Chair  
John Mather  
Shanon Marriott 
 
Administration: 
 
Andrew Kaiser - Clerk for the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
Tammy Boos – Alternate Clerk for the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
 



 

 

PARTIES PRESENT AND PRELIMINARY MATTERS: 
 
For the Appellant:  
 
Jaye Krebs – Authorized Agent of the Appellant (the “Appellant”) 
 
For the Respondent: 
 
Craig Thomas – Director, Planning and Development  
Dean McCartney – Manager, Development Planning 
 
No other parties in either support or opposition to the appeal were present. 
 
 
1. The Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal to the Board following the Development Authority’s issuance of a 

Stop Order to the owner of a property legally described as Lot 1, Plan 902 2142, and municipally 
described as 8820 92 Street, Fort Saskatchewan, Alberta (the “Property”). 
 

2. At the start of the Hearing, a motion was made by John Mather to appoint Rudy Furrer as Chair. The 
motion was passed unanimously. 
 

3. A motion was then made by Shannon Marriott to adopt the agenda, as it was circulated to all parties. The 
motion was passed unanimously. 

 
4. At the start of the hearing, the Chair provided an overview of the hearing process to all parties present. 

There were no objections to the proposed Hearing process. 
 
5. The Chair requested confirmation from all parties in attendance that there was no opposition to the 

composition of the Board hearing the Appeal. None of the persons in attendance had any objection to 
the members of the Board hearing the Appeal. 

 
6. Based on the information provided by the Development Authority, the Appeal appears to have been filed 

on time, in accordance with Section 686(1) of the MGA. 
 
7. The Board was satisfied it had jurisdiction to deal with this matter. There were no objections raised at the 

hearing regarding the Board’s jurisdiction to deal with this matter. 
 

8. The Clerk confirmed there were no changes to the agenda package.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT: 
 
9. The following is a brief summary of the oral evidence presented to the Board. 

 
Development Authority Presentation: 
 
10. The Board first heard from the Development Authority of the City.   
 
11. The Development Authority stated that the Stop Order issued against the Property was in relation to the 

ongoing use of the Property as an Outdoor Storage Facility. The Development Authority stated that the 

(the “Development Authority”) 



 

 

issuance of the Stop Order was done in accordance with the Alberta Municipal Government Act and 
City’s Land Use Bylaw. 
 

12. The Development Authority presented satellite imagery (taken April 2021) of the Property, and stated 
that the photography demonstrated the Property was being used as an Outdoor Storage Facility at that 
time. 
 

13. The Development Authority provided an overview of their investigation into the use of the Property, and 
summarized the keys dates as follows: 
 

 April 20, 2020:  Letter sent to Property regarding upcoming development permit expiry. 
 June 5, 2020:  Development Permit PLCOMM20150376 (the “Development Permit”) expired. 
 August 20, 2021:  The Development Authority conducted an inspection of the Property. 
 September 27, 2021:  A second letter was sent to the Property. 
 October 5, 2021:  The Development Authority conducted a second inspection. 
 November 1, 2021:  The Development Authority conducted a third inspection. 
 December 10, 2021:  The Development Authority issued the Stop Order for which this appeal has 

been filed. 
 
14. The Development Authority presented photographs from the three inspections noted above in Paragraph 

13 (also included in the Development Authority Report), and stated that the photographs presented the 
Development Authority with enough evidence to determine that the use/development of an Outdoor 
Storage Facility was ongoing at the Property.  

 
Appellant Presentation: 
 
15. The Appellant requested that the Board consider varying the Stop Order, and allowing an extra sixty (60) 

days to comply with the Stop Order – proposing a new compliance date of June 15, 2022. 
 

16. The Appellant stated that following the expiry of the Development Permit on June 5, 2020, they ceased 
the operating the RV Storage business. The Appellant stated that at the time they began winding down 
the operation of the Outdoor Storage Facility they had approximately 130 recreational vehicles located 
on the Property. 
 

17. The Appellant stated they sent letters to the owners of the recreational vehicles which were stored on the 
Property asking that they be removed, removed their website, etc. to wind down operations. 
 

18. The Appellant stated that COVID affected the final stages of the winding down, as owners of the 
recreational vehicles were not able to travel to the Property to remove them. 
 

19. The Appellant stated that they will make every effort to comply with the Stop Order, but are unsure at 
what point they will be considered to have complied, as the Stop Order states “... removing all stored 
recreational vehicles...” The Appellant explained that they store family-owned recreational vehicles on 
site. 

 
20. The Appellant stated that achieving compliance by spring of 2022 will be difficult, and described the 

Property as currently a “mud pit” – which will make it difficult to remove the remaining recreational 
vehicles. 
 



