
City of Grande Prairie Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
Appeal File Number:   SDAB 2025-001D 

Appeal By:    Sandra Leslie 

Appeal Against:   Development Authority of the City of Grande Prairie 

Hearing Date:    October 15, 2025 

Decision Date:   October 20, 2025 

Board Members:   Chair & Presiding Officer: Linda Murphy 

Members: Jamie McFadyen, Terri Sudnik 

 

Also Present at the Hearing: Jessica Sanderson (SDAB Clerk), Charlene Loxam (SDAB Clerk), 
Valerie Norris-Kirk (Access and Privacy Coordinator, City of Grande Prairie), Alison Downing 
(Development Authority), Diane Tennant (Development Authority), Sandra Leslie, Bobbie-Jo 
McLeod, Dan Leslie, Greg Shillington, Alex Zune, Mico Tinor. 

 

Decision 

Description of the Application: 

1. The appeal before the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board was brought by 
Sandra Leslie. 

2. On September 2, 2025 the Development Authority issued a development permit to 
Beer Bros and Spirits Corp to approve the discretionary use of Lot: 1, Block: 1, Plan: 
9221035 (9131 Crystal Lake Drive) as a liquor store. 

3. The subject parcel is owned by Skywatch Entertainment and is designated as CL Local 
Commercial under the City of Grane Prairie’s Land Use Bylaw C-1260. 

 

Procedural History: 

4. The hearing commenced on October 15, 2025 and concluded on the same date. 

 

Decision: 

5. The appeal is denied and the decision of the Development Authority is upheld. 
Development Permit PL250290 will remain valid. 

 

  



Submissions: 

6. The Board received oral and/or written submissions from: 

a. Sandra Leslie 

b. Bobbie-Jo McLeod 

c. Dan Leslie 

d. Greg Shillington 

e. Alex Zune 

f. Mico Tinor 

g. Alison Downing, Development Authority 

7. The Board refused to accept a written submission at the opening of the hearing, from 
Jason Scott, Skywatch Entertainment, on the grounds that it missed the deadline and 
there was insufficient time for parties to fairly review and respond. 

 

The Development Authority 

8. The Development Authority presented written and oral submissions to the Board. In 
summary, the Development Authority submitted that the SDAB should deny the appeal 
and uphold the Development Authority’s decision to issue permit PL250290:  for 
change of use to allow a liquor store. 

9. The Development Authority presented that the change of use to a liquor store is a 
discretionary use that required notification to surrounding property owners and 
approval from the Operational Services Committee, which approved the permit 
unanimously. 

a. Only one written comment was received during the notification period. 

10. The unit is located within a multitenant commercial complex located within a 
residential neighbourhood. Adjacent uses in the complex include a restaurant, a 
butcher shop, a photography studio, a grocery store and an animal clinic. 

11. The CL Local District is intended to provide small scale commercial services that meet 
the daily needs of nearby residential areas. A liquor store aligns with this intent. 
Comparable examples include Patterson, Westpointe, Country Club and Lakeland 
neighbourhood commercial complexes. 

12. The commercial complex previously accommodated a Liquor Store, which closed in 
2017. 

13. The proposal meets all requirements of the Land Use Bylaw C-1260 and no variances 
were required. 



14. Internal consultation was done with other City Departments including  the City’s 
Traffic Engineering Department and they confirmed they had no concerns regarding 
access or traffic impacts. 

15. Other comparable uses such as restaurants, clinics, convenience retail are permitted 
and could operate without applying for a permit, and they would generate similar 
levels of traffic. 

 

The Applicant 

16. Greg Shillington spoke on behalf of Beer Bros and Spirits Corp. 

17. Applicant advised their successful Patterson location has been open for 4 years and 
feel a store on the north side of the city would fit the demographics. 

18. There have been no recorded issues of crime at the Patterson location and it closes at 
12 a.m. 

19. When asked by the board, it was confirmed there will be no drive through service at 
the location. 

20. Answered question to delivery and trash collection.  

a. The vehicle parks at the front door and is typically unloaded in 5 minutes. 

b. Indicated he will speak to landlord about trash and recycling. At existing 
location in Patterson it is picked up once a week. 

21. Spoke to signage and plans for appearance being similar to other businesses in the 
plaza. 

a. Considering blacking out the windows with film, may have decal. 

 

The Appellant 

22. Sandra Leslie and Bobbie-Jo McLeod submitted written and oral submissions to the 
board. 

23. The appellant presented concerns with current high levels of traffic congestion and 
the increased traffic this new business would bring to the area. Traffic counts were 
provided to show that traffic in the area is high, as well as accidents in the area that 
have resulted in injuries. 

24. Presented concerns about the proximity to walking trails and a family neighbourhood 
with a park. 

25. Presented that other liquor stores in the City do not face residential homes. 

26. Expressed concerns about crime and resale value of their home with a liquor store 
across the street. 



a. Noted when a liquor store was in the area previously, they experienced higher 
crime rates including three vehicles being stolen, drunk driving, items being 
stolen and have experienced less crime since. 

27. Presented concerns about the delivery truck blocking the view of oncoming traffic 
from the curve in the road when coming out of the cul-de-sac beside the 
establishment. 

 

Speaking In Favour of the Appeal 

28. Dan Leslie presented on the petition he had signed which was included in the appeal 
package with residents who are in opposition to the liquor store. 

 

Speaking In Opposition of the Appeal 

29. Mico Tinor, owner of Beer Bros and Spirits Corp presented. 

30. On the impact of a liquor store on impact on children: 

a. Presented north of the proposed location is Royal Spirits, across the street from 
Maude Clifford School. 

b. Presented that they are not typically open during mornings. 

31. Presented that increased traffic concerns are to the existing commercial establishment 
and not to the liquor store specifically. 

32. Presented concerns on intoxicated driving. Hope proximity limits any instances that do 
occur due to being in walking distance to many residences. 

33. Alex Zune spoke to main traffic being 4-5 o’clock when people stop by on their way 
home and typically a maximum of 5 people in the store at a time. 

34. Alex Zune spoke to lack of instances of crime at their current location. Noted one 
instance where they called the police to prevent intoxicated driving. 

 

Reasons for Decision 

35. The Board notes that its jurisdiction is found in section 687(3) of the Municipal 
Government Act. 

36. The Board considered the written and oral evidence submitted by the parties. 

37. The Board heard the appellants concerns about traffic, crime and property value but 
did not find sufficient evidence was presented to prove that a liquor store would have 
more impact on these factors than any other commercial business allowed on the 
parcel. 



38. The Board agrees with the Development Authority, that the liquor store fits into the 
intent of the CL-Local Commercial District as outlined in the Land Use Bylaw C-1260. 
Furthermore, the Board agrees that the retail service of a liquor store is consistent 
with the scale and function of typical services expected in such locations and aligns 
with the uses in the current commercial complex. 

 

Conclusion 

For the reasons set out above, the appeal is denied, and the decision of the development 
authority is upheld. Development Permit PL250290 will remain valid. 

The SDAB recommends the appellant contacts the City’s Engineering and Transportation 
Department to discuss other solutions to the increased traffic the area is experiencing since 
the closure of the access at 68th, as this is outside the jurisdiction of this Board. 

Furthermore, the SDAB notes the location of school bus stops is outside their jurisdiction and 
that the appellant should bring any concerns on such matters to the attention of the relevant 
school division. 

 

“L. Murphy” (signed)    

Chair (Linda Murphy) 


