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[28] The Appellant spoke to the written and verbal submission of the Respondent noting the 

following:

1. (Exhibit 3, pg. 15, number 21) The principal dwelling is 581 m2
, the proposed 

Accessory Building is 297.68 m2 which makes this an acceptable ratio where the 

proposed Accessory Building would remain subordinate to the principal 

dwelling.(Exhibit 3, pg. 15, number 25) The Respondent noted that an addition to the 

Single Detached Dwelling, as suggested by the Development Authority, and a 

standalone Accessory Building of the same size would look exactly the same, only 

there would be an odd walkway and the addition would be taxable, whereas an 

accessory building is not.

11. (Exhibit 3, pg. 15, number 27) The 12 m frontage of the proposed Accessory Building

is all that can be seen from the road and therefore it would not negatively affect the

character of the District.

[29] The Appellant referred to an existing 55 m2 Accessory Building (Temporary Structure)

located on the Subject Property (Exhibit 3, pg. 18) and indicated that Exhibits 4 and 5 are

interior photographs of the Temporary Structure which was intended to be a temporary

solution for the storage of renovation material. The Appellant indicated that in 2014, the

Planning and Development Department indicated that a permit would not be required for

the Temporary Structure. The Appellant submitted that renovations took longer than

expected but are nearing completion. Once the proposed Accessory Building is built, the

shelving will be transferred from the Temporary Structure to the proposed Accessory

Building and the Temporary Structure will be dismantled. The Appellant further

submitted, that he would be prepared to dismantle the Temporary Structure should the

Board make this a condition of approving the proposed Accessory Building.

[30] The Appellant referred to the Site Inspection Form (Exhibit 3, pg. 20) which indicates that

up to four commercial vehicles were observed on the Subject Property. The Appellant

indicated that he has a service vehicle for his business, a personally owned pickup truck,

and his wife occasionally drives a CNRL truck home from work. There is also a personally

owned and used dump truck which has been used to assist with renovations and will likely

be sold once renovations are complete.

[31] Through questioning by the Respondent, the Appellant submitted that the name of his

business is Reliable Mechanical Services Ltd., and he does have a valid Home Business

Development Permit.
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v. No additional concerns were put forward by the Respondent regarding the proposed

Accessory Building other than the sheer size.

[47] As there was no opposition submitted by the Respondent with regard to Exhibits 4 and 5, 

the Board accepted the illustrations as evidence; however, the Board gave little weight to 

the illustrations as they depict the interior of a Temporary Structure, which is not the 

subject of the appeal.

[48] The Board is a quasi-judicial body independent from the Municipality, Municipal Council 

and the Planning and Development Department. In reviewing the submissions Exhibits 6 

and 7 of the Appellant, the Board finds that the information contained in Exhibit 6 is from 

a 2021 land use bylaw draft. Exhibit 7 is referring to a draft land use bylaw re-write. 

Based on this, the Board can only consider the legislation this it is in place at the time of 

the appeal; therefore, the Board strikes Exhibits 6 and 7 from the record.

[49] The Commercial and construction activity occurring on the Subject Property is not merit 

to this appeal; therefore, this was not a consideration of the Board when making its 

decision.

[50] The Board notes that previous decisions of the Subdivision and Development Board are 

not precedent setting; therefore, the Board did not place any weight on the previous 

Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Decision No. SDAB 2019-007.

[51] 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.

Dated at the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo in the Province of Alberta, this 
of ('I\� 2023. 

----

CHAIR: 

day 

FOIP section 
17(1)
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APPENDIX "A" 

DOCUMENTS RECEIVED AND CONSIDERED BY THE SDAB: 

EXHIBIT ITEM DATE FILED 

NO. 

Subject Area Map 2023-03-28 

l. Notice of Appeal 2023-03-24 

2. Appellant's Evidence Disclosure 2023-04-25 

3. Respondent's Evidence Disclosure (Planner's Report) 2023-04-27 

4. 
Illustration of Interior of Existing Structure - No Ladder (submitted by 

2023-05-04 
Appellant) 

5. 
Illustration of Interior of Existing Structure - With Ladder (submitted 

2023-05-04 
by Appellant) 

APPENDIX "B" 

REPRESENTATIONS 

PERSON APPEARING 
1. Elias BiolleY:-Villalobos

2. Lee-Anne Kumka

3. Kris Kozak

CAPACITY 
Development Officer, Planning and Development 

Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo 
Supervisor, Development Control 

Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo 
Appellant, Development Permit Applicant