 

 

21. The Appellant referenced the Development Authority’s submission, which noted the number of 
recreational vehicles on the Property increased between inspections – the Appellant stated that this was 
not the case, and that the number of recreational vehicles has been gradually reducing as owners have 
been removing their stored recreational vehicles. 

 
 
 Additional Questions of the Board: 

 
22. Question to the Development Authority: The Board asked whether or not there had been any changes 

to the Property’s zoning/designation since the issuance of the Development Permit. The Development 
Authority stated that when the Development Permit was approved, the Land Use Bylaw contained a 
provision for a development officer to have discretionary ability to authorize a use. The development 
officer, given this discretionary ability, allowed the use of Outdoor Storage Facility, even though the use 
of Outdoor Storage Facility was not authorized for the UR district. The discretionary ability, as applied in 
this situation was later deemed “legally incorrect”. The Development Authority further clarified that this 
provision was no longer in the City’s Land Use Bylaw, and when addressing a development the 
Development Authority applies the Land Use Bylaw at that time. 

 
23. Question to the Development Authority: The Board requested clarification on the determination that the 

property is being used as an Outdoor Storage Facility, and at what point would the Development 
Authority consider the use of the Property to be ‘personal’ and not commercial in nature. The 
Development Authority stated that there is no exact number of vehicles/unit; the number of recreational 
vehicles for personal use is based on what would be considered reasonable based on the size and 
nature of the property in question. 

 
24. Question to the Development Authority: The Board asked whether or not there was a business license 

for the operation of the Outdoor Storage Facility. The Development Authority stated that the standing of 
a business license is not a planning consideration when making decisions on development permit, and 
instead a business license would be dependent on an active development permit. 

 
 
Closing Comments of the Development Authority:  

 
25. The Development Authority had no further submissions beyond what was included in their written 

submission and presentation to the Board. 
  

 
Closing Comments from the Appellant: 
 
26. The Appellant stated that they appreciate the accommodations the Development Authority has offered 

to-date, and hope that they can be granted some additional leniency with the date by which they must 
comply with the Stop Order. 

 
 

At the close of the hearing the parties acknowledged that they felt they had been provided with 
adequate opportunity to state their case, and felt that the hearing process was conducted in a fair and 

impartial manner. 
 
 
 



 

 

DECISION:  
 
27. It is the decision of the Board that the Stop Order be upheld, and the Stop Order varied. The Stop Order 

issued by the Development Authority, and attached to this Notice of Decision within Exhibit “B”, is hereby 
varied as followed:  

 
The content of the Stop Order contained below in Section “A” … 

 
A. Stop Order - Page 2: 

 
REMEDY 
 
You are hereby ordered to remedy the contraventions of the Municipal Government Act and 
Land Use Bylaw C23-20 by doing the following: 
 
1. Immediately removing all stored recreational vehicles from the Lands. 

 
An inspection of the Lands will occur on April 6, 2022 to confirm that the infraction has been 
remedied as per this Stop Order. 

 
 be amended to read as follows in Section “B” … 
 

B. Stop Order - Page 2: 
 

REMEDY 
 
You are hereby ordered to remedy the contraventions of the Municipal Government Act and 
Land Use Bylaw C23-20 by doing the following: 
 
1. Removing all stored recreational vehicles from the Lands by no later than June 15, 2022. 

 
An inspection of the Lands will occur following June 15, 2022 to confirm that the infraction has 
been remedied as per this Stop Order. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  
 
The Board makes the findings of fact set out below: 

 
28. The Property is located at Lot 1, Plan 902 2142, and municipally described as 8820 92 Street, Fort 

Saskatchewan, Alberta. 
 

29. The Property is zoned as UR – Urban Reserve. 
 

30. Permit PLCOMM20150376 authorized the use of “Outdoor Storage Facility”. 
 

31. Permit PLCOMM20150376 expired as of June 5, 2020. 
 

32. On December 10, 2021, the Appellant was using the Property for and “Outdoor Storage Facility, or 
permitted the use of the “Outdoor Storage Facility” on the Property. 

 



 

 

REASONS FOR THE DECISION: 
 
33. The Board’s jurisdiction is found in section 687(3) of the Municipal Government Act. In making this 

decision, the Board has examined the provisions of the Land Use Bylaw, all applicable statutory plans, 
and has considered the oral and written submissions made by the Development Authority and the 
Appellant. 
 

