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DEVELOPMENT PERMITS
TAKE NOTICE THAT THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT PERMIT(S) FOR THE PROPOSED USE
LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED IN ACCORDANCE WITH BY-LAW 2017/48, LAND USE
BYLAW OF THE COUNTY OF WETASKIWIN NO. 10.
Application No. D19/013
Move on single story residence (1236 sqft), future attached front and rear decks and
carport; Gazebo; 4 existing sheds and relocation of existing storage shed (14ft x 34ft):
SW-1-46-4-W5M, Lot 1, Block 1, Plan 0622647. This is a discretionary use as specified
by Section 10.22.3 (h) of Land Use Bylaw 2017/48.
Application No. D19/015
Enchanted Ever After Bridal (Home based seamstress Business): NE-18-45-7-W5M. This
is a discretionary use as specified by Section 10.1.3 (j) of Land Use Bylaw 2017/48.
Any person wishing to review the above permit(s) may do so at the County Office during
normal business hours or request by email to wpermits@county.wetaskiwin.ab.ca.
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 686 OF THE MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT, ANY
PERSONS CLAIMING TO BE AFFECTED BY THIS DECISION MAY SERVE WRITTEN NOTICE
OF APPEAL, ALONG WITH PRESCRIBED FEE OF $150.00 TO:
ROD HAWKEN, SECRETARY TO THE DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD
COUNTY OF WETASKIWIN NO. 10 P.O. BOX 6960 WETASKIWIN, ALBERTA T9A 2G5
WITHIN TWENTY ONE DAYS OF THE FIRST DATE OF THIS NOTICE.

NOTICE OF REMOVAL
The County of Wetaskiwin will be removing any property left stored on County Property
along the shores of Pigeon Lake and Lake Drive in Mulhurst Bay. Any property continued
to be stored after February 28, 2019 is subject to removal, as per County of Wetaskiwin
#10 “Municipal, Environmental and Conservation Reserve and Public Utility Lot Bylaw”
2018/58. To avoid any fees and fines please ensure all property is removed. If you have
any questions please contact Bylaw Services at 780-352-0005.

For more information, contact your ALUS Program Coordinator:

Kim Barkwell

Leduc County and County of Wetaskiwin
T: 780-387-6182
E: kimb@leduc-county.com

Vision Statement

Strong Proactive Leadership - Safe Progressive Communities

Mission Statement

Provide local representation to pool resources and provide a consistent level of core
services to the community enhancing the quality of life for present and future generations.

Rezoning for farmyard defeated by county Dec. 6
County of Wetaskiwin council votes 3-4 against rezoning
By Stu Salkeld
The Pipestone Flyer

County of Wetaskiwin council denied a spot rezoning of a
farmyard from agriculture to
country residential after a public hearing during their regular Planning and Economic
Development meeting Dec. 6.
The public hearing was
opened by reeve Terry Van
de Kraats.
Presented to council by
Director of Planning and
Economic Development David
Blades, the request to re-zone
involved a parcel located at SE
30-46-22-W4M, owned by the
Prinse family.
“On October 22, 2018,
Administration received a
rezoning application from
Antonius and Annie Prinse to
rezone seven (7) acres (2.83
hectares) within SE 30-46-22W4M from Agricultural (AG)
to Country Residential (CR),”
stated Blades in his report to

council.
“The property is located
along Range Road 235 and
just north off of Highway 13.
The applicant is discontinuing
farming, but wishes to retain
the acreage site with the two
(2) dwellings to support he and
his wife and his daughter and
her family.” Blades told councilors it looked like the owners
wanted the yard site separated
from the rest of the title.
He also stated the soil in
question appears to be relatively good.
But there was a problem
preventing county staff from
supporting the application.
“Administration cannot support the proposed rezoning
application in accordance with
the provisions contained within the Land Use Bylaw,” stated
Blades’ memo.
“Under the Second Yard
Subdivisions Policy #6607 of
the County of Wetaskiwin, in
order to qualify for a second

yard site, both the dwelling
on the existing subdivided parcel, otherwise known
as a first parcel out, and the
dwelling on the proposed or
second yard site parcel must
be at least ten (10) years of age.
In this case, both dwellings
would indeed qualify as they
have assessed effective years
of 1955 and 2006 . However,
there remains the issue of two
(2) dwellings situated within
the proposed parcel that is the
subject of the proposed rezoning. “Administration recognizes that one (1) of the two (2)
dwellings is currently being
occupied by the landowners’ daughter and her family.
Unfortunately, planning decisions on districting, otherwise
known as zoning, or subdivision of a parcel are based on
relevant planning documents,
policies, and procedures, not
economic status decisions.”
Blades also noted, “Another
key issue in considering this

rezoning proposal is the two
(2) dwellings on a seven (7)
acre lot and the potential of the
parcel being subdivided again.
The future subdivision would
then create four (4) parcels out
of a quarter section and would
be subject to an application for
Area Structure Plan.”
The applicant spoke and
stated the second residence, a
mobile home, could be moved
out once his daughter leaves.
Blades said administration
sees this issue as cut and dried
and recommended denial.
Councilor Josh Bishop asked
about three parcels, and Blades
answered some policies allow
multiple parcels but the two
dwellings was the bigger problem.
Councilor Bill Krahn said
the yard has been there a long
time and the resident of the
second home will probably
move out eventually so the
county should show more leeway here. Krahn said if this

was an application for new
property, it would be different.
Van de Kraats asked, if
allowed, can the county require that if the property is
sold, the second home must
be removed? Blades said, yes,
a charge on title has been done
before. However, he noted
someone has to keep track
of any sale and whether the

charge was followed.
Councilor Ken Adair noted
he was more concerned about
another parcel out than the
two dwellings.
Van de Kraats closed the
public hearing, and the
Prinse’s request was defeated
by a 3-4 vote.
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