34. The Stop Order was issued to Marlow Krebs, who filed an appeal to this Board and was represented by 
Jaye Krebs.  
 

35. In making its decision, the Board must comply with the applicable land use policies and statutory plans, 
and, subject to clauses (a.4) and (d) of s. 687(3) of the MGA, must comply with any land use bylaw in 
effect.  

 
ALSA Regional Plan 
 
36. There is no ALSA regional plan applicable to the Property. Therefore, the Board need not consider this 

plan.  
 
Land Use Policies  
 
37. The SDAB recognizes the Alberta Land Use Policies established as per Section 622 of the MGA, and 

has conducted the hearing to allow for meaningful participation from all parties.  The Board noted there 
was no comment from the parties about the Land Use Policies and in the absence of any evidence that 
the matter before it was contradictory to the Land Use Policies, the Board finds there is compliance with 
the Land Use Policies.   

 
Statutory Plans  
 
38. The Board was provided with evidence from the Development Authority that the City’s Southfort Area 

Structure Plan indicates that the Property is planned for future vehicle-oriented commercial 
developments. 
 

39. The City’s Municipal Development Plan includes these lands within the “Developing Neighbourhood” 
framework, as they have an approved Area Structure Plan – the Southfort Area Structure Plan. 
 

40. The Appellant did not make any submissions in relation to these statutory plans.   
 

41. As a result, the Board finds that there is nothing in these statutory plans which prevents the issuance of 
a Stop Order.  

 
Subdivision and Development Regulations 
 
42. The Board must have regard for the Subdivision and Development Regulations in making its decision. 

Neither the Development Authority nor the Appellants raised the Subdivision and Development 
Regulations. The Board found no conflict between the Subdivision and Development Regulations and 
the issuance of the Stop Order. 

 
 
 



 

 

LUB 
 

43. In a hearing to consider an appeal of a Stop Order, the Development Authority must first establish that 
there is an infraction of either the Municipal Government Act, or the Land Use Bylaw.  If the Development 
Authority does so, then the Appellant must establish that there is a development permit or some reason 
for the development to be authorized, and may argue for a variance of the Stop Order to provide for more 
time to comply.    
 

44. The Development Authority provided evidence that Permit PLCOMM20150376 authorized the use of 
“Outdoor Storage Facility”, but this permit was time limited and expired as of June 5, 2020. There was 
no disagreement by the Appellant in relation to the expired permit. As a result, the Board finds as a fact 
that there was a development permit for the use of “Outdoor Storage Facility”, but that it expired as of 
June 5, 2020. 
 

45. The Development Authority provided evidence that as of December 10, 2021, the Appellant continued 
to use the Property as an Outdoor Storage Facility.  The Appellant disagreed with the evidence of the 
Development Authority as to the number of recreational vehicles on the Property, but did agree that 
there were some recreational vehicles on the property after the expiry of the Development Permit, and 
on the date of the issuance of the Stop Order. The Board finds that storing recreational vehicles on the 
Property is a development as defined in the Municipal Government Act and the Land Use Bylaw as it is 
a use of the Property. 
 

46. In light of the Appellant’s confirmation that there were some recreational vehicles stored on the 
Property after the permit expired and as of the date that the Stop Order was issued, the Board finds as 
a fact that the Development Authority has established that the Appellant is in breach of section 683 of 
the Municipal Government Act and Section 2.16.1 of the Land Use Bylaw, which requires a 
development permit for a development.  

 
47. Based on the evidence provided before the hearing by both parties, and the evidence submitted during 

the hearing, the Board finds that the Stop Order was issued appropriately against the Property because 
there was a development without a development permit on the Property. This justifies the Development 
Authority in issuing a Stop Order.  
 

48. The Board then turned to the Appellant’s submissions. The Appellant’s argument centered around the 
time for compliance with the Stop Order. The Board heard submissions from the Appellant which 
indicated that they are willing to make every effort to comply with the Stop Order, but feel that the removal 
of the remaining recreational vehicles by Spring 2022 may present them with delays which are outside 
of their control, due to the potential for mud in the spring before the lands dry out. 
 

49. The Development Authority did not provide any submissions in relation to the time for compliance, aside 
from their willingness to act “reasonably”. In the absence of any comments by the Development Authority 
regarding the time for compliance, the Board is persuaded by the argument of the Appellant that it 
requires further time to have the recreational vehicles removed from the Property because of the 
potentially muddy conditions in the spring time that may delay the removal of the recreational vehicles.  
The Board notes that there was no evidence given that extending the time for compliance would cause 
any prejudice to anyone else.   
 

50. Therefore, the Board has elected to vary the Stop Order so that the Appellant may have a fair opportunity 
to comply with the conditions imposed by the Development Authority.  The Board notes that the Appellant 
is prepared to comply with the Stop Order, but requires more time. In the absence of a reason to deny 



 

 

the extension, the Board finds that an extension is reasonable to give the Appellant time to comply.  The 
Board notes that the extension is a reasonable time (only 8 weeks after the initial date specified in the 
Stop Order).  As a result, the Board upholds the Stop Order, but varies the time for compliance to June 
15, 2022. 
 
 

MERITS OF THE APPEAL: 
 
51. For the above reasons, It is the decision of the Board that the Stop Order is confirmed, and is varied 

with time for compliance extended to June 15, 2022. 
 
Dated at the City of Fort Saskatchewan in the Province of Alberta, this 10th day of February, 2022. 
 
 
 

Clerk: ___________________________________ 
 
Signed by Andrew Kaiser – Clerk to the Subdivision and 
Development Appeal Board.  
 
 
 

The decision of the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board is final and binding on all parties, subject only to appeal to the Court of Appeal under 
Section 688 of the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A 2000, c. M-26 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
    
    
    

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 
  

 
   
  
  
  
  
  

 
 

  
 

  

SUBDIVISION & DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD (SDAB)

  AGENDA

Wednesday January 26, 2022 at 1:00 PM.
Virtual hearing via Cisco WebEx

APPEAL TO BE HEARD:

NOTICE OF APPEAL: STOP ORDER
APPELLANT: MARLOW KREBS
CIVIC ADDRESS: 8820 92 STREET, FORT SASKATCHEWAN
LEGAL ADDRESS: LOT 1, PLAN 902 2142

CALL TO ORDER: 1:00 PM.

1. Appointment of Chair

2. Introductions

(a) Chairman
(b) Board Introductions
(c) SDAB Administrative Staff Introductions

3. Adopt Agenda of January 26, 2022

4. Announce Case (Secretary)

5. Introduction of Appellant

6. Objections to Board

7. Hearing Process

8. Hearing of Appeal

(a) Presentation of the Development Authority
(b) Presentation of Potential Conditions (placed on overhead for public viewing) - 
Removed through amendment to the Agenda at the time of the hearing.
(c) Presentation of the Appellant
(d) Presentations of others in favour of the appeal
(e) Presentations of others opposed to the appeal
(f) Read into the record additional information
(g) Additional Board questions
(h) Other questions

9. Summaries

(a) Development Authority’s final comments
(b) Applicant’s final comments
(c) Appellant’s final comments
(d) Potential Conditions of Approval
(e) Fairness
(f) Conclusion - Announcement that the Board’s decision will be made within fifteen (15)

days upon conclusion of the Hearing and that those affected will be notified of the 
decision and reasons for it by mail.

10. Close of Hearing

11. Board Convenes to Deliberate Decision



 

 

 

 

 

Submissions to the Subdivision & Development Appeal Board (SDAB) for 
the hearing of Wednesday, January 26, 2022 @ 1:00 PM 

 

Exhibit Designation Page(s) Item Description 

 9 Agenda of the Hearing 

Exhibit “A” 12 - 13 Notice of Appeal and Payment Confirmation 

Exhibit “B” 15 – 42 Development Authority Submission 

Development Authority Report 15 – 18 Development Authority Report 

Stop Order 20 – 22 Stop Order 

Appendix A 24 Letter 1 – Permit Due to Expire 

Appendix B 26 – 27 Inspection Report – August 20, 2021 

Appendix C 29 Letter 2 – Permit Expired 

Appendix D 31 – 33 Inspection Report – October 5, 2021 

Appendix E 35 – 37 Inspection Report – November 1, 2021 

Appendix F 39 – 42 Development Permit – PLCOMM20150376 

Exhibit “C” 44 –  Appellant Submission 

Appendix A 44 Agent Authorization Letter 

Appendix B 46 Letter to RV Storage Tenants 

Appendix C 48 “Google My Business” Profile 

Appendix D 50 – 51 Development Permit – PLCOMM20150376 
with emphasis added 

Appendix E 53 Email from Planning and Development 

Exhibit “D” 55 – 57 Notification Mailing Information 

Exhibit “E” 59 – 64 Development Authority Presentation 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “A” 

 

Notice of Appeal and 
Payment Confirmation 



Received via Email 2021-01-04 (AK)

1325-20/8820 92 ST



10005-102 ST

City of Fort Saskatchewan

AB T8L 2C5

780-992-6200

finance@fortsask.ca

Finance

Invoice/Receipt

2022-Jan-04  2:13:59 PM

124060203 RT0001

Transaction

Reference

Transaction Date

272762

$

Residential Subdivision Appeals  : 8820 92 ST  

Marlow Krebs

 1.00 @ $104.24 $104.24

$104.24

$104.24

$0.00

Subtotal.....

Discount.....

Tax.....

Total Sales Amount.....

$0.00

Payment Received

$104.24Visa Card -

Balance Due..... $0.00

Processed By: Lorraine



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “B” 

Development Authority 
Repot 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 



Development Authority Written Submission to the  
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 

Page 1 of 4 
 

Property Address 8820 92 Street, Fort Saskatchewan, Alberta 

Application # N/A – Stop Order Issuance 

Date of Written Submission January 20, 2022 

Submission Author Dean McCartney 

 
 
1. Basis of Appeal  
 
The Appellant is appealing the issuance of a Stop Order by the Development Authority. 
The Development Authority had determined that unauthorized use is being carried out at 
the above noted property. The lands are being used as an Outdoor Storage Facility 
(Recreational Vehicle Storage). 
 
 
2. Zone and Use Class  

 
The property is located at 8820 92 Street and is located within an UR – Urban Reserve 
District (legal described as Lot 1, Plan 902 2142). Within this land use classification, an 
Outdoor Storage Facility is neither a Permitted nor a Discretionary Use within this 
district.  

 
 

3. Policy Framework  
 
The site is within the Southfort Area Structure Plan (SASP) and the planned future 
development and use of this land is Commercial.  The SASP identifies that this future 
commercial area to be developed as vehicle orientated shopping centre taking advantage 
of the high visibility adjacent to Highway 21/15 and to provide a variety of services for 
residents (Section 4.4). The purpose of the UR District is to ensure that lands within the 
district would not be inhibiting the convenient and economical redevelopment of the site 
from a rural/undeveloped status. As such the uses listed are very limited to restrict the 
landowner from inhibiting the opportunity for the land to be redevelopment in accordance 
with the City’s statutory land use plans. 
 
The Municipal Development Plan (MDP) has identified these lands within the Developing 
Neighbourhood framework as they have an approved ASP, in this instance Southfort. 
Developing Neighbourhoods are in the process of developing but are not yet fully built-
out. 
 
 
4. Relevant Background  
 
On May 14, 2015, the Development Authority issued PLCOMM20150376, an approved 



DA Written Submission to SDAB cont … 
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development permit, for the temporary use of an Outdoor Storage Facility – Recreational 
Vehicle Storage development to occur at 8820 92 Street.  The development permit was 
only valid for 5 years and expired on June 5, 2020. See Appendix F. 
 
On April 20, 2020, the Development Authority sent a reminder letter advising the 
landowner that the development permit was due to expire on June 5, 2020 and what 
options were available to them if they wanted to continue the temporary use of an Outdoor 
Storage Facility. See Appendix A – Reminder Letter 1 Permit due to Expire. 
 
The Development Authority completed a visual site inspection on August 20, 2021. 
Appendix B – Inspection Report Aug 20, 2021 shows RV storage occurring on the lands. 
On September 27, 2021, the Development Authority issued a notice letter advising the 
landowner that the development permit had expired and that the City may take 
enforcement action against the land if the Outdoor Storage Facility continued after 
October 31, 2021. See Appendix C – Letter 2 Permit Expired. 
 
On October 5, 2021 the Development Authority inspected the site and found additional 
RV’s being stored on the site than what was observed from a previous inspection (August 
20, 2021). Appendix D – Inspection Report Oct 5, 2021 provides photographic evidence 
of that inspection. A third visual site inspection was conducted on November 1, 2021. 
That inspection found that the lands were still being operated as an Outdoor Storage 
Facility for the purpose of storing recreational vehicles. Appendix E – Inspection Report 
Nov 1, 2021 provides photographic evidence of that inspection. 
 
The Development Authority issued a Stop Order against the landowner and the property 
on December 10, 2021. The Stop Order was sent via registered mail on December 10, 
2021 and was accepted by the recipient on December 22, 2021. 
 
 
5. Legislative and Regulatory Review – Stop Order issuance  
 
Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act Section 645 and Part 2, Section 2.16.1 of the 
City of Fort Saskatchewan’s Land Use Bylaw C23-20, allows for the issuance of a Stop 
Order where a development, land use or use of a building or structure is not in 
accordance with the Municipal Government Act, the Land Use Bylaw or a development 
permit or subdivision approval. 
 
The Development Authority is of the opinion that a development is occurring for an 
Outdoor Storage Facility – Recreational Vehicle Storage after the development permit 
expired pursuant to the City of Fort Saskatchewan’s Land Use Bylaw C23-20 with 
respect to the Lands.  On three separate site inspections, it was observed in three 
different areas on the Lands the storage of recreational vehicles.  Over the course of the 
inspections, the Development Authority did not observe any attempt of the Appellant to 
cease the use. In fact, it was observed that the number of recreational vehicles have 
increased.  
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Therefore, a contravention of Section 683 of the Municipal Government Act, and Part 3, 
Section 3.2 of the City of Fort Saskatchewan’s Land Use Bylaw C23-20 (LUB) with 
respect to the Lands is occurring. 
 
The appellant is appealing the Development Authority’s issuance of a Stop Order.  
 
 
Relevant sections and excerpts of the Land Use Bylaw and MGA: 
 
Within the City’s LUB, a Development is defined as it relates to this Stop Order is as 
follows: 
 

(c) A change of use of land or a building or an act done in relation to land or a 
building that results in or is likely to result in, a change in the use of the land or 
building; or 
(d) A Change in Intensity of Use of land or a building or an act done in relation to 
land or a building that results in, or is likely to result in, a change in the intensity 
of use of the land or building  

 
USE means the purpose or activity for which a site and buildings are designed, 
arranged, developed, or intended, or for which it is occupied or maintained. 
 
OUTDOOR STORAGE means a development used for the outdoor storage of goods 
and materials where such storage of goods and materials is Accessory to the principal 
use of the site. 
 
Section 1.3.1 Bylaw Compliance 
Except as otherwise provided in Section 3.2, Development Permit Not Required, no 
development shall be undertaken within the City unless a Development Permit 
application has been approved, a Development Permit has been issued and the 
development is in compliance with the terms and conditions of the Development Permit 
issued pursuant to this Bylaw. 
 
The Municipal Government Act, Revised statues of Alberta 2000, Chapter M-25 states: 
 
Section 683: 
Except as otherwise provided in a land use bylaw, a person may not commence any 
development unless the person has been issued a development permit in respect of it 
pursuant to the land use bylaw.  
 
Section 687: 
(3) In determining an appeal, the board hearing the appeal referred to in subsection (1) 
(d) may make an order or decision or issue or confirm the issue of a development 
permit even though the proposed development does not comply with the land use bylaw 
if, in its opinion, 
(ii) the proposed development conforms with the use prescribed for that land or building 
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in the land use bylaw. 
 
 
All Outdoor Storage Facility development requires the issuance of a Development 
Permit, as set out within the City’s Land Use Bylaw. The appellant is of the opinion that 
what is occurring on the Lands is not a development and should not be classified as 
such. 
 
 
6. SDAB Considerations.   
 
In accordance with 687(3)(c) of the MGA, the SDAB may confirm, revoke, or vary the 
order.  Confirming the order upholds the decision of the Development Authority.  
Revoking the order results in the landowner being permitted to continue use of the land 
as is.  Varying the order means changing the wording and/or conditions of the order. 
 
If the SDAB confirms the Stop Order by forming the opinion that the development of an 
Outdoor Storage Facility is occurring on the Lands, the options that are currently 
available to the appellant are to: 

- Comply with the order and remove the recreational vehicles immediately. 
- Have all recreational vehicles removed before the scheduled inspection date of 

April 6, 2022. 
 
 
7. Attachments    

 
Stop Order 
Appendix A – Reminder Letter 1 Permit due to Expire 
Appendix B – Inspection Report Aug 20, 2021 
Appendix C – Letter 2 Permit Expired 
Appendix D – Inspection Report Oct 5, 2021 
Appendix E – Inspection Report Nov 1, 2021 
Appendix F – Expired Development Permit – PLCOMM20150376 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “B” 

Stop Order 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “B” 

Letter 1 – Permit Due to 
Expire 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 
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Exhibit “B” 

Inspection Report –  

August 20, 2021 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 



 
 

 
 
 
Estimated Inventory of RV units being stored on property – August 2021: 
 
 
This estimate is based on site inspection on August 20, 2021 from public roadway and referencing the 
photos taken at that time. 
 
10 RV units seen from front entrance in the southeast corner of the lot.  Did not inspect other areas of the 
lot, however do remember seeing that were a couple of RV’s in the northeast corner of the site. 
 
Did not inspect area behind the telecommunications tower and behind existing single family home at this 
time. 
 
 
Dean McCartney 
Manager, Development Planning  
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Exhibit “B” 

Letter 2 – Permit Expired 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 



 10005 – 102 Street, Fort Saskatchewan, Alberta T8L 2C5 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
September 27, 2021 
 
Marlow Luella Krebs 

Fort Saskatchewan, Alberta 
T8L 2T4 
 
Outdoor Storage Facility – Recreational Vehicle Storage Temporary Development Permit  
8820 92 Street; Lot 1, Plan 902 2141, City of Fort Saskatchewan, AB 
 
Please be advised that Development Permit PLCOMM20150376 expired on June 5, 2020.  A letter from 
the City dated April 20, 2020 stated that the City would not consider enforcement action unless the RV 
Storage use continued after October 31, 2020. Please discontinue the use by removing all stored 
recreational vehicles and any other operations by October 31, 2021. Failing to do so may result in a 
Stop Order being issued against the property.   
 
To operate an RV Storage use on these lands, it must be authorized by the issuance of a development 
permit. The following outlines available options to you: 
 

1. Apply for a new Development Permit and specify the Use class applied for. The Development 
Authority would not have the ability to approve Uses not listed in the UR Land Use District in the 
Land Use Bylaw (LUB). Should the permit be refused, the applicant may appeal the decision 
before the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB). Please note that under the 
Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 680(2)(b) the SDAB must conform with the uses 
referred to in the LUB.  

 
2. Apply to amend the Land Use Bylaw to add any Use class you feel would be relevant.  This 

amendment would go before Council for their decision. Note there is a public hearing process 
associated with these amendments. The timeline to process a Land Use Bylaw amendment is a 
minimum of 12 -14 weeks prior to being presented in front of council for consideration. Should the 
amendment be adopted, you would then apply for development permit to have the use authorized 
in accordance with the Land Use Bylaw. Speaking with a planning consultant may help provide 
direction. 
 

3. Apply to redistrict (rezone) the site to a land use district that includes the Use class(es) you feel 
are relevant. The redistricting would go before Council for their decision. Note there is a public 
hearing process associated with redistricting. The timeline to process a redistricting amendment 
is a minimum of 12 -14 weeks prior to being presented in front of council for consideration. A 
subsequent development permit would be required. Speaking with a planning consultant may 
help provide direction. 

 
We are happy to discuss these option in more detail. If you wish to discuss these options and a course of 
action, please contact me prior to October 31, 2021.  
 
Be advised that this letter should not be construed as authorization of the Use to continue until a Stop 
Order is issued.   If you have any questions please contact me via email at dmccartney@fortsask.ca. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dean McCartney 
Manager, Development Planning  
Planning & Development Department, City of Fort Saskatchewan  
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Exhibit “B” 

Inspection Report – 

October 5, 2021 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 



 
 

 
 
 
Estimated Inventory of RV units being stored on property – October 2021: 
 
 
This estimate is based on site inspection on October 5, 2021 from public roadway and from the 
telecommunication lease area and referencing the photos taken at that time. 
 
16 RV units seen from front entrance in the southeast corner of the lot. 
1 RV unit seen in the northeast corner of the lot. 
6 RV units in the area behind the telecommunications tower. 
23 or more RV units in total were observed in 3 different yard locations on the lot. 
 
Did not inspect area behind the existing single family home at this time. 
 
 
Dean McCartney 
Manager, Development Planning  
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Exhibit “B” 

Inspection Report – 

November 1, 2021 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 



 
 

 
 
 
Estimated Inventory of RV units being stored on property – November 1, 2021: 
 
 
This estimate is based on site inspection on November 1, 2021 from public roadway and referencing the 
photos taken at that time. 
 
17 RV units seen from front entrance in the southeast corner of the lot. 
1 RV unit seen in the northeast corner of the lot. 
1 or more RV units in the area behind the telecommunications tower, was not able to gain access 
behind the lease area. 
19 or more RV units in total were observed in 2 different yard locations on the lot.  The area behind the 
telecommunications tower has a total of 6 RV units that were observed.  At the time of this inspection I 
was not able to inspect to confirm if that number increased or decreased. 
 
Did not inspect area behind the existing single family home or the telecommunications lease area at this 
time. 
 
 
Dean McCartney 
Manager, Development Planning  
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Exhibit “B” 

Development Permit 

PLCOMM20150376 

 

Development Authority 
Submission 
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Exhibit “C” 

Agent Authorization Letter 

 

Appellant Submission 



January 22, 2022

To whom it may concern,

This letter is to serve as notification that I, Marlow Luella Krebs (the 
Appellant) hereby authorize my son, Edward Jaye Krebs,  to act as 
my agent for the purposes of the hearing of January 26, 2022.

Marlow Luella Krebs



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “C” 

Letter to RV Storage 
Tenants 

 

Appellant Submission 



April 20, 2020

To Our RV Storage Tenants,

We regret having to inform you that Don Krebs RV Storage facility is 
being forced to close effective June 1, 2020.

After sixteen years, the City of Fort Saskatchewan has refused to renew After sixteen years, the City of Fort Saskatchewan has refused to renew 
our business license to operate as a storage business.  We have 
exhausted all avenues in our communication with The City and tried to 
appeal to their common sense with this decision, but it fell on deaf ears. 
Here’s a link to some of those ears: MSiddons@fortsask.ca and 
SOfstie@fortsask.ca. We’re sure they would love to hear from you. For 
some reason they feel strongly that people should no longer not have an 
opportunity to store their trailers within a reasonable distance from opportunity to store their trailers within a reasonable distance from 
their home.

Therefore, we must ask everyone to find alternative storage 
arrangements and remove everything from your space(s) by June 15th, 
2020 at the latest.

Your patronage has truly been appreciated all these years.  Dad really 
enjoyed having this storage business and all the conversations he had 
with so many of you.

Best of Luck.

The Krebs Family

Marlow, Jaye and Kerry



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “C” 

“Google My Business” Profile 

 

Appellant Submission 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “C” 

Development Permit 
PLCOMM20150376 with 

emphasis added. 

 

Appellant Submission 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “C” 

Email from Planning and 
Development 

 

Appellant Submission 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “D” 

 

Notification Mailing 
Information 



 

 

 
 
 
January 13, 2022 
 
 
Adjacent Landowner, 
 
 
RE: NOTICE OF APPEAL – SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 
 
 
The Clerk of the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) has received an appeal concerning the issuance 
of a Stop Order. The Stop Order was issued to the owner of 8820 92 Street, and required that they cease the 
operations of an Outdoor Storage Facility – Recreational Vehicle Storage following the expiry of a development permit 
for that use. 
 
In accordance with the Municipal Government Act, the SDAB will hold a public hearing as follows: 
 
 

Date and time of Hearing: 
 

January 26, 2022, at 1:00 PM 

Location of Hearing: 
 

Virtual Hearing via Cisco WebEx 
*Email sdab@fortsask.ca to register your interest in 
attending or speaking in opposition or support.  
 

PREVIOUS Development Permit: 
 

PLCOMM20150376 

Appellant: 
 

Marlow KREBS 
 
 

As an adjacent landowner, you are hereby notified of the appeal hearing. Persons wishing to make presentations 
before the Board may do so by registering their intent with the Clerk on or before Friday, January 21, 2022. 
 
During the hearing, the SDAB will hear, review, and consider both written and verbal presentations from the Appellant, 
persons given notice of the appeal, those claiming to be affected by the permit, and City officials. Upon conclusion of 
the hearing, the SDAB has 15 days within which to render a decision. 
 
Questions concerning this appeal may be directed to our offices by calling 780-992-6200, or by way of email to 
sdab@fortsask.ca.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Kaiser 
Clerk, Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
 
cc: Craig Thomas, Director, Planning & Development 

Dean McCartney, Manager, Development Planning 
 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit “E” 

 

Development Authority 
Presentation 



2022-02-09

1

Subdivision and Development Appeal Board

Stop Order Appeal
‘Outdoor Storage Facility’ at 8820 92 Street

January 26, 2022



2022-02-09

2

Home Depot



2022-02-09

3

• April 20, 2020 – City sent a reminder letter to land owner.
• June 5, 2020 – Development Permit expired.
• August 20, 2021 – First visual inspection completed by 

City.
• September 27, 2021 – City sent second letter to land 

owner.
• October 5, 2021 – Second visual inspection completed by 

City.
• November 1, 2021 – Third visual inspection completed   

by City.
• December 10, 2021 – Stop Order issued to                    

land owner.
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Stop Order Authority

Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act Section 645 and 
Part 2, Section 2.16.1 of the City of Fort Saskatchewan’s 
Land Use Bylaw C23-20, allows for the issuance of a Stop 
Order where a development, land use or use of a building 
or structure is not in accordance with the Municipal 
Government Act, the Land Use Bylaw or a      
development permit or subdivision approval.

SDAB Considerations

In accordance with 687(3)(c) of the MGA, the SDAB 
may confirm, revoke, or vary the order.  Confirming 
the order upholds the decision of the Development 
Authority.  Revoking the order results in the 
landowner being permitted to continue use of the land 
as is.  Varying the order means changing the wording 
and/or conditions of the order.
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6

If the SDAB confirms the Stop Order by forming the 
opinion that the development of an Outdoor Storage 
Facility is occurring on the Lands, the options that are 
currently available to the appellant are to:

•Comply with the order and remove the recreational 
vehicles immediately.

•Have all recreational vehicles removed before the 
scheduled inspection date of April 6, 2022.

Questions.




